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Abstract:  

 
The energy system transition requires a radical transformation of the whole energy system. These 

changes reach out to the everyday lives of individuals making them key stakeholders in the transition. 

The way the public is involved in the energy transition is evolving towards encompassing the scope of 

the challenge but is hindered by many implementation challenges.  

 

As many of the measures to decarbonise the energy system reach out to the everyday lives of 

individuals and across society, it is not feasible to attempt to achieve them with only top-down 

measures. Bottom-up action is not enough in itself either, as the more active role of the public in the 

energy transition has been hindered by insufficient resources and a lack of policy support. Instead, a 

facilitative approach is needed. As the energy transition is not possible without the involvement of the 

public, questions over who participates (or does not, or cannot) and who benefits from the transition 

are not just moral considerations but also questions over the effectiveness of the transition. 

 

The main aim of this research is to evaluate emerging governance arrangements that facilitate public 

involvement in the energy transition.  It examines key discourses in two case study countries 

(Scotland and Ireland) and analyses these using a governmentality approach. This facilitates the use of 

concepts such as problematisation, technologies and rationalities, which are used to investigate how 

varying stakeholders in Ireland and Scotland discuss the role of the public in the energy system. To 

analyse the connections between varying perspectives, another analytical tool, interplay, is 

introduced.  

 

The data for this research consists of interviews with key stakeholders, policy documents, policy 

consultation submissions, public event recordings, and reports by key stakeholders. Analysing how 

public involvement in its many forms is problematised, what strategies are adopted, and what moral 

elaborations guide this gives insights into how the public is governed and what challenges and 

opportunities are connected to this, which poses one of the most crucial challenges for the energy 

transition.  

 

This has resulted in several contributions. First, the research contributes to the understanding of 

involvement, the Whole-of-Society approach, and governmentality. The second category of 

contributions relates to methodology, and the use of novel methods during a pandemic. Lastly, the 

research highlights that there have been main themes under which the measures to aim to involve the 

public in the transition can be categorised; awareness raising, inspiring, and empowerment. The 

analysis of the different stakeholder perspectives in relation to these strategies highlights conflicts 

between how the public is imagined and the adopted practices, indicating a need to reconsider the 

prevalent rationalities connected to the involvement of the public in the energy transition.   

 

KEYWORDS: governmentality; governance; public participation; whole-of-society approach; 

energy transition 
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1 

 

1. Introduction 

 

The energy transition is a comprehensive and complex challenge of decarbonising the whole energy 

system, pushed forward by the increasing awareness of the severity of climate change (IPCC, 2021). 

The energy transition and approaches to answer the climate crisis are intrinsically connected society-

wide transitions, involving multiple interconnected challenges. These transitions need to progress fast, 

but this also requires transformational change which reaches out to the everyday life of individuals 

and all parts of society. 

 

The governance of the energy transition has been slowly evolving towards encompassing the 

complexity and extent of the challenge. It is now increasingly understood that the challenge is not just 

technical but also economic, social, and political, and includes the whole society (Chilvers & 

Longhurst, 2016; Geels, 2004; Köhler et al., 2019). This has resulted in changes in approaches toward 

what appears to be a more facilitative, polycentric, participatory, and collaborative approach to the 

governing of the transition (Cowell et al., 2017c; Heinen et al., 2022; Nagorny-Koring, 2019; Nochta 

& Skelcher, 2020). Despite some positive developments, this evolution of the energy transition 

governance has faced many challenges stemming from social and power structures interlinked with 

public participation (Jenkins et al., 2018; Otamendi-Irizar et al., 2022; Stirling, 2014; Szulecki, 2018; 

Szulecki & Overland, 2020; Urquiza et al., 2018). 

 

Conventional rationalities focusing on economic growth, competitiveness and efficiency of the energy 

transition have challenged society-wide public involvement in the transition (Ansell et al., 2020; 

Heffron et al., 2015; Kirkegaard et al., 2021). Questions over who participates, who does not or 

cannot participate, or who benefits or loses from the transition, are often discussed in terms of a moral 

obligation, justice, and democratisation of the transition (Healy & Barry, 2017; Määttä, 2021a; 

Mulvey, 2020; Pellegrini-Masini et al., 2020; Thombs, 2019; Walker & Baxter, 2017). When the 

energy transition is understood in its full scope, this also becomes a question of effectiveness. A 

society-wide transition cannot take place without the involvement of said society. This research 

investigates the power dynamics of public involvement in the energy transition to highlight challenges 

and opportunities for the society-wide energy transition.  

 

The main aim of this thesis is to evaluate emerging governance arrangements that facilitate public 

involvement in the energy transition.   
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This aim is pursued through four objectives:  

1. To develop an appropriate theoretical framing to evaluate the governance of the public in the 

energy system transition.  

2. To create an appropriate research design to investigate diverse stakeholder group discourses 

on public involvement in the energy transition.  

3. Using a governmentality approach to highlight the power dynamics operating in case studies 

of the energy transition.  

4. To synthesise the insights from the research process to identify overall challenges and 

opportunities for public involvement in the energy transition.   

 

To achieve the first objective, the role of the public is envisioned through the idea of Involvement. The 

idea of involvement is rooted in the literature on energy transition governance and new roles given to 

the public in the energy transition. The role of the public in the energy transition has been evolving. 

The public has been framed as having the passive role of consumers or even acting as obstacles to the 

energy transition. Increasingly, more active roles of prosumers and energy citizens are being fostered. 

The idea of going beyond this, towards the public as involved key stakeholders in the energy 

transition has been emerging in the latest policy discourses highlighting energy transition as a 

collective challenge leading to the introduction of support schemes to facilitate public involvement 

(Määttä, 2021b). 

 

Many challenges of the energy transition require the involvement of the public. Energy efficiency, 

house retrofitting, demand side control, adoption of sustainable products, and behavioural change, 

changing the everyday lives of individuals, are not possible to achieve only with top-down measures. 

This is increasingly recognised as a key challenge for the energy transition (Directive (EU) 2018/844, 

2018), and is seen to be hindered by questions over the willingness and ability of the public to take 

upon these responsibilities (Devine-Wright, 2007; Fischer et al., 2021; Marinetto, 2003), and a lack of 

policy support (Mercier, 2021). This highlights that solely bottom-up measures are not sufficient 

either, and government facilitation is required to make public involvement possible to the needed 

extent (Määttä, 2021b).  

 

An involved public is a key stakeholder in the energy transition, and the ways the public can become 

involved are diversifying (e.g. Horstink et al., 2021; Määttä, 2021b; Pallett et al., 2019). To 

operationalise the vast range of approaches to involvement, these are divided into three categories 

(Määttä, 2021b). Firstly, the public can become involved through the adoption of products, such as 

smart meters, electric vehicles, and house retrofitting, and through behavioural change. Secondly, as 

key stakeholders, the public can also become involved in energy generation, through community 
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energy projects, micro-generation, shared ownership, and community benefits. Lastly, the public can 

also become involved in formal and informal decision-making processes. 

 

To further support the first objective of the thesis and to give a theoretical framing for the 

investigation of the governance of public involvement in the energy transition, a governmentality 

approach is adopted. The way individuals are governed to take upon a more active and responsible 

role is embedded in subtle power dynamics which involve a vast range of actors in polycentric 

governance networks of the energy transition. The investigation of these power dynamics has been 

identified as a key issue for the emerging public involvement (Jenkins et al., 2018; Otamendi-Irizar et 

al., 2022; Stirling, 2014; Szulecki, 2018; Szulecki & Overland, 2020). A governmentality approach is 

adopted in this thesis as an analytical tool, as it encompasses the relationality and complexity of 

power, but also provides practical tools to investigate this (Foucault, 1982b, 1988, 1991, 2007, 2010; 

Rose & Miller, 1992; Smith et al., 1999). Moreover, governmentality concepts of subjectification 

(Paterson & Stripple, 2010; van Dam et al., 2015) and responsibilisation (Burchell, 1993; 

Löwenheim, 2007) provide a clear link between the governmentality approach and the changing role 

of the public in the energy transition, as is recognised in previous research (Berquier & Gibassier, 

2019; Laes & Bombaerts, 2022; Szulecki, 2018).  

 

A crucial point for appreciating the theoretical context of the thesis is that the energy transition is 

enforced by the shared crisis of climate change, and the use of energy reaches out to all aspects of 

society, making everyone a stakeholder. For this collective effort to be possible, it needs to be as 

inclusive as possible. Governments, and other actors in polycentric governance, need to take action to 

facilitate collaborative efforts, and at the root of this is the understanding that this challenge is 

systemic. Moreover, with the governmentality approach, it becomes highlighted that this change has 

involved responsibilisation and subjectification of the public through new roles of active energy 

consumers, prosumers, and energy citizens. Putting these aspects of the energy system transition 

together, it becomes clear that the emerging energy transition governance has elements of a Whole-of-

Society (WoS) Approach (Määttä, 2021b). This novel concept is adopted in this research as a 

framework to understand the shifting role of the public in the energy transition. The first objective of 

providing a theoretical framing for the study is therefore fulfilled by a combination of the theoretical 

framings of involvement, governmentality, and the WoS Approach, as will be further elaborated 

through Chapters 2 – 4. 
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Two case studies were selected for the study, the Republic of Ireland2, and Scotland. These countries 

both are increasingly focusing on involving individuals in the energy transition (Määttä, 2021b). 

Despite many similarities, the countries have a contrasting history of public participation in energy 

transition and have now adopted different strategies to foster public involvement. Ireland has a history 

of a centralised power system with reliance on large-scale developers and energy imports. The 

possibilities for active public participation are still emerging in Ireland. The mandatory commitments 

of the EU member countries is a key influence pushing forward this more active participation (e.g. 

Government of Ireland, 2021). Public involvement in the energy transition in Scotland has a longer 

history than in Ireland, but some recent developments have hindered this. In Scotland, the discussion 

around consumer involvement is shifting towards a focus on behavioural change of energy consumers 

and demand side control.  

 

The second objective of creating an appropriate research design is addressed in a way that follows the 

theoretical framing. The governmentality approach highlights the relationality of power and uses the 

analysis of discourse as a way to make this power visible. The data collection was guided by the 

identification of key stakeholders in both case studies. This data can be divided into three types of 

discourses: interviews, policy discourse, and public discourse. Policy discourse includes policy 

documents, but also policy consultation submissions by a vast range of stakeholders. Additionally, 

key stakeholder interviews were conducted for both case studies, and these represent their own type of 

discourse. Public discourse includes public event recordings and reports written by key stakeholders. 

The full description of the research design and its connections to the theoretical framing is discussed 

in Chapter Five.  

 

To address objective three (adapting the governmentality approach to the research design), these 

discourses were analysed using governmentality concepts of problematisations, technologies, and 

rationalities (Rose & Miller, 1992; Rosol, 2015) for how they problematise issues, what measures are 

adopted or suggested as strategies to address these problems, and lastly what rationalities are guiding 

this. Furthermore, a new analytical tool, interplay, was introduced to further elaborate on the 

relationality of power and to answer some of the key critiques the governmentality approach has 

faced. The theoretical basis of the analytical tools is explained in Chapter Two, and how these were 

adapted as analytical tools is explained in Section 5.4.1. Furthermore, the results of the analysis are 

reviewed in Chapters Six and Seven.   

 

 

2 Ireland from now on.  
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The investigation of the interplay between and inside stakeholder perspectives, as well as the choice 

of two case studies, reflection on their context, and existing research on the role of the public in the 

energy transition fulfils objective four. The synthesis of the evidence generated from the case studies 

with a reflection on the existing literature is discussed in Chapter Eight.  

 

The stated objectives lead to the research making three categories of contributions. Firstly, the 

research develops the understanding of public involvement in the energy systems transition by 

framing the shifting role of the public through the idea of involvement, a crucial part of an effective 

energy system transition. The WoS approach provides a new perspective on novel systemic and 

society-wide approaches to the energy transition, which gives a novel framework for investigating 

stakeholders in the energy transition and the governance approaches to this collective challenge. The 

specific adaptation of the governmentality approach in the research also represents a novel way of 

using the theory, based on existing adaptations, but modified for this research. Therefore, the research 

progresses two novel theoretical framings related to the shifting role of the public in the energy 

transition, that of how to understand public involvement generally, and more specifically, the 

emergence of the WoS approach. The second contribution relates to how the thesis utilised adaptive 

methodology to answer data collection challenges during the COVID-19 pandemic, providing insights 

into novel data collection methods. The last contribution develops from the empirical investigation of 

the emerging change in the role of the public in the energy transition, and highlights opportunities and 

challenges in relation to this, connected to the most recent developments in the energy transition of 

the case studies.  

 

The thesis is structured by first, introducing the adaptation of the governmentality approach, outlining 

power as an abstract entity involving constant struggle and relationality and introducing the concepts 

of subjectification and responsibilisation, and the analytical tools of governmentality. Chapter Three 

reviews the literature on the role of the public in the energy transition. The Chapter discusses the 

energy transition as a system transition and how the role of the public in the transition has evolved, 

and highlights that inclusivity is a question of the effectiveness of the transition. Chapter Four 

discusses the Whole-of-Society approach, advancing it as a framing for the emerging approach to 

governance which aims to mobilise all stakeholders to answer universal challenges. Chapter Five 

describes the research design. The empirical analysis is provided in Chapters Six and Seven, which 

are structured to first provide an overview of the context for public involvement in both case studies. 

This is then followed by rhetorical analysis of identified key documents for the key roles of the Irish 

Energy Citizens and the Scottish Energy Consumers. Following sections of the chapters go through 

the analysis of the key problematisations, technologies and rationalities of involvement of the public 

in the energy system transition under three themes: awareness raising, inspiring, and empowerment. 

The analysis chapters finish with conclusions. The synthesis of the case studies is discussed in 
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Chapter Eight. This analysis highlights challenges and opportunities arising from the existing power 

dynamics of public involvement and reflects on existing research. Lastly, Chapter Ten concludes by 

outlining the main contributions of the research and discussing limitations and future research 

avenues. 
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2. Governmentality  

 

2.1  The ‘How’ of Governing 

  

To begin explaining the key theoretical choices of this thesis, this chapter outlines how power is 

understood within the governmentality approach, and how the approach is adopted in present study. 

Section 2.3 introduces the key concepts of responsibilisation and subjectification, which can be linked 

to the changing role of the public in the energy transition. These connections are further elaborated in 

Chapter Three.  

 

When investigating governance, with the governmentality approach, while also using the framework 

of a Whole-of-Society Approach to governance, the difference between the concepts can become 

muddled. Governance refers to the complex act of guiding a collective (Chhotray & Stoker, 2009, p. 

2). The term governance stemmed from the increased complexity of social challenges, which led to 

the realisation that government alone with its official control mechanisms is not enough (Chhotray & 

Stoker, 2009, p. 2). The term governance can be understood and defined in different ways. For the 

sake of clarity, in this research governance is understood as: 

 

“Governance is about the rules of collective decision-making in settings where there are a plurality of 

actors or organisations and where no formal control system can dictate the terms of the relationship 

between these actors and organisations.”(Chhotray & Stoker, 2009, p. 3) 

 

These rules can be either formal or informal. They can include laws, but also practices and norms 

(Chhotray & Stoker, 2009, pp. 3–4). Some key aspects of governance include that decision-making is 

collective, it is done by a collection of individuals, and as such it includes plurality of interests and 

views (Chhotray & Stoker, 2009, p. 4). This makes conflict an inherent part of governing processes 

(Chhotray & Stoker, 2009, p. 6). Such conflict has been a key dilemma for the energy transition 

governance (Cuppen & Pesch, 2021; McIlroy et al., 2021), and provides a key reason greater attention 

should be put on the power dynamics of the energy transition.   

 

The governmentality approach focuses on the ‘how’ of governing, and in this research, it is adopted as 

an analytical tool to understand the governance of public involvement in the energy transition. 

Governmentality provides a particularly useful approach for the investigation of how the public is 

encouraged to be more responsible and to become involved participants in the energy transition. The 

approach focuses specifically on the ‘how’, and emphasising the abstract and relational nature of 

power. Governmentality encompasses the needed intricacy for the study of complex challenges, but 
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simultaneously it provides a way to investigate this. These tools are reviewed in the next section. It 

also highlights the use of subjectification as a strategy of governance, and how this is used as a way to 

responsibilise individuals (Section 2.3). The analytical tools of the governmentality approach adopted 

in present research (see Section 5.4) are a result of combining and refining the vast literature that uses 

the approach. This section will elaborate how power is understood within the governmentality 

approach and how this has been adapted into the investigation of governance in present study.  

 

Governmentality appeared first in Michel Foucault’s lectures in the 1970’s at the College de France, 

and his later work developed the approach further (Foucault, 1982b, 1988, 1991, 2007, 2010; Smith et 

al., 1999). The approach has been developed further also in the works of other scholars, Dean, 

Gordon, Burchell, Rose and Miller being amongst the first ones to draw from Foucault’s work 

(Foucault, 1991; Mitchell, 2010; Rose & Miller, 1992). Governmentality has been adapted in several 

ways by various scholars, and it can be viewed more as a ‘toolbox’ of approaches than a strict theory 

(Walters, 2012, p. 2). Therefore, the understanding adopted here is one possible way of understanding 

the governmentality approach. It has also been argued that much of the critique governmentality has 

faced is in actuality a critique of specific adaptations of the theory and that these limitations can be 

mitigated (McKee, 2009). A subfield of governmentality, a realist governmentality approach has been 

advanced as a solution to the most common critique the approach has faced (McKee, 2009; Stenson, 

2005), but this is not adopted in this thesis due to the impact of the COVID-19 for the research design 

(see Section 5.2).  

 

Governmentality stems from words ‘govern’ and ‘mentality’. It refers to what was described by 

Foucault as the “conduct of conduct” (Foucault, 1991, p. 2). This form of power is subtle, compelling, 

less visible and normalising instead of coercive and forceful (Foucault, 1991; Gordon, 1991). 

Foucault (1991) describes governmentality as the art of government: “--of how to be ruled, how 

strictly, by whom, to what end, by what methods--“. The main emphasis being on the ‘how’ of 

governing (Foucault, 1982, pp. 785–786). 

 

Within the governmentality approach, power is understood to be always present in societies and 

Foucault highlights that society without power relations is an abstraction (Foucault, 1982a, p. 791). 

Foucault (1982, pp. 793–795) highlights a strategic nature of this power and Gordon (1991, p. 5) 

summarises this aspect of governmentality in a fitting way: “although power is an omnipresent 

dimension in human relations, power in a society is never a fixed and closed regime, but rather an 

endless and open strategic game”. Foucault (1978, p. 93) himself describes the omnipresence of 

power as power coming from everywhere, not embracing everything.  

 



9 

 

“The omnipresence of power: not because it has the privilege of consolidating everything under its 

invincible unity, but because it is produced from one moment to the next, at every point, or rather in 

every relation from one point to another. Power is everywhere; not because it embraces everything, but 

because it comes from everywhere.”(Foucault, 1978, p. 93) 

 

This distinction is important, as the omnipresence of power has been a key source of critique of the 

approach (Gordon, 1991, p. 4; McKee, 2009, pp. 473–474). Following Foucault’s description that 

power comes from everywhere, governmentality highlights distributed forms of power, a view which 

has also faced critique. McKee has summarised this critique that seeing power as coming from 

everywhere is argued to downplay the role of the state as the central power in creating the rules 

society follows. (McKee, 2009, pp. 475–476; O’Malley et al., 1997). Seeing power as being dispersed 

through society does not remove the role of the state as a central origin of power (McKee, 2009, p. 

476). However, in Foucault’s approach, power is not derived only from the state, even if the state is 

one of the most important sources of this power. Therefore, studies of power cannot concentrate only 

on what is political, political institutions and their action (McKee, 2009). Instead, power is rooted in 

social networks, and these networks are multiple and overlapping, sometimes even cancelling each 

other (Foucault, 1982a, pp. 792–793). These networks consist of various “actors, organisations and 

agencies concerned with exercising authority over the conduct of human beings” (Inda, 2005, p. 6). 

Power in a Foucauldian sense brings into focus the relations between these individuals and groups 

(Foucault, 1982a, pp. 786–788). These principles of governmentality guided the design of this 

research and the decision to investigate multiple stakeholder group perspectives, and the introduction 

of the idea of interplay to further emphasise this relationality (Section 2.2). 

 

This form of power is relational. This relationality, added to the fact that this power comes from 

everywhere, makes it complex. Foucault (1991, p. 93) argues that government (governance in this 

thesis) is to be concerned with men (people) in their relations to other men (people), and also in their 

relations to other things, the context, and the relational nature of reality. This relationality of the actors 

to other things, to abstractions and empirics makes governmentality an especially fitting approach to 

study both the abstract political discourses as well as everyday practices (Ettlinger, 2011; McKee, 

2009). It does not privilege neither one of them, but the relations between them (Ettlinger, 2011, p. 

538). 

 

The governance of people includes the aspect of freedom, and Foucault describes that: “Power is 

exercised only over free subjects, and only insofar as they are free” (Foucault, 1982b). There is 

always a relationship of power, and the one over who power is exercised has an option to take various 

responses (Foucault, 1982a, p. 789). Violence and other forms of physical dominating power are 

sometimes seen as being outside governmentality, described as disciplinary power (e.g. Joseph, 2010). 
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Foucault’s work has evolved, so a vast number of different interpretations have been adopted. 

Foucault has described the relationship between power and freedom in a different light, explaining 

that the use of disciplinary methods does not change the principles of power. Power means acting 

upon other acting subjects in a multitude of ways, even in the extreme situations in which it constrains 

or forbids action absolutely (Foucault, 1982a, p. 789). This understanding is adopted in present study 

and the understanding of conflict and resistance.  

 

Governmentality has been criticised because of its inability to explain resistance and change (McKee, 

2009, p. 476), but instead of disregarding struggle, governmentality sees it as integral to power. The 

relationship between freedom and power creates a constant state of agonism, which is present in all 

societies (Foucault, 1982b). It is important to note here the difference between agonism and 

antagonism. Agonism includes understanding of inherent conflict in societies and respect of 

adversaries (Carpentier & Cammaerts, 2006). Antagonism on the other hand denies conflict and 

problematises a lack of consensus.  Resistance to dominant power in the governmentality approach 

has been described as counter-conduct’ (Death, 2010), but this was not seen as a suitable 

governmentality concept for present study, due to the involvement of multiple stakeholder 

perspectives and a more relational understanding of power. 

 

Ettlinger (2011) opens up this agonism and opposition more by explaining how in governmentality’s 

conceptualisation of power, power is a large entity consisting of multiple actors, of individuals and 

institutions consisting of individuals. As all the actors are part of this bigger entity, power, and all 

these actors are part of creating and recreating governance mentalities. Therefore, opposition is not 

really aimed towards institutions or individuals, but mentalities, and all the actors are themselves part 

of the formation of them (Ettlinger, 2011, p. 549). With this understanding, all conduct could be seen 

as a counter-conduct to another mentality of governance, unless the conduct of some is chosen as the 

dominant one. Because of this, as well as the antagonistic approach often adopted in the energy 

transition discourse and practices (Barry et al., 2015; Inch, 2012), the concept of counter-conduct is 

intentionally left out of this research design. At the same time, the central role of government as a 

source of power is still recognised and the inherent conflict is incorporated into the concept of 

interplay (Section 2.2).  

 

Governmentality and neoliberalism have been seen as inseparable to the degree that many have 

argued that governmentality amounts to neoliberalism, a neoliberal governmentality (Brady, 2014; 

Laes & Bombaerts, 2022). Alternatively, it has also been argued that governmentality does not form a 

coherent whole (Brady, 2014). Moreover, as governmentality has faced critique over the 

omnipresence of power (McKee, 2009; O’Malley et al., 1997), this type of generalisation is avoided 

in present thesis. Instead, as highlighted previously, understanding of governmentality in present 
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research adopts a relative perspective, which encompasses multiple stakeholder perspectives, which 

amount to a heterogeneous, complex, and dynamic power. Neoliberalism presents a significant 

structural factor impacting governmentality and the perspectives of stakeholder but does not equal 

governmentality in itself.  

 

The governmentality approach has been subject to much debate around structure and agency (Joseph, 

2008), as represented by the arguments that the omnipresence of power overrides agency of 

individuals (Gordon, 1991, p. 4; McKee, 2009, pp. 473–474; O’Malley et al., 1997). Governmentality 

is sometimes seen to represent post-structuralism, but here the questions over structure and agency are 

understood as something not related to this debate. Therefore, postmodernism is considered a more 

fitting label in present study (see also Ettlinger, 2011; Falzon et al., 2013; Joseph, 2008; McKee, 

2009; Raffnsoe, Sverre; Gudmand-Hoyer, Marius ; Thaning, 2016). Some structure exists but is 

always temporary and not necessarily in a consistent state (Jørgensen & Phillips, 2002). In his own 

work Foucault did not focus on structure and agency as primary categories. Instead, he focused on 

subjects, and power as a tool to understand this, and this power does not belong to particular actors, 

rather power is everywhere, it is spread across different social practises (Jørgensen & Phillips, 2002). 

Similarly in this thesis, the focus is on power, which is recognised to exist everywhere and comes 

from everywhere. It still operates in different interconnected levels, scales of governance, local, 

national, and global (Luttrell et al., 2007). The global scale gets less attention in this thesis, which 

focuses on the relationship between the national and local levels. Still, the global is inseparable from 

the influences of the national and local levels, and therefore it cannot be completely ignored. A clear 

example of this is EU-level policy and the Clean Energy Package, which has pushed forwards 

measures to facilitate involvement of individuals and communities in the energy transition in Europe 

(Frieden et al., 2020). In general, strict categorisations are not suitable for investigating systemic and 

relational challenges.  

 

The governmentality approach encompasses the complexity and relationality of power, and highlights 

that all actors participate in the creation of power, which lies in relations between actors. As argued at 

the beginning of this chapter, the governmentality approach encompasses complexity of power but at 

the same time provides tools to analyse it. Governmentality has been operationalised into an analytical 

tool (among first by Rose and Miller 1992). A version of which is adopted in the present study 

(Sections 2.2 and 5.4.1). This approach consists of studying problematisations, technologies, and 

rationalities of governmentality, and these are elaborated on in the next section.  
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2.2  Governmentality as Analytical Tools 

 

The analytical tools to study the otherwise less visible and subtle forms of power are based on 

Foucault’s idea of technologies (Foucault, 1988, pp. 18–19). Here the focus is on three of the most 

prevalent analytical tools; problematisation, technologies, and rationalities (Inda, 2005; Rose & 

Miller, 1992; Rosol, 2015). These connect to Foucault’s conceptualisation of power/knowledge, and 

their interlinked relationship (Foucault, 1980), as the analytical tools and focus on discourses 

highlight knowledge creation processes.  

 

People have used different strategies to develop knowledge of ourselves throughout history. Foucault 

divides these technologies into four categories: technologies of production, of sign systems, of power 

and of the self (Foucault, 1988, p. 18). The technologies of production exist in order for us to produce 

and manipulate things (Foucault, 1988, p. 18). The technologies of sign systems allow us to use signs, 

symbols, and meanings (Foucault, 1988, p. 18). The technologies of power conduct the conduct of 

individuals, objectivising, dominating and guiding individuals to certain ends (Foucault, 1988, pp. 18–

19). Lastly, the technologies of the self point to ways individuals are permitted and guided to act upon 

themselves and to transform themselves in order to obtain levels of happiness and fulfilment 

(Foucault, 1988, pp. 18–19). The combination and interplay of the technologies of power and the self 

is what Foucault calls governmentality (Foucault, 1988, pp. 18–19).  

 

The first analytical tool commonly used in relation to governmentality is problematisation. Rose and 

Miller (1992) describe governance as a problematising activity. Governance works around issues it 

has determined as problems to be solved, and this problematisation transforms reality by representing 

knowledge about it, changing how these issues are perceived (Rose & Miller, 1992, pp. 181–183). 

The study of problematisation focuses on how some issues are framed as problems (see e.g. Rosol, 

2015).  

 

Another key analytical tool is a technology. Technologies refer to different mechanisms of how 

governance seeks to govern the behaviour of people and to reach its goals (Inda, 2005; Rose & Miller, 

1992). They are the connections between aspirations of authorities and the wanted action of 

individuals and groups (Rose & Miller, 1992, pp. 183–184). Technologies can include policies, 

strategies, practices, and other more material manifestations of governing. Inda (2005) describes 

technics (technologies) as “practical mechanisms, devices, calculations, procedures, apparatuses and 

documents”, or to summarise, strategies, to influence others and their conduct” (Inda, 2005, pp. 9–

10). 
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Lastly, rationalities are moral elaborations of governance; they are the ideals and principles of how 

governing should be done and to what ends. Rationalities are based on morals and knowledge, and 

they are made thinkable through language (Rose & Miller, 1992, pp. 178–179). Inda (2005, p. 7) 

describes rationalities of governance as “intellectual machineries that render reality thinkable in such 

a manner as to make it calculable and governable”. In addition to how problematisation changes 

understanding of issues by framing them as problems, also rationalities contribute to understanding of 

problems by connecting moral elaborations, norms, beliefs, and perceived truths, to them. 

Rationalities can be diverse, and a single governance technology can include multiple rationalities at 

different levels. Rationalities can exist in multiple levels, such as culture (macro), industry standards 

(meso), and individual beliefs (micro). What is meant by industry standards here is recognition that 

for example the renewable energy industry can have shared rationalities about issues, which may vary 

from the individual actor’s beliefs.   

 

The investigation of problematisations, technologies, and rationalities elaborates on the otherwise 

abstract power dynamics, but also investigating how these features connect is important for 

understanding opportunities and challenges governance can face. Ettlinger (2011, p. 545) highlights 

interesting questions for the analytics of governmentality, which tie in with Rose and Miller's 

conceptualisation (1992): “How do mentalities get materialized in regimes of practices? How does an 

abstract, collectively held view find concrete expression? Is the concrete expression of a mentality 

inevitable?” Ettlinger also points out that from a Foucauldian perspective, it is possible that practices 

can be different from perceived norms, and that techniques of power can be ineffective, because of 

how mentalities unfold in articulation with other mentalities and practices. (Ettlinger, 2011, p. 548). 

What Ettlinger calls mentalities could be also understood as problematisations and rationalities. 

Mattissek and Sturm (2017) also argue that the governmentality approach is an especially fitting tool 

for conceptualising discrepancies between guidelines (discourse) and practices as effects of competing 

and conflicting technologies of governance. Furthermore, as highlighted before, Foucault also 

highlights the relational nature of governing, governing of people in their relations to other people and 

things (Foucault, 1991, p. 93).  

 

To incorporate the relational nature of governmentality, and to provide insights into possible 

opportunities and challenges for governance of public involvement, this research introduces interplay 

as a fourth analytical tool. Interplay focuses on how problematisations, technologies, and rationalities 

connect within and between actor groups, how they conflict, support, or even cancel each other.  

 

Understanding interplay is key to understanding the governmentality approach, but this has not been 

previously highlighted as its own separate analytical tool. One study to analyse the interplay between 

different mentalities of government is Lai, Panfilo and Stacchezzini's (2019) study of the ILVA -steel 
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plant. In this study, the interplay consisted of governing of two different kinds of risks, the need to 

preserve economic benefits of the plant with the health risks the plant was causing to the surrounding 

environment and people. Notably, the article does not mention the word interplay, but it is still a key 

element of the study. These kinds of situations, in which different rationalities conflict, support, or 

otherwise impact each other are going to be a focus point in the present study as the involvement of 

individuals and communities is approached through multiple perspectives, which are bound to 

contradict each other.  

 

Another study in which the approach is similar to that used in this thesis is represented in Nagorny-

Koring's (2019) study of best practices in German urban climate governance. One of the main focuses 

of the study is the relationship between the political programmes and the ground realities, 

implementation contexts of the policies. Nagorny-Koring (2019, p. 56) highlights that the governance 

was not the same in theory and practice, and that the practices, policies, and politics do not add up to a 

coherent whole. Nagorny-Koring argues that this mismatch is not a failure of a governing technique, 

but the result of interplay between rationalities and technologies of governance (Nagorny-Koring, 

2019, p. 57).  

 

The main reason, why interplay is so important is that when studying complex challenges, which are 

dynamic, relational, and non-linear, they are going through a constant change. Comprehensive 

mapping of everything which is related to these multiple ongoing processes is impossible, but by 

focusing on the interplay of these different factors, it is possible to gain understanding of the 

dynamics of these processes. These dynamics can highlight opportunities and challenges for citizen 

involvement in the energy transition. Moreover, adopting the interplay concept helps to mitigate key 

critique the governmentality approach has faced, such as ones connected to the omnipresence of 

power and individual freedom as it highlights that all individuals are part of creating power dynamics.  

 

It has also been argued that governmentality does not consider social differences, although Foucault 

studied socially marginalised groups extensively in his studies of organisations like prisons and 

mental health institutions (Foucault, 2009; McKee, 2009, p. 475). Additionally, governmentality is 

seen as a postmodernist approach, giving voice to marginalised groups (Saunders et al., 2009). The 

critique is based on the idea of how power extends over everyone equally, and the approach does not 

take into consideration social location (McKee, 2009, p. 475). Power is aimed more towards certain 

groups of people than others, but this does not need to be an unfitting stance with governmentality. 

When studying governmentality through problematisations, technologies and rationalities of 

governance (see Rose & Miller, 1992), the different social locations of people are included in the 

rationalities and problematisations under investigation. Moreover, focusing on how these interact can 
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highlight inequalities between actors. The interplay concept gives insights into the power held by 

different actors to get their perspectives accepted by others.  

 

Another key challenge faced by the governmentality approach is its conceptualisation of conflict 

(McKee, 2009; Stenson, 2005). With the interplay concept and focus on relationality, conflict is 

situated in the connections between problematisations, technologies, and rationalities. As will be 

highlighted by upcoming chapters, conflict has been a key issue for the energy transition (Cuppen & 

Pesch, 2021; McIlroy et al., 2021), and the discussion around conflict has been antagonistic instead of 

agonistic (Barry et al., 2015; Barry & Ellis, 2011; Inch, 2012). The interplay concept puts the focus on 

relations instead of actors, and thus allows for disagreement to exist. It doesn’t problematise the 

actors, but the connections and their implications.   

 

The multiple benefits of the governmentality approach for the study of power in the energy transition 

has been previously highlighted for example in relation to individual carbon emissions (Paterson & 

Stripple, 2010), smart energy technologies (Radtke, 2022), marine spatial planning (Flannery & 

McAteer, 2020), energy democracy (Szulecki, 2018), and the participation of older, lower-income 

people in energy efficiency (Waitt et al., 2016). This research has highlighted how the 

governmentality approach is a fitting tool for investigating the power dynamics of the energy 

transition, especially in relation to the role of the public. Moreover, governmentality and the concept 

of subjectification resonates with new roles of the public in the energy transition. These more active 

participants in the energy transition are often framed through increased responsibility 

(Chandrashekeran, 2020; Fischer et al., 2021; Määttä, 2021b), and the concept of responsibilisation 

provides a direct link with the governmentality approach and the changing role of the public in the 

energy transition, discussed in the next section. 

 

2.3  The Responsibilisation of Subjects 

 

The responsibilisation of individuals is one way in which governmentality takes form. 

Responsibilisation is not part of Foucault’s own writings, but it stems from the ideas of 

governmentality.  Burchell (1993) linked responsibilisation to the techniques of the self, the self-

government of individuals and their freedom. Burchell (1993, p. 276) describes responsibilisation as a 

technology aimed towards the free and rational self-conduct of individuals through making them 

involved and therefore responsible. Involvement in actions previously hold to the responsibility of the 

government works as a reward and the responsibility as a price for this reward. As individuals and 

collectives are responsible for taking action as well as the outcomes of this action, they are required to 

conduct themselves in accordance with a certain mode of action (Burchell, 1993, p. 276)  
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Foucault describes his own work as trying to find out how throughout the history of the western 

culture human beings are made subjects and how they make themselves subjects. He did not try to 

develop a theory of power, even though his work is often understood and used in that way. With this, 

Foucault’s personal goal in mind, the governmentality approach often focuses on subjectification, and 

Foucault himself says that subject is the central theme of his work. The questions of power were 

something he analysed in order to be able to study subjects, as subjects exist in complex power 

relations (Foucault, 2002, pp. 326–327).  

 

In other words, power in the context of governmentality is a productive, creator of subjects. Within 

governmentality, a subject’s relation to power is that the power which is present in all human relations 

categorises the individual by his own individuality and imposes a law on him and the society to 

recognise him by this identity (Foucault, 2002, p. 331). Inda (2005, p. 10) describes subjects as 

follows: “--the diverse types of selves, persons, actors, agents, or identities that arise from and inform 

governmental activity”. This subjectification includes aspect of freedom and resistance, negotiation of 

the subject (Inda, 2005, pp. 10–11). This kind of power makes individuals subjects. Foucault 

describes two meanings for the word subject: subject to someone else and their control and subject in 

the sense of self-consciousness (Foucault, 2002, p. 331). Using governmentality with a focus on 

subjectification has been especially popular in governmentality research (e.g. Paterson & Stripple, 

2010; Waitt et al., 2016).  

 

Responsibilisation has been connected to the changing role of the public in the energy transition. 

Szulecki (Szulecki, 2018) discusses energy democracy as a form of governmentality going beyond the 

increased participation of citizens. This governmentality spreads the democratic governance domain 

over the choices of individuals at national and local levels with the concept of prosumers, idealised 

political subjects (Szulecki, 2018). Szulecki names technological innovations such as smart grids, 

smart meters, and distributed generation, feed-in tariffs, and premiums as governance technologies to 

control individuals through their freedom (Szulecki, 2018, p. 34). 

 

This connection between governmentality and public involvement in the energy transition is evident 

also in other research which has used the responsibilisation concept. Löwenheim (2007) studied how 

travel warnings issued by foreign offices are a way to responsibilise the public and influence their 

travel behaviour. Löwenheim (2007, pp. 204–205) identifies three forms of responsibilisation based 

on the literature. Firstly, Löwenheim describes how responsibilisation can work through states 

withdrawing from traditional duties and privatising them or sharing the duties with communities 

through partnerships (Löwenheim, 2007, p. 204). The second way is to link the wanted, responsible, 

behaviour of citizens to the right to access governmental services and other benefits (Löwenheim, 
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2007, pp. 204–205). The third way is through the production of risk knowledge to guide individuals 

(Löwenheim, 2007, p. 205).  

 

Furthermore, Ejdus (2018) highlights many measures to responsibilise individuals, which resonate 

with the energy transition. These include training, advising, mentoring, monitoring, capacity building 

and joint planning (Ejdus, 2018, p. 38). Joseph (2010) also discusses how governmentality encourages 

us to take responsibility for different issues, and that this is discussed in terms of obligations, rights, 

and moral responsibility.  

 

Biebricher (2011) introduces the concept of irresponsibilisation to represent the counter-conduct to 

responsibilisation. The idea that irresponsibilisation is needed as a concept is linked to one of the main 

critiques of the governmentality approach. As highlighted previously, the aspect of freedom in 

governmentality is often misunderstood, with power in the governmentality’s sense seen as 

inescapable (Gordon, 1991, p. 4; McKee, 2009, pp. 473–474). Biebricher adapts this same critique to 

responsibilisation and argues that a subject cannot ever be fully responsible (Biebricher, 2011, p. 

474). As highlighted by McKee (2009) such critique is often more accurately targeted at specific 

adaptations than the governmentality approach in general.  

 

Responsibilisation provides a clear link with the governmentality approach and public involvement, as 

involvement is seen as a key technology of responsibilisation (Burchell, 1993). Moreover, the concept 

has already been directly linked to role of the public in the energy transition and the subjectification of 

individuals (Szulecki, 2018). Key elements of responsibilisation, such as using risk information, and 

connecting wanted benefits to responsible behaviour (Löwenheim, 2007) resonate with the emerging 

active roles of the public in the energy transition, as will be elaborated in the next chapter.  
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3. The Public in the Energy System Transition 

 

This chapter elaborates the nature of the energy system transition as a persistent (Schuitmaker, 2012) 

and system-wide challenge interconnected with the broader decarbonisation of societies, and the 

increasing severity of climate change underlining the transition. Wider stakeholder involvement has 

emerged as a key issue for the transition, and the public is governed to take up more active roles and 

responsibility through the subjectification of the public in the roles of energy consumer, prosumer, 

and energy citizen.  

 

First the chapter begins with outlining the climate crisis underpinning the energy transition. Section 

3.1.2 highlights elements of the governance of the energy transition as a polycentric, and multi-

stakeholder, socio-technical transition. Then, Section 3.2 elaborates on why involvement is a crucial 

element of an effective energy transition. Section 3.3 reviews how the role of the public in the 

transition has been governed through subjectification and outlines the theoretical framing of 

involvement.  

 

3.1  Energy System Governance 

 

3.1.1 Climate Change  
 

The need for the energy transition is underpinned by climate change, and the approaches to 

decarbonisation of the energy system and the wider society are interlinked as these challenges are 

systemic. This is elaborated on in the next section. This section discusses some of the key elements of 

the crisis underpinning the need for the energy transition and society-wide involvement.  

 

Human induced climate crisis has devastating impacts on the global ecosystem, biodiversity, and 

human existence. The impacts of climate change are increasingly experienced throughout the world 

with hurricanes, droughts, forest fires, floods, other extreme weather events, mass extinction and 

zoonotic diseases (Hoegh-Guldberg et al., 2018; IPCC, 2021). The threat of the climate crisis has been 

known and talked about at least since the 1960’s, and recently the understanding of the severity of the 

challenge has increased in the public consciousness and as an urgent policy issue. The 

interconnectedness of the climate crisis with societal challenges has also been receiving more 

attention since the introduction of the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs).  

 

Developments in climate change governance in 2015 have had a significant impact for changes in the 

energy transition governance. The global negotiations on climate change can be seen to have started 
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with the adoption of United Nations Framework Convention on climate Change in 1992. The 

convention introduced the broad goal of limiting human interference with the climate system. In 1997 

in Kyoto, Japan, at Committee of the Parties (COP) 3 the Kyoto Protocol was adopted and developed 

nations agreed on first legally binding targets to decrease carbon emission, but the protocol was not 

successful in creating the intended emissions reductions (see Napoli, 2012; United Nations, 1998). In 

2015, a significant shift took place in climate governance with the introduction of the Paris 

Agreement (United Nations, 2015a), and 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development and the SDGs 

(United Nations, 2015b).  

 

The Paris Agreement is the most important current global climate agreement, setting the goal to limit 

global warming to well below 2°C and to pursue efforts to limit it to 1.5°C, and to peak carbon 

emissions as soon as possible (United Nations, 2015a). The Agreement also represented three major 

shifts in approach, which have also resonated significantly on the energy transition governance. First, 

it removed the differentiation between Global North and Global South nations in terms of greenhouse 

gas emissions reduction, highlighting worldwide responsibility for action (Nasiritousi & Bäckstrand, 

2019, p. 2). Second, the agreement represented a move from targets and timetables to bottom-up 

approach of pledges and reviews (Nasiritousi & Bäckstrand, 2019, p. 2). Replacing legally mandatory 

emission targets with more flexible nationally-determined contributions is seen as one of the most 

significant features of the Paris Agreement (Asselt & Böβner, 2016; Nasiritousi & Bäckstrand, 2019). 

Lastly, the Paris Agreement changed the role of international climate agreements into a framework for 

mobilising all stakeholders and facilitating widescale climate action (Bäckstrand et al., 2017; 

Nasiritousi & Bäckstrand, 2019). This recognition of importance to facilitate rather than dictate 

actions has increasingly been recognised also in relation to the energy transition (e.g. Hoppe et al., 

2015; Määttä, 2021b). In summary, post-Paris governance is seen to have been a transition from 

regulatory governance to a hybrid model, that includes a wider range of stakeholders and works 

towards shared goals (Bäckstrand et al., 2017).  

 

The Paris Agreement, The Agenda for Sustainable Development, and the Sustainable Development 

Goals (SDGs) also highlight the need to involve and protect the most vulnerable actors in societies 

(United Nations, 2015a, 2015b). This has been a significant development for greater public 

participation in the energy transition and decarbonisation of societies, as it has opened the door for 

policies which set public participation and justice as key elements of climate governance (e.g. 

European Commission, 2019) (see also Green & Healy, 2022).  

 

The increasing number of both bottom-up and top-down initiatives, as well as increasingly ambitious 

targets indicate that there is a global consensus about the urgent need for rapid and comprehensive 

changes. The last years of the 2010’s saw increasing calls for climate action and pressure put on 
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policymakers by the wider society in the form of climate strikes involving millions of people across 

150 countries (REN21, 2020, p. 25). Simultaneously, governments at different levels have adopted net 

zero carbon goals and declared a climate emergency.  

 

Nevertheless, global carbon emissions have continued to increase (IPCC, 2018) and are set to keep 

increasing as more fossil fuel infrastructure are being built. IPCC’s 2018 report shows that the 

potential of renewable energy technologies is significantly higher than realised in implementation 

(Edenhofer et al., 2011, pp. 10–11). Analysis of the latest international climate negotiations also 

concludes that the 1.5 degrees global warming goal is getting out of reach (Climate Analytics & New 

Climate, 2021). Many of the impacts of climate change already taking place are also irreversible. The 

failure to reduce carbon emissions has been explained by the complexity of the climate crisis, with 

many governance challenges and a failure of the previously adopted measures (Stevenson & Dryzek, 

2014; Turnheim et al., 2018; Urquiza et al., 2018). This also reflects the deep-rooted, society-wide, 

reliance on fossil fuels (Barnett et al., 2015; Yona et al., 2019). 

 

3.1.2 The Energy Transition 
 

Energy is a central building block of human and economic development, and it reaches out to the very 

fabric of our everyday lives. The energy system encompasses the physical aspects of energy, the 

entire energy chain from construction of energy infrastructure to production, conversion, 

transmission, distribution, consumption, and waste. (Alanne & Saari, 2006; Jenkins et al., 2014) 

Furthermore, the use of energy reaches out to every aspect of our life, culture, and behaviours, such as 

the way homes are heated and powered, how products are produced and used, and how people travel, 

and is embedded in diverse power relations (Avelino & Wittmayer, 2016; Carvalho et al., 2019; 

Malone et al., 2017; Schlosberg & Coles, 2016).  

 

The energy transition represents the comprehensive and complex challenge of decarbonising the 

whole energy system. The energy system is interlinked with other systems, such as agriculture, food, 

transport, and heating, and addressing climate change requires decarbonisation of all these systems, 

and a move towards circular economy (Geels et al., 2017; Kovacic et al., 2019). Due to the increasing 

threat of climate change (IPCC, 2018, 2021), the transition needs to happen fast, but requires 

technological, economic, social, political, and cultural transformation of the energy system and other 

connected systems (Geels et al., 2017; Stripple & Bulkeley, 2019). These systemic challenges have 

often been called ‘socio-technical transitions (Chilvers et al., 2018; Geels, 2004; Labussière & Nadaï, 

2018; Turnheim et al., 2015). The energy transition operates on multiple scales and across long time 

periods. It is also hard to predict and attempts to transform deeply embedded locked-in systems. (Bale 

et al., 2015; Turnheim et al., 2015). This requires stimulating innovation towards multiple social 
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objectives and public goods, and accommodating complex processes of social, economic, and 

technological change (Turnheim et al., 2015). 

 

Often the approaches to the energy transition and broader decarbonisation are fragmented, and the 

energy transition challenge framed through energy trilemma, instead of being connected to the 

broader decarbonisation of the society. The energy trilemma refers to balancing of three objectives, 

energy security, energy equity (affordability and accessibility), and environmental sustainability of 

energy systems (World Energy Council, 2021). This trilemma is also described to represent the 

economics, politics, and environment dimensions of the energy transition. Many other elements of the 

challenge, such as justice beyond access to energy (Heffron et al., 2015) or inclusivity and 

participation (Määttä, 2021b) are missing from the trilemma.  

 

The energy transition and climate change are often discussed as separate policy issues, but with many 

elements of these challenges it is not straightforward to determine where the line between the two lies. 

House retrofitting for example is an issue that clearly resonates with both energy and climate change 

policy, with decarbonisation of heating as well electricity. Many other challenges of decarbonisation 

of societies also transcend the boundaries of systems. Many countries have achieved great successes 

in terms of increasing the percentage of renewable electricity in their energy system but are still 

facing significant challenges with decarbonisation in other areas, such as agriculture, heating, and 

transport. This highlights the urgent need to take a more holistic perspective to these challenges. It has 

even been argued that the singular focus on renewable energy as the end all of the energy transition 

can work to hinder more transformative changes (Daggett, 2021). 

 

Despite the way energy pervades society, the energy transition discourses do not often represent this. 

It has been argued that conventional ways of framing the energy transition have been centred on 

capitalistic perspectives of market logic and domination (Ćetković & Buzogány, 2016; Daggett, 2021; 

Feola, 2020; Szabo, 2021). Energy as a resource is privatised, despite its crucial role for modern 

human existence and wellbeing, and the energy transition discussion is dominated by economic and 

technological rationalities (Daggett, 2021; Feola, 2020; Heffron et al., 2015). Interestingly, 

environmentalism and economic growth have often been seen as conflicting, as is represented by 

arguments that decarbonisation requires stopping economic growth (Bloomfield, 2019). At the same 

time, this rationality is not as widely adopted to the discussion on the energy transition. This is evident 

for example through the role of continuous economic growth, in the energy transition priorities 

(Mathai et al., 2018). The perspective of ecological modernisation has also argued that the economy 

benefits from the move towards environmentalism (Bloomfield, 2019).  
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The prevalence of the capitalistic energy system rationalities does not mean that no other form of 

action is taking place in the energy system (Feola, 2020). This need to see power as more than just 

one mentality, was also highlighted in relation to the governmentality approach (Brady, 2014), and the 

use of the approach for the investigation of the energy transition power dynamics emphasises the need 

to question the dominance of mentalities. Some recent developments indicate a significant change in 

the guiding logics of the energy system transition, and the shifting role of the public is at the core of 

this (Horstink et al., 2021; Laes & Bombaerts, 2022; Määttä, 2021b).  

 

In addition to its carbon intensive nature, energy is also heavily reliant on geopolitics due to the 

reliance on fossil fuel energy imports in many countries (Ansari & Holz, 2019; Jonsson et al., 2015; 

Kuzemko et al., 2020). The price of, and access to, energy have always been connected to geopolitical 

situations, and this became increasingly evident in 2022 with the Russian invasion of Ukraine. This 

conflict followed the already difficult two years with the COVID-19 pandemic and resulted in further 

shocks to the geopolitical energy system and access to oil and gas. As a result of this, many countries 

are currently experiencing a cost-of-living crisis, further emphasising the need to move away from 

fossil fuels. This crisis also highlights the need for caring for the most vulnerable sections of society.  

 

The need for socio-technical transformation is clearly a complex challenge with no clear singular 

solutions or causality (Geels, 2022). Instead, a system-wide transformation is needed. This nature of 

the energy transition and climate change have been described as a persistent problems, which are 

created and recreated by the system they operate in (Schuitmaker, 2012). Schuitmaker (2012, p. 1022) 

explains that the reproduction element of persistent problems comes from the relationship between 

actors and the systems they act in. In a similar way, the imbedded use of carbon in our systems, 

society, creates and recreates the carbon locked-in energy system.  

 

”A system, including all its buildings, people, money, etcetera, thus came into being as the result of earlier 

actions of agents, and simultaneously forms the context for actors to operate in, thus heavily influencing the 

actions of the agents in the system.” (Schuitmaker, 2012, p. 1022) 

 

Wider stakeholder involvement is critical for fast and comprehensive transition (Axon & Morrissey, 

2020; Kern & Rogge, 2016, p. 14), and it is argued that only a just transition could be socially 

sustainable (Healy & Barry, 2017; Victor et al., 2019). The energy transition governance shows signs 

of evolving to better encompass the complexity. Energy systems have been shifting towards more 

active participation of non-traditional stakeholders (Brown et al., 2020; Hale, 2016; Hillman et al., 

2018; Szulecki & Overland, 2020), and more collaborative approaches (Blühdorn & Deflorian, 2019; 

Jami & Walsh, 2017; Määttä, 2021b). Collaborative approaches have been advanced as a way to reach 
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outcomes actors could not reach alone (Huxham & Vangen., 2013), and as necessary for answering 

persistent problems (Cristofoli et al., 2021; Määttä, 2021b).  

 

As the energy transition requires solutions at multiple scales, it has also been recognised that the 

governance of the energy transition needs to be polycentric. (Goldthau, 2014; Sovacool & Van de 

Graaf, 2018; Wolsink, 2020). The governance of these polycentric systems involves multiple actors, 

perspectives, and resources (Börzel, 1998; Klijn & Koppenjan, 2015; Mandell, 2001; Nochta & 

Skelcher, 2020), with policy being formed and implemented in this network of interdependent public, 

private and civil society actors (Klijn & Koppenjan, 2012; Mandell, 2001). Polycentric governance 

has been argued to be a solution to advance experimentation, innovation, contextualisation, and 

learning across scales (Goldthau, 2014).  

 

The coordination of collaborative and polycentric networks can be seen as facilitative coordination 

(Hauck et al., 2015; Hillmer-Pegrama et al., 2012; Klijn & Koppenjan, 2015; Määttä, 2021b; Nochta 

& Skelcher, 2020). Often this is discussed with the term network governance (Nochta & Skelcher, 

2020). As these networks are polycentric, so is the facilitation, and various actors can work as 

facilitators. In terms of energy and climate governance, the role of local governments (Hoppe et al., 

2015), semi-governmental organisations (Local Energy Scotland, 2016; SEAI, 2018), cities (Fuhr et 

al., 2018), universities (Hillmer-Pegrama et al., 2012), communities (Otamendi-Irizar et al., 2022) and 

others are recognised as a key actors for facilitating the transition. This type of facilitative 

coordination has been described as an opposite to hierarchical (central position of the state) and 

market (competition based) governance models (Nochta & Skelcher, 2020). This facilitative 

coordination often relies on knowledge provision and deliberation between interdependent 

stakeholders to create an environment where actors self-organise and co-create and adopt sustainable 

solutions (Klijn & Koppenjan, 2015; Nochta & Skelcher, 2020). At best, facilitation can mean 

solutions aiming to change the system into one that supports and incentivises the wanted actions 

(Määttä, 2021b). 

 

This facilitative approach is seen as a solution to enable gradual change, which will then lead to 

systemic, large-scale structural transitions over time (Nochta & Skelcher, 2020), complimenting 

traditional policy and decision-making (Nochta & Skelcher, 2020). It is also argued to result in 

reflexivity and learning (Nochta & Skelcher, 2020). Some of the critique of this approach include 

ignoring of power dynamics (Markard et al., 2012), and it has been argued that governance of 

networks is a challenging task, some participants will unavoidable be unsatisfied with the results of 

the collaborations, and that trust is core to the coordination of networks but hard to achieve (Ansell & 

Gash, 2007; Klijn & Koppenjan, 2015). This sets conflict and power as key challenges for facilitative 

governance.  
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A key element of a facilitative approach is policy integration, transcending policy boundaries to fulfil 

policy objectives. With the low carbon transition this means mainstreaming of sustainability into 

policymaking in other areas (Mullally et al., 2016, 2018). Energy policies and integration of 

sustainability in these is an example of environmental policy integration (Mullally et al., 2016; 

Persson et al., 2018). With the systemic understanding of the energy transition, connections between 

the environment and other policy sectors, such as energy, transport, and agriculture, appear as core 

issues in these policy areas, making integration an obvious choice. The integration of environmental 

issues into the mainstream of politics has been supported by many international developments, such as 

the introduction of the SDGs (Mullally et al., 2016; UNDESA, 2015). Policy integration connects to 

involvement of the public, and it has been argued that public participation needs to be integrated into 

the governance of sustainability (Chaney, 2016; Mullally et al., 2016). On the other hand, it has also 

been argued that participation of heterogenous actors with diverse interests and values can hinder 

implementation of carefully integrated policies (Humphreys, 2016).  

 

In many ways it can be argued that such integration is already taking place, and that understanding 

participation has become necessity for understanding governance of environmental challenges (Pallett 

et al., 2019). This has become especially important in relation to the energy transition, which is fast 

changing and incorporating new actors as key stakeholders. The physical energy system is 

increasingly becoming distributed, incorporating new technologies such as micro-generation, which 

facilitate public participation (Wolsink, 2020). This shift is often described as decentralisation, but 

distribution is argued to be a more suitable definition, as the energy system increasingly includes parts 

which are removed from the central system (Wolsink, 2020). Public participation in energy generation 

has resulted in new subjectification of the public through roles such as energy citizen (Devine-Wright, 

2007; Lennon et al., 2020; Ryghaug et al., 2018; Wahlund & Palm, 2022), and prosumer (Brown et 

al., 2020; Miller & Senadeera, 2017). These are often discussed in relation to energy democracy 

(Szulecki, 2018; Szulecki & Overland, 2020; Wahlund & Palm, 2022). Participation is increasingly 

becoming a key element of governance of environmental challenges, but questions remain over what 

form this should take, and how this should be governed.  

 

This changing role of individuals is connected to developments such as perceiving energy as a 

‘common good’ instead of a commodity, ‘private’ good (Wolsink, 2020), and demand for 

accountability and democratisation in the energy sector, which has previously lacked public 

participation and has been largely depoliticised (Szulecki, 2018, p. 27). Many of the challenges of the 

energy transition also reach out to everyday lives of individuals (Schlosberg & Coles, 2016). 

Furthermore, the nature of renewable energy as an intermittent source of energy and increased 

electrification, have increased the need for demand side management (Haley et al., 2020), and 
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decreased cost of energy technology has made these technologies more accessible. The increased 

involvement of individuals is often seen as a way to achieve better and fairer governance (Szulecki, 

2018; Szulecki & Overland, 2020) and a just transition (Thombs, 2019).  

 

The inclusion of wider range of stakeholders and the governance shift towards more collaborative and 

polycentric governance has also faced some debate. It has been argued that it can lead to increased 

costs, ineffective deliberation, and that these processes can result in “least common denominator 

bargaining outcomes” (Ansell et al., 2020, p. 571), and be based on stakeholder perspectives instead 

of concrete evidence (Dickinson & Glasby, 2010). Additionally, it has been argued that these types of 

collaborative arrangements do not live up to their potential (Sovacool & Van de Graaf, 2018). It has 

also been suggested that collaborative governance tends to maintain the status quo, hindering the 

radical change that is required (Blühdorn & Deflorian, 2019), while increased citizen involvement can 

be instrumentalised by powerful interests (Boezeman et al., 2014). It has also been argued that 

involvement of wide range of stakeholders in decision-making can undermine legitimacy and 

accountability (Hendriks & Boswell, 2018), and includes a risk of exclusion of diverse views while 

aiming for consensus (Carvalho et al., 2019; Gutmann & Thompson, 2018), especially with 

challenges underpinned by a crisis (Määttä, 2021b; Swyngedouw, 2010a). This has resulted in some 

interest in more authoritative, rather than democratic, approaches (Beeson, 2010).  

 

One of the key governance challenges in collaborative governance comes from the challenge of 

managing varying interests. Deliberation and consensus-oriented approaches are often proposed as the 

solution (Ansell & Gash, 2007; Devaney et al., 2020; Fast, 2013). Deliberation is seen to result in 

many positive impacts, such as opening decision-making to multiple perspectives and improving the 

process as a result (Blue, 2015; Devaney et al., 2020). This has led to a wide adoption of deliberative 

processes as the most progressive approach to the energy transition governance, such as in the case of 

the citizen assemblies (Devaney et al., 2020). 

 

On the other hand, deliberation and consensus have also faced debate (Blue, 2015; Goodin, 2018; 

Newey, 2001). Deliberation aims to change peoples’ preferences through reflection and persuasion 

(Dryzek, 2002), and can thus be argued to refuse diverse perspectives and conflict. An agonistic 

model, and recognising that conflict is inherent in societies, and respect of adversaries, has been 

proposed as a better and more democratic alternative (Mouffe, 1999, 2016). This faces practical 

obstacles in how to take into consideration varying perspectives while simultaneously aiming for the 

needed effective decision-making processes, and poses one great challenge for involvement of wider 

range of stakeholders in the energy transition (Cuppen & Pesch, 2021). The question of diverse views 

and consensus becomes highlighted with the energy transition and climate change challenge, as this 

discussion has always involved conflict and diverse views. If the goal is to change the whole system, 
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is there room for leaving out those who do not agree with the scope of the challenge or with the 

adopted measures? Additionally, the deliberative processes adopted to answer climate and energy 

issues have faced critique over tendency to see only expert views as reasonable and valid, creating 

unfair power dynamics (Blue, 2015; Carvalho et al., 2019), and alienating public participation.  

 

The current energy system is embedded in power relations and therefore it requires questioning the 

power dynamics guiding the current understanding in order to change the system (Daggett, 2021; 

Markard et al., 2012). The decarbonisation of the energy system requires radical transformation 

reaching out throughout society and the modern way of living. This section highlighted that this 

challenge is systemic, and operates at multiple scales, includes a vast range of stakeholders, and 

attempts to change deeply locked in systems. It is grounded in the universal and potentially 

devastating challenge of climate change. The discourse of this challenge is increasingly moving 

towards being more collaborative, participatory, and polycentric. The coordination of this challenge is 

at best facilitative, aiming to target the system by changing it into one that supports action and 

incentivises actors. Despite many promising features, these shifts have faced their fair share of critical 

debate, and calls for further investigation. Moreover, the role of individuals is becoming increasingly 

important in effective solutions, but this shift has been gradual and the evolution of it has included 

some complications, which are discussed in Section 3.3. The next section addresses the question of 

justice in the energy transition and advances the need to understand this as a question of effectiveness 

of the transition.  

 

3.2  Justice and Effectiveness 

 

Effectiveness and inclusivity of the energy transition are often seen to be in tension with each other. 

Democracy and participation are seen as contributing legitimacy but also as a to risk efficiency 

(Liljenfeldt, 2015). Often this effectiveness is articulated as cost-efficiency, aligning with neoliberal 

rationalities (Turnhout et al., 2015). Inclusion of a wide range of actors in collaborative governance 

has been argued to increase costs (Ansell et al., 2020, p. 571), and therefore not be cost-effective. The 

focus on effectiveness as opposed to inclusivity and participation has resulted in increased interest in 

large scale renewable energy developments and decreased participation of individuals and 

communities in some countries, which have been argued to actually have led to decreased (social) 

sustainability of the transition (Kirkegaard et al., 2021). This section aims to highlight why justice of 

the energy transition is crucial for its effectiveness.  

 

With the trade union roots, the discussion on a just energy transition has often focused on issues such 

as mitigating losses of fossil fuel industry workers due to decarbonisation (e.g. Mulvey, 2020), but the 
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concept is also increasingly being incorporated more holistically in the energy transition (Healy & 

Barry, 2017). Healy and Barry (2017) have argued for incorporating energy justice to the entirety of 

energy lifecycle, and that “a just transformation of the socio-energy system is also a decision to live 

in a different type of society, not simply a low-carbon version of the current one.”  

 

There has also been an emerging research focus on taking a systems perspective to energy justice 

(Jenkins et al., 2014; Sovacool et al., 2019). This research has highlighted the need to take a multi-

level (micro, meso, and macro), and temporal approach, looking at justice and injustices throughout 

the energy system from production and consumption to waste disposal (Sovacool et al., 2019). Key 

element of this systems perspective includes taking into account multiple objectives and 

interconnections of processes between subsystems and systems (Jenkins et al., 2014; Stasinopoulos et 

al., 2013). These broader perspectives to the just transition highlight a key rationality that the 

comprehensive transition needed to decarbonise the energy system should result in a better society.  

 

Public involvement is connected to the goals of justice in the energy transition. The questions over 

justice in the low-carbon transition have often revolved around participation in and benefit from the 

transition (Axon & Morrissey, 2020; Creamer et al., 2019; NESC, 2020; Walker & Baxter, 2017). 

Therefore, the strategies for facilitating public participation are likely to have a significant impact on 

the justice of the low-carbon transition as they aim to make it possible for individuals to participate in 

and benefit from the transition (Axon & Morrissey, 2020; Määttä, 2021a).  

 

Justice of the energy transition resonates at many levels, from fair distribution of benefits and costs 

(distributive justice), just processes (procedural justice), and recognising and mitigating injustices at 

local, national, and global levels (Heffron, 2022; Heffron & McCauley, 2017). The emergence of the 

just transition concept for the last decade has challenged the economic-technical perspective to the 

energy transition and is part of the change in how the energy transition is understood as a more 

comprehensive challenge than just the change of energy technologies (Sovacool et al., 2016). Just 

transition research has for example criticised the widely adopted energy economist perspective of 

‘energy trilemma,’ which enforces the idea of affordability instead of equity or justice as a key pillar 

(Heffron & Mccauley, 2017). Just transition researchers have argued that placing affordability as 

central to the energy transition supports further investment in fossil fuels as the cheapest form of 

energy production and results in maintaining of status quo instead of the required transformative 

changes (Heffron & McCauley, 2017). The increasing focus on energy justice is also seen to have 

resulted in increased attention to human rights in relation to energy (Heffron, 2022). Just transition is 

connected to recognition of the many interconnected systems for creating a better society, and 

achieving the SDGs (Ramirez, 2021; United Nations, 2015b). 
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The goal of a just transition and a more involved public resonates with debates around consensus and 

democracy (McIlroy et al., 2021; Mouffe, 1993b, 1999; Swyngedouw, 2009, 2010c, 2010a; Wilson & 

Swyngedouw, 2015). The governance of the climate change has been described as post-political with 

its aim for consensus and lack of space for disagreement and conflict (Swyngedouw, 2009, 2010a). 

This resonates with the question of whether a just transition is possible if there is no place for diverse 

views. Swyngedouw argues that: ”The postpolitical relies on either including all in a consensual 

pluralist order and on excluding radically those who posit themselves outside the consensus.” 

(Swyngedouw, 2009, p. 610). This de-politicisation is argued to represent opposite of democracy 

(Swyngedouw, 2009).  Here again, it is argued that conflict is central to the energy transition 

processes, and a feature which needs to be acknowledged instead of declined. The energy transition 

has winners and losers, and the losses of actors should be mitigated (McIlroy et al., 2021). This 

mitigation does not mean full compensation, but raises the need to govern the losses and inequalities 

of actors. 

 

The discussion around a just transition has focused on the moral obligations to ’leave no one behind’ 

and aspirations for a fairer society. It is evident why this is needed, when considering the injustices of 

the current system as well as injustices emerging also in the energy transition, for example in terms of 

varying capacities of actors to take advantage of opportunities, and injustices of mining and waste 

management practices (Sovacool et al., 2019, 2020). What has been highlighted less is that justice and 

participation are also questions of effectiveness. Effectiveness in the energy transition has been 

understood in terms of cost-effectiveness and efficient (consensus driven) processes. It has been 

argued that the idea of inclusivity and justice at the core of the energy system conflict with underlying 

capitalistic rationalities (Feola, 2020; Harvey, 1982). Instead, the capitalistic system has been seen as 

the driving force of inequality (Harvey, 1982). With the holistic perspective to the energy transition, 

underlined by the crisis of climate change, it would be more suitable to define effectiveness in terms 

of the extent of decarbonisation of society. This framing of effectiveness further supports the need for 

society-wide action.  

 

As the energy system needs to be extensively transformed, the idea of leaving groups of people, 

sectors, or nations outside collaborative action is a barrier to this. This has faced much debate on the 

international level, with the need for all nations to participate in mitigation of climate change 

(Quitzow et al., 2021). Also, if decarbonisation does not take place throughout each sector of society 

(e.g., food, agriculture, transport, housing, etc.), the energy system continues to create and re-create 

the carbon intensity. As many of the measures to decarbonise the energy system require public 

involvement, it is clear that the need for inclusivity also resonates at the micro level. 
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Taking house retrofitting as an example, it is not an effective approach if only those of higher income 

brackets will retrofit their houses. This risks leaving a group of highly emitting households behind 

who do not have access to methods of decarbonisation, and are at a greater risk from energy poverty 

(Määttä, 2021a). Radtke (2022, p. 10) has highlighted this in relation to smart energy technologies, 

and how if all sections of the population are not engaged in the process, smart technologies will end 

up exacerbating inequalities, and increasing resistance and mistrust. Any barriers to micro-generation, 

house retrofitting, behavioural change and other crucial measures requiring public involvement are a 

question for effective decarbonisation in these areas. These barriers can be technological, structural, 

social, or economical, and the investigation of these requires a systemic perspective. Shifting the 

rationalities underpinning justice and inclusivity of the energy transition is important to underpin that 

this is not an element of the energy transition governance that can be left out in the name of 

effectiveness.  

 

As highlighted in this section, participation is a key element of the justice and inclusivity of the 

energy transition, and this is a question for the effectiveness of the transition. The way the public can 

become involved in the transition and how this can be fostered has received increasing research and 

policy attention. There is an identifiable continuum within the different roles envisioned for the 

public. The next section describes the continuum of the role of the public in the energy transition, 

starting with the public in the role of consumers or obstacles, and ending with outlining what 

involvement of the public in the energy transition really entails.  

 

3.3  Towards Involvement  

 

The governmentality concept of subjectification (Foucault, 1982b; van Dam et al., 2015) resonates 

with the discussion on the roles of the public in the energy transition. The role of the public in the 

energy transition has been discussed using different terms, such as energy consumer, NIMBY 

(obstacle), prosumer, and energy citizen. The evolution of these roles can be seen as a continuum, 

with the opposite ends of the spectrum, the passive consumer and the involved key stakeholder having 

vastly different meanings and different levels of responsibility (Figure 1). Despite a visible trend 

towards increasing recognition of the public in a more active and responsible role, all of these roles 

continue to impact the role of the public in the transition. These roles and the practices attached to 

these range from passive participation (non-participation) towards more active and meaningful 

participation (Arnstein, 2019) (Figure 1). This use of distinct roles clearly resonates with the 

governmentality approach, and this connection has been also previously identified. The use of 

citizenship in the energy transition as a subjectification of individuals has gained some research 

attention (Paterson & Stripple, 2010; van Dam et al., 2015).  
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Here it is argued that framing the role of the public through the lens of involvement, and the public as 

a key stakeholder in the transition better facilitates society-wide transformation. One way to describe 

involvement is to perceive individuals being ‘inside’ of the energy transition, part of it as involved 

key stakeholders. Instead of being impacted by the transition or merely ‘visiting’ it, involvement 

frames the role of the public as crucial as changing the form of energy generation by highlighting how 

the transition cannot take place without involvement of the public. The need for this framing becomes 

evident when the energy transition is perceived as a system-wide transition which requires 

comprehensive changes reaching throughout society. This re-framing shares the responsibility of the 

transition with the public, e.g. it is the transition of the whole society instead of just the transition of 

energy generation (Määttä, 2021b). The following sections will first discuss the different roles of the 

public in the energy transition, starting with the public as consumers and obstacles (Section 3.3.1), 

and then following with discussion on energy prosumers and citizens (Section 3.3.2). Finally, Section 

3.3.3 will discuss how the existing energy transition discourses connect with the idea of involvement.   

 

 

Figure 1: Continuum of the responsibility of the public in the energy transition 

 

 

3.3.1 Consumers and Obstacles 
 

The initial role of the public in the energy transition of many countries was seen as passive or even 

non-existent. Initially the energy transition was not seen to require public engagement, and the role of 

the public was rarely a discussion topic in early energy policy beyond their role as consumers of 

energy (e.g. DCENR, 2012; Szulecki, 2018, p. 27). The consumer role of the public is closely 

connected with the market perspective to the energy transition, privatisation of energy and neoliberal 

rationalities (Bloomfield, 2019; Mercier, 2021). The consumer framing continues to be prevalent, as 

expressed also through the energy trilemma, which emphasises the role of the public as consumers 

with accessibility of energy (affordability) as a key pillar (Heffron et al., 2015; World Energy 

Council, 2021). 
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The role of the public as energy consumers is a crucial element of the energy transition and the wider 

decarbonisation. Therefore, even though consumer is at the lower end of the spectrum of 

responsibility (Figure 1), the role still involves responsibility, and the difference between active and 

passive consumption is significant. It has been argued that energy efficiency and energy demand 

reduction can provide approximately half of the needed emissions reductions over the next few 

decades (Geels et al., 2018; IPCC, 2022, p. 45). The role of individuals is crucial in this, as it has also 

been argued that behavioural change and sociocultural options can reduce global greenhouse gas 

emissions of end-use sectors at least by 5% rapidly (IPCC, 2022, p. 45). Framing the public through 

their consumption role also highlights issues such as right to affordable energy, protection of 

vulnerable consumers and alleviation of energy poverty (Nathan & Hari, 2020; Social Justice Ireland, 

2022).  

 

Here again, policy support is argued to be crucial for achieving the needed individual driven 

emissions reductions and contribution (IPCC, 2022, p. 45), and the more active consumption role. It 

has been argued that there remains significant policy gaps in facilitating public participation in energy 

efficiency (Saunders et al., 2021). The energy transition requires the participation of energy 

consumers, but framing the role of the public merely through consumption risks missing the potential 

of public involvement in other areas (Lennon et al., 2020).  As shown in Figure 1, the role of the 

consumer can also be an active consumer (Määttä, 2021b), which involves more responsibility than 

passive consumption. These active consumers are closer to prosumerism than that of the role of 

passive consumers.  

 

One key factor why the public became to be more involved in the energy transition beyond 

consumption emerged from how opposition to renewable energy projects was perceived. Framing the 

role of the public through community-development relationships often still leaves the public in the 

role of being merely impacted by the transition, or frames it as a barrier. The research on community-

development relationships has focused on questions such as acceptance and unacceptance of 

developments (Chapman & Crichton, 2018; Rand & Hoen, 2017), changing attitudes of individuals 

(Bornemann et al., 2018), and gaining social license to operate (Hall et al., 2015; Heffron et al., 2021). 

These ways to address the relationship between the public and the energy transition leaves the public 

in the role of an outsider, being impacted by the energy transition or being an obstacle to it instead of 

being a key stakeholder in it.  

 

It has been argued that neoliberalist logic and capitalism are embedded in the energy transition 

rationalities (Ćetković & Buzogány, 2016; Feola, 2020; Szabo, 2021). Capitalism is argued to create 

intrinsic conflict, which is continuously attempted to be solved through fixes (Harvey, 2001; 

Swyngedouw, 2010b). This same logic of introducing fixes to the conflicts between the public and the 
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energy transition has been embedded in the energy transition practices, for example with community 

benefits (Cowell et al., 2011; Kerr et al., 2017), increased engagement of local communities (Hall et 

al., 2015), and the opposite of that, streamlining of participatory processes (Fox-Rogers, Murphy, & 

Girst, 2011). Community benefits have been introduced to improve social acceptance of renewable 

energy, but it has been argued that they do not influence opponents views and that they are not enough 

to achieve perception of distributive justice for the transition (Knauf, 2022). Community benefits have 

also often been connected to negative connotations, such as ‘bribery’(Walker et al., 2014, 2017). 

Some of the latest indications of a fix (Harvey, 2001) to the conflict between communities and 

renewable energy developments has been to move these developments farther away from people, 

through set-back distances and increased focus on offshore wind, although this development has been 

pushed forward also by economic and technological innovations (Lopez et al., 2021; Peri & Tal, 

2021).  

 

In the 2000’s, research interest in social acceptance of renewable energy developments increased due 

to various reasons such as increasing recognition of the social side of the energy transition and 

increasing recognition that such challenges were becoming a major constraint for wind energy 

developments (Batel et al., 2013; Ellis & Ferraro, 2016; Gaede & Rowlands, 2018; Wolsink, 2019). 

As highlighted in section 2.2 the problematisation of issues is a key element of power, it changes 

reality through framing certain issues as problems (Rose & Miller, 1992). Therefore, it is important to 

note how this has been taking place throughout the energy transition research and practice. Social 

acceptance research has emphasised the complexities of the relationship between local communities 

and the energy transition, as well as the broader energy transition processes (Cuppen & Pesch, 2021; 

Wolsink, 2018, 2019). Still, the prevalence in the research (and practice) to frame the public as actors 

being impacted by the energy transition, and focus on acceptance of developments, has sometimes led 

to the problematisation of the public (see e.g. Burningham, 2000; Wolsink, 2018, 2019).  

 

One example of such problematisation has been the concept of NIMBY (not in my back yard) 

(Wolsink, 1994). The NIMBY is an older concept originating from debates around nuclear energy and 

housing (Pidgeon et al., 2008). NIMBY refers to an attitude-action gap between general positive 

attitudes towards renewable energy (or other developments) and the increasing amount of local 

resistance developments face. If the assumptions behind this concept are taken into consideration, 

treating resistance as NIMBYism assumes that people put selfishly their own comfort over public 

good, and therefore do not want wind turbines in their own vicinity, even if the common good 

requires increased deployment of renewable energy (e.g. Burningham, 2000; Wolsink, 1994, 2007). 

The concept has faced wide range of critique because of its representation of the public as selfish and 

irrational (Batel, 2020; Burningham et al., 2015; Wolsink, 1994, 2019).  
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The data collection conducted for this research did not find any mentions of the NIMBY concept in 

public discourses from Government or Industry perspectives in Ireland or Scotland. This indicates that 

the term has become less common to use, at least publicly, due to the critique it has faced, but the 

underlying ideas are still prevalent. The deficit framing represents the public in a similar way, as 

lacking something, knowledge, awareness, or understanding (Devine-Wright, 2007). The underlying 

idea of the deficit model is that the negative attitudes towards modern science and technology are 

based on a lack of knowledge or understanding (Ahteensuu, 2012, p. 296). Ahteensuu (2012, p. 298) 

gives a fitting description of the approach.  

 

“The public is diagnosed as ignorant of (and lacking interest in) science. The main symptoms of the 

condition are aversion, anxiety, and mistrust. The prescribed cure: science pills. Directions: swallow 

facts. It is not only to let scientists (and public authorities) work in peace, but also for the public’s own 

good.” (Ahteensuu, 2012, p. 298) 

 

Ahteensuu argues that this approach relies on four empirical assumptions; that the public is ignorant 

of science or some other ‘facts’, the public has negative attitudes towards science and technology, 

ignorance is the root of these attitudes and that this can be remedied with predominantly one-way 

communication of scientific knowledge to the public (Ahteensuu, 2012, p. 298). Ahteensuu also 

discusses this in the terms of formal and informal knowledge, highlighting that even if a member of 

the public lacks in formal knowledge, they can have a vast amount of informal knowledge 

(Ahteensuu, 2012, p. 299). The deficit model approach is still used by decision-makers despite it 

being criticised since the discussion on it started in the 1980’s (Burningham et al., 2015; e.g. G. Evans 

& Durant, 1995). Ahteensuu (2012, p. 310) and Burningham et al. (2015) argue that the approach is 

also used by scientists and researchers.   

 

These kinds of approaches have often led to increased local opposition when the public is not able to 

genuinely participate in the decision-making processes (Flannery et al., 2018; Langer et al., 2018). 

More collaborative processes, and sharing of the benefits of the transition, are becoming increasingly 

common and they have been argued to lead to better results in social acceptance (Devine-Wright, 

2005; Jacquet, 2015). Deliberative participation (della Porta & Doerr, 2018; Devaney et al., 2020; 

Fast, 2013) and community benefits (Cass et al., 2010; B. Evans et al., 2011) have gained much 

attention.  

 

This deficit framing of the public has been identified as an obstacle to creating more active 

participation (Devine-Wright, 2007). It is also problematic from the perspective of knowledge as 

power, as it delegitimises the truths of the public and treats this knowledge as something that needs to 

be replaced with the ‘right’ knowledge and ‘truth’ (De Roeck, 2019; Lösch & Schneider, 2016; 
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Rydin, 2007). Recognition of this power dynamic has led to research interest in public participation in 

science and research (McAteer & Flannery, 2022), and decision-making more generally (Davies et al., 

2012; Galende-Sánchez & Sorman, 2021). Still, effective participation in the energy transition 

requires effective sharing of knowledge and communication with the public, and failure to do so 

hinders participation (Inch et al., 2017; Määttä, 2021a). This calls for questioning the power dynamics 

related to awareness raising.  

 

Some of the debates around wind turbine noise and impact on property prices highlight the power 

dynamics around knowledge. What is considered ‘truth’ guides the way reality is perceived, and thus 

holds great power (Foucault, 1980).  Noise (e.g. Harrison, 2011; Seltenrich, 2019) and impact on 

property prices (Brennan et al., 2017) have been some of the most commonly raised concerns of 

communities hosting renewable energy developments. The scientific investigations on the other hand 

have found either contradicting, inconclusive, or no evidence of such impacts (Brennan et al., 2017; 

Schmidt & Klokker, 2014). The discussion around wind turbine noise and property prices raise 

interesting questions about power dynamics with community engagement and legitimacy of 

knowledge as these represent conflicting rationalities. These different forms of knowledge are a 

significant factor influencing collisions of views regarding issues such as noise limits and set-back 

distances for wind farms, and they pose a significant challenge for the energy transition in formation 

of policies. This delegitimatisation of the views of communities can also work to undermine trust in 

the energy transition processes more generally and hinders the willingness of communities to 

participate in engagement processes (Inch, 2012; Inch et al., 2017). This dynamic is evident in the 

Irish case study, as the scale of community concerns over wind developments has led the Irish 

Government to adopt a different approach to public participation in the energy transition (Brennan et 

al., 2017).  

 

Public engagement has been increasingly championed as a solution for effective renewable energy 

project management, and lack of it as a key barrier (e.g. Flannery et al., 2018). Another key 

perspective to this is how these experiences are seen from the perspective of communities and 

individuals. Research by Inch et al. (Inch, 2015; Inch et al., 2017) highlight some elements of the 

communities’ perspective. Firstly, responding to a project or otherwise participating politically can be 

an emotional experience and challenging for individuals who have no prior experience of it (Inch, 

2015; Inch et al., 2017). These processes can create a lot of stress and anxiety and decrease in trust, 

but also a lot of dedication and commitment to values (Inch, 2015). Secondly, many of the 

requirements for participation, such as correct language, privilege the project over people (Inch, 2015; 

Inch et al., 2017). Many participants in the study (Inch, 2015, pp. 415–416) talked about the difficulty 

of studying, learning, and gaining expert knowledge and keeping up with the development alongside 

their normal lives in order to be able to effectively participate. 
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Inch (2015) also points out that ‘early engagement’ strategy by developers does not correspond to the 

ways people react to and become aware of such developments. This was due to most people not being 

‘active citizens' who intentionally act politically, but less experienced and knowledgeable of political 

engagement and their rights (Inch, 2015). Many of the participants in their study felt like they did not 

decide to participate, but that they were summoned to action by an unexpected announcement about 

the development (Inch, 2015, pp. 413–414). 

 

Setting the public solely in the limited role of interacting with local developments or through energy 

consumption does not facilitate the broader changes needed in the energy system and in the ways, 

energy is used and thought about. Still, it remains a crucial element of the energy transition as energy 

efficiency cannot be achieved without changes in consumption, and renewable energy technologies 

continue to be increasingly more visible to localities (Gibbons, 2015), making governance of such 

relationships an important element of an effective transition. The discussion and practice of public 

participation in the energy transition has also framed the public in the roles of prosumers and energy 

citizens participating in energy generation. Key elements of this discussion are reviewed in the next 

section.   

 

3.3.2 Prosumers and Energy Citizens 
 

The idea that individuals are more than consumers of energy, passively creating demand, has recently 

become more prevalent (Directive (EU) 2018/2001, 2018; Directive (EU) 2018/844, 2018; Fischer et 

al., 2021; Lennon et al., 2020; Marinetto, 2003). Within the public roles with less responsibility, the 

public has often been perceived as a barrier to progress, but framing the public as more active 

participant can highlight the potential of citizens in the low-carbon transition (Ryghaug et al., 2018). 

‘Material participation’ has been identified as a key measure for fostering this more active 

participation (Ryghaug et al., 2018), connected to the transition from centralised to decentralised or 

distributed energy systems (Devine-Wright, 2007; Wolsink, 2020). This more active public 

participation in energy production takes many forms from receipt of community benefits, micro-

generation, to shared ownership, and community energy projects of varying sizes and by a vast range 

of different stakeholders. Community benefits are not always seen as a form of public participation in 

energy generation, but it does represent the idea that the public should benefit from the transition. 

Moreover, the use of the benefits can lead to sustainable community initiatives, such as is the case in 

the Irish Renewable Electricity Auction Scheme (RESS) and allocation of 40% of the benefits for the 

sustainable development of communities (DCENR, 2021a).  
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Examples of more active individuals include prosumers and energy citizens. Simply put, prosumers 

refer to individuals who are simultaneously consumers and producers of energy, and actively 

modulate their demand (e.g. Brown et al., 2020). In the European policy context, prosumers are also 

called self-consumers, highlighting the self-consumption focus of individuals and communities 

participating in energy production (Directive (EU) 2018/2001, 2018; see also Määttä, 2021a). Energy 

citizenship can be seen as a broader concept, which has been defined as people participating actively 

and democratically in the energy transition (Devine-Wright, 2007; Ryghaug et al., 2018). Citizenship 

also carries rights and responsibilities, and highlights the collective responsibility for answering 

societal challenges (Lennon et al., 2020; Rodhouse et al., 2021). The two terms, prosumers, and 

energy citizens are sometimes incorrectly used interchangeably. In this research, a distinction is made 

in terms of scope of participation, with energy citizenship better symbolising the idea of involvement 

and involving more responsibility.  

 

The discussion on the more active individuals in the energy transition has often framed this as an 

opposite to the dominant energy transition discourses, which focus on efficiency and competitiveness 

(Feola, 2020; Smith et al., 2016). The move towards public participation in energy generation has 

been linked to the ideology of communitarianism (Laes & Bombaerts, 2022), and often framed as a 

social enterprise (Hillman et al., 2018). This is evident through the focus on community values, 

common good, and the use of volunteer workforce (Laes & Bombaerts, 2022). The increased 

involvement of the ‘non-traditional stakeholders’ in energy initiatives have also often been framed as 

innovative bottom-up projects or movements (Directive (EU) 2018/2001, 2018; Feola, 2020; Smith et 

al., 2014). This specific framing for community participation in electricity generation has been 

identified to result in some inherent challenges when it comes to the capacity of the groups, but it is 

still argued to be an integral element of the community energy movement (Laes & Bombaerts, 2022, 

p. 14). Moreover, this distinction between the dominant energy transition and outlier bottom-up actors 

artificially separates community actors and individuals from the energy transition processes. Instead, 

involvement frames the public as engaged key stakeholders and community action as a crucial part of 

effective energy system transition, which becomes a key question for the facilitation of the transition 

(see also Fuhr et al., 2018).  

 

In the EU’s Clean Energy Package, more active individuals and collectives, self-consumers, and 

renewable energy communities, are described as being actors whose primary purpose is: “to provide 

environmental, economic or social community benefits for its shareholders or members or for the 

local areas where it operates, rather than financial profits” (Directive (EU) 2018/2001, 2018). This 

framing, which focuses on broad community benefit, and common good, has been adopted in support 

schemes facilitating public involvement in some European countries (Frieden et al., 2020; 

Government of Ireland, 2021; Määttä, 2021a). This suggests that the public is perceived as actors 
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whose motivations do not fit with those of other market actors. This highlights a key expectation for 

community actors in the energy transition to be a distinct group of actors who are benevolent and 

charitable, working towards the common good. Understanding how this fits with the motivations and 

capacity of the public in general is a challenge highlighted for future research (Määttä, 2021a).  

 

The communitarian focus of public participation in energy generation indicates a significant change or 

at least a challenge to the dominant energy transition rationalities (Laes & Bombaerts, 2022). Still, it 

has also been argued that it can work as a way to enforce neoliberal rationalities in the energy 

transition. The involvement of individuals in energy production has also been framed as a way to 

enforce the ideal neoliberal individual and entrepreneur (Laes & Bombaerts, 2022). This provides an 

alternative interpretation of the role of the public as represented in the Clean Energy Package: 

 

“The importance of notions such as ‘equal footing’ or ‘level playing field’ makes it very clear that in 

the clean energy package RECs are mainly positioned as actors that increase competition on the 

energy market, while simultaneously also delivering social and ecological benefits.” (Laes & 

Bombaerts, 2022, p. 7) 

 

Still, it is clear that the Clean Energy Package and increased emphasis on public participation in 

energy generation signals a significant change for the energy transition (see Laes & Bombaerts, 2022, 

p. 15).  

 

The participation of individuals in energy production has been framed through both technological and 

normative perspectives. From the technological and practical perspectives, the participation of 

individuals is necessary due to the nature of renewable energy as intermittent source of energy, with 

storage challenges. This requires increased attention to demand-side flexibility and control, facilitated 

by introduction of for example smart meters and micro-generation (Haley et al., 2020). Participation 

through behavioural change and adoption of products is also expected to be a crucial step for 

answering energy efficiency challenges and goals (Directive (EU) 2018/844, 2018). Community 

energy is also seen as a way to bring significant economic benefits to localities, which can be used to 

address local issues (Slee, 2015). 

 

From the normative perspective, additional expectations are connected to prosumerism, described as 

resulting in “social, economic and environmental benefits to society” (Campos & Marín-González, 

2020) and a more just energy transition (Szulecki, 2018). Prosumers have been described as ideal 

citizens of energy democracy and as a way to democratise the energy system (Szulecki, 2018). Public 

participation is also expected to increase fairness in the community-development relationship (e.g. 
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Seidl et al., 2019; Slee, 2015; Stadelmann-steffen & Dermont, 2021). Community participation in 

energy generation is also argued to empower people for wider decarbonisation (Slee, 2015).  

 

One key issue highlighted in the literature on prosumers and energy citizens is the question of whether 

individuals are willing or able to take on such responsibility (Devine-Wright, 2007, p. 80; Fischer et 

al., 2021; Lennon et al., 2020). Other barriers to more active public participation include institutional 

barriers, representations of the public as passive consumers, and deficiency of policies supporting 

participation (Devine-Wright, 2007, pp. 80–81). The institutional barriers arise from the fact that 

many features of the energy system have not been created for public participation in energy 

production (Devine-Wright, 2007, p. 81); for the challenges for the grid arising from decentralised 

energy production (Fahy et al., 2019). Insufficient policy support and volunteer nature of community 

energy project has also been identified as key barriers, and existing policy measures are argued to be 

overly reliant on the idea of rational individuals (Strachan et al., 2015; Watson, 2020).  

 

Furthermore, recent global shift in the support for renewable energy away from support measures 

such as feed-in tariffs towards more market-based competitive and technology-neutral auctions has 

impacted public participation in energy generation (Grashof, 2019). Feed-in tariffs have been 

generally regarded as being a key factor in supporting smaller-scale energy generation in many 

countries (Busch et al., 2021; Slee, 2020). Ireland provides a unique case with its recent RESS auction 

design, which includes a separate community category (Government of Ireland, 2019). Community 

projects face challenges in competing in auctions with other developers due to having lower capacity 

to bear investment risks, and lack the expertise to operate within the complex auctions system 

(Grashof, 2019; Toke, 2015). Access to funding has been identified as one of the biggest challenges 

for community energy projects (Berka et al., 2017; Mignon & Rüdinger, 2016), and many projects 

face challenges due to the market structure and prevalence of large utilities meaning community 

projects have less power to influence policy (Mignon & Rüdinger, 2016). It has also been argued that 

market-based mechanisms are not inherently problematic, but the problems arise from the 

incumbents’ vastly superior understanding of the system and power to enforce designs that best 

benefit them (Laes & Bombaerts, 2022, pp. 7–8).  

 

In summary, despite the increased decentralised nature of energy systems (Burke & Stephens, 2018; 

Koirala et al., 2016), public participation in energy generation continues to face barriers. It is 

constrained by incumbent energy production systems that align with the logics of economic value, and 

community energy actors have limited power to influence and operate in the political system 

(Brisbois, 2019, pp. 158–159; Grashof, 2019; Laes & Bombaerts, 2022; Toke, 2015). Both collective 

and individual prosumers face challenges with capacity (Berka et al., 2017; Määttä, 2021a; Mignon & 

Rüdinger, 2016). The movement towards greater public participation in electricity generation has 
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been embedded in multitude of rationalities and there are indications that these rationalities place key 

constraints on the way energy systems evolved over time.  

 

In comparison to the discussed ways to frame public participation in energy generation as a moral 

incentive or a bottom-up movement separate of the energy transition, involvement places the public to 

the very core of the energy transition. Public participation in energy generation is a key part of  the 

broader involvement of the public in the energy system transition, but the involvement of the public 

goes much deeper than that, to the everyday lives of individuals. Next section discusses involvement, 

and the discussions it relates to, more in detail.  

 

3.3.3 Everyone as a Stakeholder  
 

Involvement as an idea, and practice, has been emerging in the European energy transition policies in 

the last few years through increasing attempts to facilitate the more active and responsible roles of the 

public. How this is taking place is elaborated in this section. Involvement differs from previous roles 

given to the public in the energy transition, as it reconfigures what the transition is. As elaborated in 

Section 3.1.2 a systemic understanding of the energy transition highlights the interlinked challenges of 

decarbonising energy and the broader society, highlighting that what needs to change is the whole 

system, society. This sets the role of the public as key stakeholders in the transition.  

 

Firstly, as the energy transition is increasingly understood in terms of systems thinking, the roles of 

individuals and the possible forms of participation become diverse (Pallett et al., 2019). Pallet et al. 

(2019) studied participation in the energy transition through focusing on connections between people 

and the transition, and identified key categories of participation: surveys, deliberative workshops, 

consultation, everyday behaviour, everyday practices, behavioural change, domestication of 

technology, community action, activism, and other (Pallett et al., 2019, p. 602). It has been argued that 

participation has become institutionalised as a core element of governing environmental challenges 

(Munton, 2003; Pallett et al., 2019). Therefore, understanding this broader participation is crucial to 

understanding the governance of the energy transition (Pallett et al., 2019).  

 

Moreover, the recent discussion on role of the home and everyday lives in the energy transition 

recognises the crucial role of society-wide action and the role the public already plays in the energy 

transition (Pallett et al., 2019; Schlosberg & Coles, 2016; Waitt et al., 2016). This is represented in 

discussion of participation which reaches out to everyday lives of individuals, such as changing of 

everyday behaviours and practices related to energy, and adoption of more energy efficient and 

sustainable products (Pallett et al., 2019, p. 602). This is underpinned by a rationale that as the 

decarbonisation of the energy system requires changing the way energy is used and thought about, 
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and the use of energy pervades society, everyone is naturally a stakeholder in the transition. As the 

involvement of individuals reaches out to everyday lives of individuals, it includes actors acting both 

individually and collectively.  

 

For this research, the vast range of participation is operationalised through three broad categories of 

ways the public can become involved in the energy transition (Määttä, 2021b). These are: 

involvement through adoption of products and practices; involvement in energy production; and 

involvement in decision-making processes (Määttä, 2021b). Involvement through adoption of 

products and practices focuses on the everyday lives of individuals and is increasingly being 

recognised as a key element of the role of the public in the energy transition. This participation refers 

to incorporating sustainability into everyday practices, heating of homes, travel, and consumption. 

This form of involvement is represented in discourses related to issues such as electric vehicles, smart 

meters, micro-generation, and house retrofitting. Increasing awareness of the need to improve energy 

efficiency has been key to fostering this type of involvement (Directive (EU) 2018/844, 2018).  

 

Involvement in energy production refers to community energy projects, micro-generation, shared 

ownership, and community benefits (Määttä, 2021b). It is important to note here that community 

energy can refer to a vast range of different ownership models (Gorroño-Albizu et al., 2019). As 

highlighted by the discussion in the previous section, participation in energy production has been 

advanced as a solution to many challenges of the energy transition, through both normative and 

practical rationalities.  

 

Lastly, involvement in decision-making processes refers to all diverse ways individuals can 

participate in decision-making processes, from protests and campaigning to institutionalised forms of 

participation such as climate assemblies, and public consultations on developments and policy. This 

type of involvement is crucial for the justice and democracy of the energy transition, and is argued to 

increase effectiveness of decision-making (Sconfienza, 2015), but has been facing challenges driven 

by unbalanced power dynamics (Boezeman et al., 2014; Flannery et al., 2018; Rydin et al., 2015).  

 

Latest policy developments (e.g. Directive (EU) 2018/2001, 2018; Government of Ireland, 2021; 

Local Energy Scotland, 2016) can be seen to facilitate greater public involvement, but the extent of 

these policies will depend on the implementation. Involvement is also pursued through innovative 

grassroot measures (Feola & Nunes, 2014; Seyfang & Smith, 2007). These initiatives include a vast 

range of actions from collective recycling, organic farming co-operatives, to community energy 

projects, and protest and campaigning. Many of the grassroot initiatives operate without significant 

support or facilitative measures. The policy environment for public involvement is changing rapidly.  
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Facilitation of public involvement in the energy transition can take many forms and range 

significantly in depth of participation (Arnstein, 2019). It is proposed here that the most prevalent 

measures to facilitate public involvement can be divided into three themes: awareness raising, 

inspiring, and empowerment. These themes were identified from both the data analysed for this thesis 

and the reviewed literature.  

 

Awareness raising refers to the key role knowledge is seen to play in public participation in the 

energy transition (see e.g. Aitken et al., 2016). Providing information to the public on the challenges 

and solutions of climate change has been identified as a key element for facilitating public 

participation in the energy transition. It is one of the most common tools of facilitation (Aitken et al., 

2016; Koirala et al., 2018; Saunders et al., 2021), and awareness has been identified as a key element 

for public participation willingness (Koirala et al., 2018). The introduction of smart meters to provide 

individuals feedback on their consumption to guide consumption behaviour is a key example of this 

type of facilitation (Barone et al., 2020; Saunders et al., 2021, pp. 145–146). Key challenges identified 

for awareness raising include limitations in the accessibility of language (Inch, 2015; Määttä, 2021a), 

and power dynamics. As already showcased with the literature on the NIMBY concept (Burningham, 

2000; Devine-Wright, 2009) and deficit framing (Ahteensuu, 2012), awareness raising as a goal can 

also include rationalities that unacceptance and conflict can be caused by lack of knowledge or wrong 

knowledge. Additionally, over reliance on knowledge provision and expectation of rationally acting 

individuals has been argued to be ineffective (Jensen et al., 2018; Saunders et al., 2021).  

 

Inspiring reflects questions over motivation. The motivations behind public participation have gained 

much research attention (Coyne & Denny, 2021; Koirala et al., 2018; Nikas et al., 2020). Highlighting 

of additional benefits is one key tool of facilitation identified to motivate public participation (Määttä, 

2021b; Saunders et al., 2021, pp. 146–147). Research on the motivations of public has identified a 

vast range of public motivations. As highlighted in the previous section, public participation in energy 

generation has been connected to communitarianism and collective good motivations (Directive (EU) 

2018/2001, 2018; Laes & Bombaerts, 2022; Määttä, 2021a). Self-motivation, or responsibilisation, 

has emerged as a key facilitative tool for public participation (Szulecki, 2018). Other identified key 

factors for public motivations to participate in the energy transition include environmental concerns, 

acceptance of renewables, energy independence, community trust and resistance, education, and 

awareness (Koirala et al., 2018).  

 

Empowerment represents facilitation by removal of barriers and incentivisation (Määttä, 2021b). It 

goes beyond awareness raising and inspiring to facilitating public involvement through more concrete 

measures, such as grants, changing of planning requirements, and providing route to market for 

energy produced by individuals and communities. Empowerment has been argued to represent 
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meaningful participation (Arnstein, 2019), empowering individuals and communities to become more 

active stakeholders in the energy transition (Geelen et al., 2013). Lack of sufficient policy support has 

been highlighted as a key barrier for the more active role of individuals in the energy transition 

(Devine-Wright, 2007; Saunders et al., 2021), and the empower theme of facilitation is aimed at 

providing the needed policy support.  

 

Involvement is tied with the responsibilisation of individuals (Chilvers et al., 2018; Fischer et al., 

2021; Määttä, 2021b). One element representing this is a change in discourses which frame 

individuals’ involvement in the energy system, and the multiple roles given to the public. The 

difference between consumer and citizen framing been identified as a shift worthy of inspection 

(Lennon et al., 2020; Pepermans & Rousseau, 2021), but it remains without much attention how 

individuals are governed through this shift in discourses. Highlighting citizenship as a basis of action 

is argued to highlight responsibilities and normative assumptions of what it means to be a good citizen 

in the energy transition (Lennon et al., 2020). Similar findings have also been tied to the use of active 

consumer framing (Määttä, 2021b), and therefore the difference may be subtle.  

 

Despite the potential of this shift in the role of individuals to be better suited to answer the 

comprehensive challenge of the energy transition, as it aims the governance of the challenge to the 

broader system, this shift towards more active participation has also faced scepticism. From the most 

prevalent roles given to the public in the energy transition, energy citizen fits best with the idea of 

public as involved key stakeholder. Alternatively, it has been also argued that framing individuals as 

energy citizens limits their agency and enforces a market paradigm of participation of rational 

individuals through their consumption choices (Lennon et al., 2020), instead of being an indication of 

involvement as envisioned here. Moreover, it has been argued that the energy citizenship framing 

ignores questions over power dynamics and inclusivity, who is able to and who has the resources to 

participate (Lennon et al., 2020). The energy citizenship framing is also argued to be a marketing 

strategy, instead of the needed shift towards more comprehensive understanding of the energy 

transition (Lennon et al., 2020). Power and power dynamics have been argued to be crucial 

determinants for the energy transition (Bues & Gailing, 2016; Wesselink et al., 2011) Therefore, the 

choice of framing is impactful and demands further investigation. The use of consumer and citizen 

framings also represented a key difference between the two case studies and is therefore investigated 

further with rhetorical analysis in Sections 6.2 and 7.2. 

 

Sometimes the difference between individualistic and collective forms of public participation are 

problematised and seen as conflicting (Horstink et al., 2021; Laes & Bombaerts, 2022; Mullally et al., 

2018). The idea with involvement is to extend decarbonisation of energy throughout society, making 

it the norm instead of the carbon locked-in society we live in now. With this framing, the question 
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whether public involvement is facilitated as community or individual involvement is beside the point. 

If the system were to be successfully changed into one that embodies the idea that everyone is a 

stakeholder, both community and individual forms of participation would be facilitated.  

 

As highlighted in previous sections, the existing and emerging roles of individuals in the energy 

transition are diverse. Facilitative measures are emerging to support greater public participation in 

micro-generation, house retrofitting, a vast range of community projects, and other sustainable action. 

With increasing awareness of climate change, also grassroot interest in involvement is increasing. 

Here it is argued that the most recent changes to governance signal an approach that aims to put 

people at the centre of the transition. This includes many promising features, such as a more systemic 

perspective, but it is clear that this is also facing many challenges, stemming from the complex power 

dynamics of the energy transition and a system which was not created for public involvement. The 

next section connects the elements of this new governance approach, discussed throughout Chapters 

Two and Three, and showcases how these indicate a Whole-of-Society Approach to governance.  
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4. Whole-of-Society Approach to the Energy Transition 

 

To summarise the previous chapters, the need for the energy transition is enforced by the crisis of 

climate change, and the use of energy reaches out to all aspects of society, making everyone a 

stakeholder. In order for this collective effort to be possible, it needs to be inclusive, as lack of 

inclusivity means lack of action by those excluded from collaborative processes. Governments, and 

other actors in polycentric governance, need to take actions to facilitate the collaborative efforts, and 

at the root of this is the understanding that this challenge is systemic. Moreover, with the 

governmentality lens it becomes highlighted that the changing roles of the public in the energy 

transition resonate with responsibilisation. Putting these aspects of energy system transition together, 

it becomes clear that the emerging energy transition governance has elements of a Whole-of-Society 

Approach (WoS) (Määttä, 2021b). This novel concept is adopted in this research as a framework to 

understand the governance of public involvement in the energy transition.  

 

The WoS approach is a promising concept for investigating citizen involvement and responsibilisation 

in the low-carbon transition, but it is still relatively unknown to the energy transitions research 

community. The use of the word can be seen in policy discourse (e.g. UK Cabinet Office, 2021), 

without the more comprehensive definition of what the WoS approach is (Määttä, 2021b). The 

concept originates from UN and WHO policy discourse (UN General Assembly, 2012; WHO, 2009) 

and research on health related challenges, such as the COVID-19 pandemic (Dawa et al., 2021; Dubb, 

2020) (Määttä, 2021b). The WoS approach has also been researched in relation to other 

comprehensive challenges such as national defence (Wither, 2020) and disaster risk management 

(Matsuoka & Gonzales Rocha, 2021). The WoS concept has only recently been applied in the energy 

transition research (Määttä, 2021b), but it has been existing in the energy transition discourses for a 

longer time. It could even be argued that the term has become a standard in political discourses 

around climate change and the energy transition. The WoS approach term was used during COP 26 by 

world leaders. The WoS approach can be characterised with five mutually enforcing and overlapping 

characteristics: crisis; shared responsibility; inclusivity; leadership; and systems thinking (Määttä, 

2021b) (Figure 2). This section outlines the characteristics and how the emerging changes in energy 

system transition governance discussed in previous sections align with these.  
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“The WoS approach is an approach to governance, which aims for society wide mobilisation of actors 

and resources towards shared goals of responding to a crisis, deploys measures aiming for inclusivity, 

and is led by facilitative and polycentric coordination with an integrated and holistic approach. What 

form these different features take is dynamic and based on the crisis and context where the approach is 

adopted.” (Määttä, 2021b) 

 

 

Crisis 

The WoS approach is connected to many comprehensive crises, such as pandemics (Dubb, 2020; 

Schwartz & Yen, 2017), peacebuilding (Brunk, 2016), and obesity (Dubé, 2010). These crises are at 

the core of the approach, and have in common that they are systemic, persistent crises (Schuitmaker, 

2012). The causes of these crises are deeply imbedded in the systems they operate in, and therefore 

these crises get re-created by the system. The systemic nature of the crisis means that everyone 

becomes a stakeholder, everyone is impacted by the crisis, and collaborative efforts are required for 

effective solutions.  

 

It is clear that governance of climate change and the energy transition fit these descriptions, with their 

efforts to change the deeply imbedded carbon locked-in system (Barry et al., 2015; IPCC, 2021; 

Roberts et al., 2018). With the introduction of the SDGs it is also increasingly recognised that the 

challenge includes many interlinked crises. Climate change poses a devastating and universal 

challenge which reaches out globally and requires collaborative action (IPCC, 2021; United Nations, 

Figure 2: Whole-of-Society Approach  (Määttä, 2021b) 
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2015a, 2016). Furthermore, the carbon locked-in energy system and reliance on energy import has 

created an additional crisis of increased living expenses which has emphasised vulnerabilities of the 

current system. 

 

The crisis characteristic is deeply imbedded in the approach and can work as a justification to 

implement measures which can lead to losses and costs for some actors. It also provides the main 

rationality behind why everyone is a stakeholder in answering the challenge, and why sacrifices, and 

costs, may be required for the common good. These comprehensive challenges impact the whole 

system and require wide stakeholder participation. With the energy transition and other approaches to 

climate change, it has been highlighted that the emphasis on crisis and consensus can lead to 

alienating diverse perspectives and refusing of conflict (Swyngedouw, 2010a). 

 

Systems Thinking  

Systems thinking has been defined in many ways. The main goal of system thinking can be 

summarised as aiming to better understand systems and to predict and monitor them in order to 

produce desired effects (Arnold & Wade, 2015). Reference to various systems is common in the 

literature on the WoS approach (Dubb, 2020; United Nations, 2015b; WHO, 2009), and the word 

‘society’ itself can be perceived as a system. Still, the presence of systems thinking in the WoS 

approach to governance is best understood through its claims for comprehensiveness, aims for whole 

system view to issues, and understanding of relationality and interconnectedness of challenges. It also 

connects to measures aiming to understand, monitor and predict the system, through measures such as 

evaluation and flexible policies (Määttä, 2021b).  

 

Systems-thinking in policymaking is seen as a way to reconcile multiple social, economic, and 

environmental dimensions of sustainable development which is crucial for achieving the 

interconnected challenges of the climate crisis (Fuso Nerini et al., 2019; IPCC, 2021; Sperling et al., 

2020). This thesis emphasises the systems perspective to the energy transition (Geels, 2018; Ghosh et 

al., 2021; Köhler et al., 2019). The importance of investigating energy issues from systems 

perspective has been argued by other researchers, including in relation to energy justice (Jenkins et 

al., 2014; Sovacool et al., 2019). It has been argued that a systems perspective provides an alternative 

to the often piece-meal responses to energy challenges, instead focusing on solutions aiming at 

changing the system (Kickbusch et al., 2012).  

 

The energy system reaches out to physical aspects of energy, the entire energy chain from the 

construction of energy infrastructure to production, conversion, transmission, distribution, 

consumption to waste (Alanne & Saari, 2006; Jenkins et al., 2014). It also encompasses socio-political 

aspects of energy, such as the more complex human-technology relationships, power, and politics 
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(Kern & Smith, 2008). Changing such a complex system requires understanding that there is no 

singular linear solutions or singular clear causality to explain the complex challenge (Geels, 2022). 

 

The systems-thinking characteristic highlights the need to take a holistic perspective to the energy 

system transition. This includes questioning the sustainability of adopted measures throughout the 

whole energy system, asking questions such as how the gains from increased energy efficiency are 

used, and whether it will just increase resources for greater consumption in other areas (see e.g. Feola, 

2020, p. 244), or questions over mining practices of resources used for sustainable infrastructure 

(Sovacool et al., 2020). Moreover, taking a systems perspective to the energy transition highlights the 

need for involvement of the whole society. The whole system, its actors, and resources, needs to be 

mobilised. A systems perspective is also key to understanding other elements of the WoS approach, 

such as the persistent crisis at the core of the approach, the need for inclusivity, facilitative leadership, 

and integrated policies, as well as investigating inclusivity and justice throughout the system.  

 

Shared Responsibility 

The systemic nature of the the low-carbon transition also calls for the inclusion and mobilisation of 

wide range of stakeholders and resources; a shared responsibility (Määttä, 2021b). The shared 

responsibility characteristic outlines the need for collaborative action and the involvement of the 

public. This is underlined with the universality of the crisis, everyone will be impacted by the crisis, 

as well as additional benefits transformational action can bring. This discussion of costs and sacrifices 

but also of wide range of benefits and a better society is embedded in the energy transition discourses. 

Key international governance examples, such as the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) highlight 

this idea of a transition to a better world alongside the decarbonisation of societies (United Nations, 

2015b). Despite the ambitious goal of a better society for everyone, the SDGs have been critiqued for 

example for inherent inconsistencies between socio-economic development goals and sustainability 

goals, difficulties with monitoring and measuring the goals, and source of finance (Spaiser et al., 

2017; Swain, 2017). 

 

The shared responsibility characterisic has been evident in the broader shift in the energy transition 

governance towards more collaborative approaches at different levels from international to local 

(Blühdorn & Deflorian, 2019; Gailing & Röhring, 2016; Määttä, 2021b; Sillak et al., 2021). It is 

increasingly understood, that the energy transition also requires wider participation of the public and 

that this is a challenge that resonates at different levels of society (Hale, 2016; Hauck et al., 2015; 

Sovacool et al., 2019). The responsibilisation of individuals, energy consumers, prosumers and 

citizens, resonates with this idea of shared responsibility. 
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As highlighted in previous sections, this type of collaborative action faces many challenges, such as 

difficulty with achieving trust (Ansell & Gash, 2007), and that it may not live up to its potential in 

practice (Sovacool & Van de Graaf, 2018). Critical perspectives, such as that collaborative 

governance ignores power dynamics (Markard et al., 2012) and can lead to least common demoniator 

outcomes (Ansell et al., 2020), have also been voiced. These have also been central concerns in 

relation to the WoS approach (Cázarez-grageda, 2018; Määttä, 2021b; Pineo et al., 2020).  

 

Inclusivity 

This collaborative action includes also an element of inclusivity. The WoS approach is guided by the 

principle that to support the collaborative action, no one should be ‘left behind’ and the benefits and 

efforts should be shared fairly (Määttä, 2021b), resonating with discussions on just transition and the 

SDGs. The ‘leave no one behind’ phrase is often connected to the WoS approach (e.g. Gottardo & 

Rego, 2021; Määttä, 2021b), and it refers to a need to mitigate unequal resources and vulnerabilities 

of actors. With the citizen involvement focus of this thesis, the shared responsibility and inclusivity 

characteristics are clearly relevant to the manifestations of more active and responsible individuals, 

which are often discussed alongside the ‘leave no one behind’ principle and a just transition (Jenkins, 

Stephens, et al., 2020; Määttä, 2021b; Thombs, 2019).  

 

The inclusivity element of the WoS approach connects with the discussions on just transition, and 

highlights that this is a crucial element for achieving society-wide action. Within the WoS 

perspective, lack of inclusivity means lack of necessary action by actors who are excluded from the 

collaborative action and shared responsibility. This calls for the need to mitigate the losses of actors, 

injustices in the system, and exclusion. As such, the especially the element of inclusivity in the WoS 

approach is at odds with the capitalist system which creates inherent inequalities. The inclusivity 

element recognises that transformative action results in losses to some and all actors do not have the 

same capacity for action, and these challenges should be mitigated (see also McIlroy et al., 2021).  

 

This inclusivity can reach out even to the fossil fuel industry and attempts to repurpose it for the 

energy transition through measures such as using the expertise of oil developers in the North Sea for 

offshore wind (Määttä, 2021b; The Scottish Government, 2020). This has been argued to be a risk to a 

just transition aiming to change the system, as the fossil fuel industries have been the most powerful 

dominating force in the current system (Daggett, 2021). This has created the argument that fossil fuel 

industries should cease to exist to foster the new better decarbonised society, instead of gaining 

benefits from the transition. With the WoS approach, it can be argued that the systemic perspective 

requires reconciling the current dominant capitalistic and fossil-fuel intensive system with 

decarbonisation in order to make the transition effective or even possible.  
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Leadership 

Lastly, the WoS approach includes also a characteristic of leadership. This refers to facilitative and 

polycentric coordination to make the society-wide collaboration and holistic measures possible. The 

logic here is to create an environment that supports the wanted actions, makes them the best and most 

attractive choise available. This attempts to take a systemic perspective to governance of complex 

challenges. Another feature of the leadership characteristic is to have a similar collaboration inside 

government, with cross-sectoral policies and collaboration. This is often called a Whole-of-

Government approach (Määttä, 2021b). The Whole-of-Government approach clearly resonates with 

the literature on environmental policy integration, and the goal to address environmental challenges 

beyond policy area limits (Chaney, 2016; Humphreys, 2016; Mullally et al., 2016, 2018). 

 

The facilitative approach is required to support systemic change, and non-linear solutions, as well as 

the mobilisation of stakeholder. The need for a facilitative coordination, as well as taking a 

polycentric governance approach have also been discussed in relation to the energy transition and 

climate change governance (Klijn & Koppenjan, 2015; Nasiritousi & Bäckstrand, 2019; Nochta & 

Skelcher, 2020; Ostrom, 2010). This facilitation includes a vast range of stakeholders. Such 

collaborative approaches have been criticised, for ignoring power dynamics (Markard et al., 2012), 

leaving participants unsatisfied (Ansell & Gash, 2007), for being based on stakeholder perspectives 

instead of evidence (Dickinson & Glasby, 2010), for ending up maintaining status quo (Blühdorn & 

Deflorian, 2019), and to lead to cost for legitimacy and accountability (Hendriks & Boswell, 2018). 

The task for the facilitative approach is to manage these challenges as well as to incentivise greater 

stakeholder parrticipation and to make it more viable.  

 

When taking the WoS approach, one key challenge becomes evident. The WoS approach largely 

ignores questions around power dynamics, despite aiming for a fairer and more inclusive approach 

(Määttä, 2021b). The WoS approach ignores inherent conflict in societies (Mouffe, 1993a, 1999, 

2016; Swyngedouw, 2010a), with its goal of consensus (Määttä, 2021b). In addition, as highlighted 

previously, crisis plays a central role in the approach. This highlights concerns discussed by 

Swyngedouw (2010a) on how highlighting the crisis aspect of climate change can be used as a tool to 

delegitimise conflicting perspectives. In essence, because of the crisis status, there is no room for 

anything but consensus. As inclusivity is a crucial element of such collaborative approaches, leaving 

those with diverse (disagreeing) views outside this collaboration is a risk to the effectiveness of the 

approach. With the facilitative approach, there is also a risk of over-reliance on the belief of rational 

behaviour, which had faced debate in relation to decarbonisation (Frederiks et al., 2015; Lianga et al., 

2022; Yang et al., 2020). 
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The WoS Approach presents a framing to the investigation of involvement of individuals in the 

energy transition, and a way to combine the emerging elements of governance of public involvement 

in the energy transition, discussed in previous chapters. Additionally, it highligths the broader context 

of crisis around the processes of citizen involvement, and some criteria through which to address the 

suitability of implemented measures. The approach represents questions for approaches attempting to 

answer collective challenges, through framing inclusivity as a crucial element of effectiveness and a 

need for a systemic perspective, facilitation and integrated policy. The policy discourses of both of the 

case countires are also shown to represent the WoS Approach (Määttä, 2021b), further highlighting 

why this approach is a fitting frame to understand the emerging changes in the energy transition 

governance.  

 

Table 1 summarises the connections between some of the existing research related to the changing 

role of the public in the energy transition and the WoS approach. The review of connected literatures 

in Table 1 is not exhaustive. Instead, it summarises the connections between the WoS approach and 

topics disucssed in previous chapters of this thesis, and identifies key literature.  

 

Table 1: Connections between the WoS approach and the energy transition literature 

 

WoS Characteristic 

 

Energy System Governance Literature 

 

Crisis Crisis and consensus (Swyngedouw, 2010a) 

Disregard or refusal of conflict (Ahteensuu, 2012; Cuppen & Pesch, 2021; Devine-

Wright, 2009; Rydin, 2003) 

Governance of energy and climate change (Green & Healy, 2022; Zelli et al., 2020) 

Governance for sustainable development, recognition of interconnected challenges 

(Ghosh et al., 2021; Ramirez, 2021) 

Shared Responsibility Energy Citizens (Devine-Wright, 2007) 

Prosumers (Campos & Marín-González, 2020; Van Der Schoor & Scholtens, 2015) 

Energy Consumers (Miller & Senadeera, 2017; Saunders et al., 2021) 

Energy Democracy (Szulecki, 2018; Szulecki & Overland, 2020; van Veelen & van 

der Horst, 2018) 

Co-production (Chilvers & Longhurst, 2016) 

Inclusivity Just transition (Axon & Morrissey, 2020; Heffron et al., 2015; McIlroy et al., 2021) 

Questioning capitalism and neoliberalism in the energy transition (Ćetković & 

Buzogány, 2016; Feola, 2020) 

Leadership Policy Integration (Mullally & Dunphy, 2015; Persson et al., 2018) 

Facilitation (Nochta & Skelcher, 2020) 

Systems Thinking  Energy System Transition (Geels et al., 2017; Robertson Munro & Cairney, 2020) 

Sustainability transitions (Avelino & Wittmayer, 2016; Köhler et al., 2019) 

Innovation for reaching broad sustainability goals (Ghosh et al., 2021; Schot et al., 

2017) 

Systemic approaches and perspectives (Jenkins et al., 2014; Pallett et al., 2019) 
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5. Research Design  

 

This chapter explains the research design adopted for investigating public involvement in the energy 

transition, when using the governmentality approach, fulfilling the second objective of the research. 

This chapter starts with a reflection on fundamental methodological choices based on the theoretical 

premise of the research outlined in previous chapters. Then continuing with reflection on the unique 

timing of the research during the COVID-19 pandemic and the impact this had on the research design. 

Section 5.3 introduces the case study design and data on each case study. Section 5.4 reviews the 

discourse analysis adopted for the study, and the used analytical tools and themes. Lastly, Section 5.5 

discusses ethical considerations related to the research topic.  

 

5.1  Approach to Research Design 

 

 

 

Diagram 1: Outline of the research design path 
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Diagram 1 illustrates the evolution of the research design of the study and how the theoretical choices 

guided this. To further elaborate, this section discusses how the theoretical, analytical, and 

methodological choices are mutually enforcing. Firstly, as showcased in Chapter Three, and the 

literature review on the role of the public in the energy transition and the energy transition 

governance, active participation of the public in the energy transition is an emerging issue, gaining 

increasing policy attention. This is evident for example though the investigation of EU policy 

(Directive (EU) 2018/2001, 2018; Directive (EU) 2018/844, 2018), and has also been recognised in 

research (Ghorbani et al., 2020; Lennon et al., 2020; Määttä, 2021b). Understanding the energy 

transition as a complex transition of interconnected systems showcases the importance of public 

participation and inclusivity of it for the effectiveness of the transition. The public is given many 

roles, such as energy consumer, prosumer, and energy citizen. The different roles given to the public 

vary in depth of participation and responsibility, and despite the trend towards facilitating more active 

participation, all of these roles continue to impact the role of the public in the transition. This shift has 

been facing many implementation barriers, as discussed throughout Chapter Three (e.g. Devine-

Wright, 2007; Fischer et al., 2021; Grashof, 2019).  

 

The identified features of energy system governance highlight a new approach, expressed in policy 

discourse (Määttä, 2021b), but facing significant barriers in implementation. The WoS approach has 

emerged as an ideal of governance, which incorporates crisis, systems thinking, shared responsibility, 

inclusivity, and leadership for the governance of society-wide action. This approach to governance 

highlights conflict and power as key questions needing further research attention. These were also 

highlighted in the literature on the energy transition governance and greater public involvement 

(Carvalho et al., 2019; Jenkins, Sovacool, et al., 2020; Markard et al., 2012; Stripple & Bulkeley, 

2019).  

 

As the energy transition is a complex and systemic, persistent (Schuitmaker, 2012), challenge, the 

power relations related to the governance of this challenge need to encompass same complexity. The 

governmentality approach encompasses the relational and distributed nature of power, while 

simultaneously providing tools to investigate it. Therefore, the governmentality approach was 

identified as especially suitable analytical frame for this research.  

 

Adopting the governmentality approach and the abstract understanding of power indicates a number 

of features for the research design. Central element in Foucault’s work has been the question of 

knowledge. What is considered as being ‘truth’ guides the way reality is perceived, and thus holds 

great power (Foucault, 1980). In other words, the battle over truth reflects battle over power. With this 

understanding, study of governmentality often focuses on discourses (Ettlinger, 2011; Jørgensen & 

Phillips, 2002). Both post-structuralism and postmodernism have been linked to the ideas of Foucault 
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(Ettlinger, 2011; Falzon et al., 2013; Joseph, 2008; McKee, 2009; Raffnsoe, Sverre; Gudmand-Hoyer, 

Marius ; Thaning, 2016). These concepts are similar and the difference between them is subtle, but as 

the governmentality approach does not debate structure and agency (Jørgensen & Phillips, 2002), 

postmodernism is a more suitable label. Postmodernism emphasises the role of language and power 

relations (Jørgensen & Phillips, 2002; Saunders et al., 2009). It criticises positivistic ideas of fixed 

rules and theories to explain reality and aims at in-depth study of topics (Saunders et al., 2009). 

Postmodernism seeks to question accepted ways of thinking and highlight alternative viewpoints, as 

well as the constant flux and change of things. This makes the idea of order foundationless. For 

postmodernists, language is the place where power is visible (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 141). Language 

creates truths and realities, but these can change through other discourses, and they are never fixed 

(Saunders et al., 2009, pp. 141–142) The governmentality approach guided the decision in present 

research to focus on discourses as representations of power.  

 

Both the governmentality approach, and the literature on the energy transition, highlight a need to 

consider multiple stakeholder perspectives instead of focusing only on the state (Ettlinger, 2011; 

McKee, 2009). Power in the sense of governmentality is distributed, with all actors participating in 

creation of power dynamics (Ettlinger, 2011; McKee, 2009). Also, the energy transition and 

governance of it is increasingly recognised to include multiple actors in polycentric networks, even in 

leadership roles (Blasch et al., 2021; Nochta & Skelcher, 2020). Therefore, this research aimed to 

investigate range of discourses on the role of the public in the energy transition, while still recognising 

the central role of the state.  

 

These features of the research design and findings from literature review highlighted Ireland as an 

especially interesting case study. Ireland has recently first introduced, and then adopted measures to 

support in practice, the idea of the Irish Energy Citizenship (DCENR, 2015; Lennon et al., 2020; 

Määttä, 2021b, 2021a). As the issue is emerging in Ireland, it is also actively governed and 

problematised, making the power dynamics guiding this especially visible. Scotland provides a fitting 

second case study due to a balance of similarities and differences in comparison to Ireland. As the 

focus is on discourses and multiple stakeholder perspectives, data was collected on three categories of 

discourses, interviews, policy discourse, and public discourse. Section 5.3 discusses more in detail the 

choice of case studies, and the data collected for each. Additionally, as context is recognised as an 

important element for the WoS approach (Määttä, 2021b), governmentality (Ettlinger, 2011), and the 

energy transition processes in general (Hicks & Ison, 2018; Pineo et al., 2020; Slee & Harnmeijer, 

2017), Sections 6.1 and 7.1 review the public participation context of the case studies.   

 

The investigation of multiple stakeholder perspectives, and understanding of power as relational, 

called for greater focus on these relations. This led to the introduction of the interplay concept as an 
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additional analytical tool to the more common problematisations, technologies, and rationalities. The 

interplay concept also aims to give an alternative way to investigate power and conflict in the energy 

transition. This was recognised as an especially important focus point as conflict is integral element of 

the energy transition processes but simultaneously something that is continuously attempted to be 

declined and cancelled. This is evident for example through deficit framings of the public who hold 

alternative views (Ahteensuu, 2012), and focus on consensus as the ultimate goal (Cuppen & Pesch, 

2021; Rydin, 2003, 2007). 

 

Lastly, an initial analysis of the data indicated three key themes: awareness raising, inspiring, and 

empowerment. These themes were used as a way to organise and results sections, and to summarise 

the range of discourses on public involvement. These themes were further supported by literature on 

the role of the public in the energy transition (Section 3.3.3). The result themes are further elaborated 

on the Section 5.4.2 describing the analysis process. Before moving onto describing the case studies 

and data collected for each, next section elaborates on how the COVID-19 pandemic impacted the 

research design and data collection. The Diagram 2 showcases a simplified version of the research 

design and the connections between different elements. The analysis part of the Diagram 2 is further 

elaborated on in Chapters Six and Seven.  

 

 

Diagram 2: Research Design 

 

5.2  Research During the COVID-19 Pandemic 

 

The data for this research was collected between 2020 and 2021, which was an exceptional time as the 

global COVID-19 pandemic, lockdowns, and social distancing, posed challenges for traditional data 

collection methods (Lobe et al., 2020). It has also been argued that the pandemic impacted politics 
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around sustainability and the energy transition (Bloomfield & Steward, 2020; Fell et al., 2020; 

Quitzow et al., 2021; Vanegas Cantarero, 2020). The importance of reflecting how the pandemic 

impacted energy social research has been highlighted (Fell et al., 2020), and this section aims to 

answer this call by discussing the impact of the pandemic on the research design. 

 

During the pandemic, the majority of the world worked from home, public gatherings were 

prohibited, and everyone was under increased pressure because of the uncertainty and range of 

challenges connected to the crisis. This impacted the policy processes, as increased focus was put on 

pandemic governance and mitigation. The policies introduced during the pandemic in the case studies, 

such as the Irish Micro-Generation Scheme (Government of Ireland, 2021), Community Benefit 

Principles (DCENR, 2021a) and 2021 Climate Action Plan (The Government of Ireland, 2019a) in 

Ireland went through consultations processes in a unique environment. Many of these policies were 

also delayed. Community group operations were also severely impacted, some pausing or stopping 

their activities altogether. In some of the analysed public events, it was also stated that as many of the 

volunteer staff for the community groups are older, the pandemic has impacted them especially 

severely. Energy companies and their operations were also impacted, with the shift to working and 

interacting with people online. These are just some of the most visible impacts of the pandemic. 

Additionally, personal human impacts and pressure is estimated to have impacted the willingness and 

ability of people to take part in research and the form of data available.  

 

These unique circumstances impacted the research design. The initial research idea of in-person 

empirical research connected with discourse analysis was not possible. Due to the lockdowns, social 

distancing rules, and travel restrictions, none of the meetings usually taking place were possible. 

These meetings include conferences organised by the key stakeholders, council meetings, community 

group meetings, open discussions, webinars on diverse topics and others. During 2020-2021 in Ireland 

and Scotland, these meetings were held online, and often recorded and published online in YouTube, 

podcasts, or other websites. This opened the meetings to much larger audience than before and made 

it possible to access larger number of meetings than previously. When these meetings are held in 

person, they are often much more restricted. The opening up of these meetings allowed for the 

analysis of 20 meetings in total. In addition to the novel data of these meetings, other novel data 

collection methods of this research included Freedom of Information requests. These are further 

elaborated in the next section. 

 

The initial interest in ethnographic methods connected to discourse analysis emerged from interest in 

the realist governmentality approach. McKee (2009) highlights the benefits of the realist 

governmentality approach, which raised as a separate subfield of governmentality mainly because of 

the critique governmentality faced (see also Stenson, 2005). Governmentality has been criticised 
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because of its disregard of empirical reality and focus on discourses alone. McKee calls the empirical 

reality the more concrete art of governing in the Foucauldian sense (McKee, 2009). This disregard of 

empirical reality is argued to have resulted in governmentality researchers failing to take into 

consideration issues, such as why the discourses do not result in expected ways in practice. It has also 

argued to fail to consider the central principle of the subject as a free individual, able to make their 

own choices and therefore resist power (McKee, 2009, pp. 473–474). The interviews conducted for 

this research still represent empirical research, but due to the focus on discourses, present research 

does not claim to represent realist governmentality. Nevertheless, the introduction of multiple 

stakeholder perspectives and the interplay concept aim to mitigate the risks with the governmentality 

approach, such as the disregard of empirical reality, downplaying of the role of the state, neglecting of 

social differences, and conceptualisation of resistance (McKee, 2009). 

 

5.3  Case Study Design 

 

This research investigates Ireland and Scotland as case studies. This section outlines the choice of the 

case studies and the data collection process. The separate points of analysis inside the case studies, 

such as a specific policy development or the case examples could also be understood as case studies, 

but in present research these are seen as serving increasing the understanding of the country case 

(Kaarbo & Beasley, 1999, p. 372). How a case study is chosen is through empirical investigation 

(Kaarbo & Beasley, 1999, p. 372). Case studies have been highlighted as especially suitable for 

investigation of complex topic areas (Flyvbjerg, 2006). Case studies are also key for creation of 

examples when investigating emerging issues, such as the emerging public involvement in present 

research.  

 

The use of generalisation in relation to case studies is often criticised as impossible, but this has 

argued to be a result of adapting natural science ideals to social sciences (Flyvbjerg, 2006). Flyvbjerg 

argues that a strategic choice of case studies is a key determinant for whether any generalisation is 

possible. When reflecting back into the Diagram 1 on the research design, the choice of case study for 

present research is also supported by the context dependent and relational nature of the WoS approach 

and governmentality (Flyvbjerg, 2006). Similarly, the energy transition governance and how the role 

of the public is governed is dependent on the context. This context dependency led to the decision to 

choose two case studies, instead of only one. It is important to note here, that this is still not a 

comparative case study design, but an investigation of two case examples.  

 

Even though the case study design is not comparative, it was deemed necessary to choose cases which 

have some similarities and differences to make some generalisation and broader reflection possible. 
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Moreover, also the theoretical premise calls for attention to the context specific nature of governance 

(Määttä, 2021b). Key determinants for choosing Ireland and Scotland as case studies include 

similarities in geography and scale, and differences in history of public participation in the energy 

transition and macro influences. Firstly, Ireland was chosen as a case study due to limited public 

participation in the history of the Irish energy transition, and recent emergence of the issue. The idea 

of the Irish Energy Citizenship was introduced into policy discourse in 2015 White Paper (DCENR, 

2015), and last few years, significant policy support has been implemented to support this in practice. 

As an issue is emerging, it is actively being governed and problematised. Scotland on the other hand 

was chosen due to a contrasting long history of public participation in the energy transition and 

emerging new focus given to this participation (Määttä, 2021b; Slee, 2020). In Scotland, public 

participation is not as actively governed and problematised as in Ireland, but it is going through 

significant changes, which represented a complementary case study to Ireland.  

 

Both case studies have significant macro-level influences, which further highlighted the need to look 

at two countries. The governance of public involvement in the Irish case is significantly influenced by 

European Union Policy. Therefore, it was crucial that the other country was outside the direct 

influence of European Union directives (Directive (EU) 2018/2001, 2018; Directive (EU) 2018/844, 

2018; Directive (EU) 2019/944, 2019) to showcase that the topic is relevant also outside of the EU 

countries. Scotland on the other hand represents different type of relationship, being a devolved 

government of the UK (Cowell et al., 2017c; Muinzer & Ellis, 2017). 

 

Moreover, Ireland and Scotland have different reputations in climate action, with Ireland often 

labelled as laggard and Scotland as a leader (Committee on Climate Change, 2020; FTSE Russell, 

2020). The policies of the two countries also frame the role of the public using different terms, Ireland 

highlighting citizenship and Scotland the role of energy consumers.  As highlighted by the literature 

on the role of the public in the energy transition, difference between the two roles has been considered 

significant (e.g. Lennon et al., 2020). 

 

These significant differences between the case studies highlight different dimensions of governance of 

public involvement. Simultaneously, the countries needed to have some similarities, to make some 

generalisation possible. Ireland and Scotland are similar in geography and scale and have similar 

features in their energy transitions. Both countries are also English-speaking countries, which 

represented a practical choice due to focus on discourses and the language skills of the researcher who 

is native Finnish speaker with English as a second language. Word choices are important for discourse 

analysis, and therefore translation from a language the researcher is not proficient with would have 

impacted the analysis. Both countries have majority onshore wind and have faced great success in 

decarbonisation of electricity generation. Still, both of them face challenges with broader 
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decarbonisation in areas such as transport and housing, both of which are directly connected to the 

emerging more involved and responsible roles of the public. The policy discourses of both countries 

have also been recognised to align with the WoS approach (Määttä, 2021b) The country context of the 

cases is further elaborated on in Sections 6.1 and 7.1.  

 

Three types of discourses were collected for the two case studies: interviews, policy discourse, and 

public discourse. Figure 3 illustrates the collection of the data, and the following sections first 

elaborate the general features of each discourse category and then discusses the country specific data.  

 

Figure 3: Data Collection 

 

Next three sections (5.3.1 – 5.3.3) will first explains the three types of discourses collected for the 

data, elaborating on Figure 3. Then, Section 5.3.4 elaborates on the range of stakeholders in the 

energy transition governance, and what this meant for the data collection. Sections 5.3.5 and 5.3.6 

reviews the data collected for each case study. Lastly, Section 5.3.7 provides a brief comparison of the 

data between the case studies.  

 

5.3.1 Interviews 
 

The data on the case studies can be broadly categorised into three types of discourses: interviews 

(discussion with a researcher), policy discourse, and public discourse. The interviews worked as a first 

step to guide identification of key issues for public participation, which were then analysed further 

with the help of other data. The interviews were conducted with community group members, people 
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who are part of community energy projects, those working in organisations supporting community 

and individual participation in the energy transition, renewable energy developers and landowners, 

and policymakers and advisors. The interviews lasted approximately an hour each, and they were 

conducted online using Microsoft Teams. The interviews were transcribed using Microsoft Teams 

automatic transcription and Microsoft Word.    

 

The specific type of interview used in this study was semi-structured interview. They include general 

topics to be covered, but not the same questions for each participant (Kvale & Brinkman, 2009, p. 

130). The main goal of a semi-structured interview is to systematically gather relevant information 

about the research topic, and at the same time to be able to explore new issues when they emerge. 

Semi-structured interviews give the interviewer flexibility when it comes to the interview questions 

and the order of them (Wilson, 2014, p. 24). The topics discussed during the interviews in this 

research can be summarised as (i) general background information; (ii) key goals and challenges; (iii) 

community; (iv) industry; (v) energy policy; and (vi) future. The specific questions asked of each 

participant depended on how they participate in the energy transition. For example, a person who is 

part of a community group would have been asked questions about the group, their goals, and 

challenges, whether they have interacted with the energy industry, what they think about energy 

policy and broad questions about the future aims of the group.  

 

Existing knowledge on the subject matter is needed to conduct semi-structured interviews (Wilson, 

2014, p. 24). Furthermore, research interviews are a knowledge construction activity between the 

interviewer and the interviewee, and between their different viewpoints (Kvale & Brinkman, 2009, 

pp. 1–3). As this knowledge is constructed by both the subject and the researcher, the researcher’s 

personal judgment plays a major role in research interviews (Kvale & Brinkman, 2009, pp. 17–18). In 

present research preliminary knowledge was gained through research literature, policy analysis and 

from various forms of publicly available communications from key stakeholders. For the before-

mentioned example of a participant who is part of a community group, this knowledge would have 

been searched for through channels such as the group’s own website. Each interview was preceded by 

an investigation of the relevant topics for the interview participant in question to guide the discussion.  

 

5.3.2 Public Discourse 
 

The public discourse category is a result of modification of the research methods due to the 

unforeseen impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic and it consists of public event recordings and reports. 

This data replaces participant observation of similar events held in person. As highlighted in the 

discussion on the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic, these online public events ended up including 

more stakeholders and were more accessible than the in-person meetings usually are. The public 
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events included diverse events, which are introduced in review of the data for each case, Tables 4 and 

10.   

 

In addition to the public events, reports on key issues for public participation written by the key 

stakeholders was added to the dataset. This data was found either during the interviews as the 

participant referenced such a report when answering a question, or during the background work 

conducted to prepare for the interviews. The reports include for example reports on community 

energy and reports outlining organisations’ views on policy issues. The reports were chosen based on 

participant recommendations or research gaps.  

 

5.3.3 Policy Discourse 
 

The policy discourse category includes policy documents and policy consultation submissions. The 

policy documents can be divided into three types: energy policy, climate policy and policy supporting 

public participation in the energy transition. The national climate policies were included in the 

analysis as the crisis framing of climate change is one key rationality supporting the responsibilisation 

of individuals and as the approach is systemic, climate change response and the energy transition 

response are inseparable.  

 

Despite the understanding that power is distributed, the governmentality approach recognises state as 

a central source of power (McKee, 2009). Therefore, the policy documents represent a central source 

of power in governing public involvement in the energy transition. Policies are statements of 

government goals and the measures to achieve them (Hill & Hupe, 2014, pp. 3–5). Therefore, they are 

a direct source for identifying government problematisations, technologies and rationalities. 

Contextualisation of policy is important as policy is always a response to a problem in society (Hill & 

Hupe, 2014, p. 5). This in mind, present research and the analysis of policy aims to reflect on the 

national context in which the policy has been formed (see Sections 6.1 and 7.1) to highlight some of 

the underlying problematisations and rationalities of the analysed policies. The problem solving 

process of policies represents the governmentality technologies used to assess the framed problems 

(compare Dunn, 2017, p. 14).  

 

In addition to the policy documents, also policy consultations are included in the data. This form of 

data expanded on how other various stakeholders perceived latest policy developments supporting 

public involvement in the energy transition. Policy consultation submissions are public information, 

but they are not always published online by the governments. In the Scottish case, the consultation 
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submissions were published online on the Scottish Government website3. In the Irish case, they were 

not published online and therefore a Freedom of Information request was needed to gain access to the 

submissions (Freedom of Information Act 2014, 2014).  

 

5.3.4 Range of Stakeholders 
 

Before moving on to outline the details of the data collected for each country, further elaboration on 

the range of stakeholders is required. With the WoS approach to understanding the energy system 

transition, everyone becomes a stakeholder. This poses many practical challenges with decision on 

research subjects. The focus of the research on public involvement provided a further research filter, 

which set the aim at actors actively participating in the processes through which the involvement of 

the public is governed. The data collection begun with identification of key actors in both countries 

and the understanding of the range of actors increased as new data was collected. The most 

represented actor groups included governmental actors, renewable energy developers and their 

representative organisations, community energy organisations, community energy projects, 

community groups, energy agencies and advocacy groups. The actor map below (Figure 4) illustrates 

the range of actors represented either directly or indirectly in the dataset. The map is not intended as a 

comprehensive map of all the actors in the energy system, as the most correct way to portray this is to 

state that everyone is a stakeholder.  

 

 

3 https://consult.gov.scot/ (accessed 11.05.2022) 

https://consult.gov.scot/
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Figure 4: Illustration of the range of stakeholders involved in the governance of public involvement in the 

energy transition 

 

When taken into consideration the full dataset (interviews, policies, reports, consultation submissions, 

events) of both case studies (n = 517) all the stakeholders represented in the Figure 4 were included in 

the dataset either directly or indirectly. In a single qualitative study, it is not possible to give all these 

perspectives the same depth of analysis and therefore the analysis focuses on key discourses and 

broadly categorises the actors into civil society, public and private sector actors. Still, the map (Figure 

4) provides further reflection point on the systemic nature of the energy transition and highlights the 

vast range of perspectives on public involvement in the energy system. Furthermore, due to the often-

antagonistic division of actors as supporters and objectors in the energy transition discourses, over-

simplification of perspectives was identified as a risk, the research design should aim to avoid. 

Therefore, the data is not represented strictly through identifying key rationalities for the stakeholder 

groups, e.g. outlining a single perspective to the ranging actors representing the energy industry. 

  

5.3.5 Data on Ireland 
 

First, starting with the data on the Irish case (Table 2). The total data for Ireland is 447 data units, but 

the use of the data unit is misleading as these vary significantly in size and meaning. A full interview 

or policy document is significantly bigger data unit than a single consultation submission. Therefore, 

the Table 2 should be interpreted this in mind.  
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Table 2: Data, Ireland 

IRELAND 

Discourse N 

Policy (policy 

documents and 

consultations) 

9 + 412 

Public (events and 

reports) 
13 + 4 

Interviews 9 

Total units of data 447 

 

The policy discourse included 9 policy documents. Table 3 outlines what policy documents were 

chosen and why. The policy discourse includes key documents for energy policy, climate policy, and 

support schemes for facilitating public involvement in the energy transition.  

 

Table 3: Policy Discourse, Ireland 

Title  Why was this included in the data? 

 

Energy White Paper: Ireland’s Transition to 

Low Carbon Energy Future 2015-2030 

(DCENR, 2015) 

The document is the dominant energy policy of Ireland until 

about 2030.  

Climate Action Plan 2019: To Tackle 

Climate Breakdown (The Government of 

Ireland, 2019a) 

 

Approaches to the decarbonisation of energy and the wider 

decarbonisation of societies are intertwined. Therefore, 

analysis of the energy transition governance requires 

reflection of climate change governance. 

Climate action plan 2021, Securing Our 

Future (The Government of Ireland, 2021a) 

 

The Climate Action Plan was updated during the data 

collection of the thesis. Therefore, both the 2019 and the 2021 

versions were included. Moreover, the 2021 Climate Action 

Plan includes important information on the Irish Micro-

Generation Scheme.  

Public Consultation on a Micro-Generation 

Support Scheme in Ireland (Government of 

Ireland, 2021) and Micro-generation 

Support Scheme Public Consultation 

Summary Report of Submissions Received 

(The Government of Ireland, 2021b) 

The Micro-Generation Scheme aims to make micro-

generation more viable, and to provide route to market for 

Irish prosumers to sell electricity back to the grid. The 

scheme went through public consultation during the research 

project, and the data on this consists of the consultation 

submissions and the official documents provided for the 

consultation.  

Renewable Electricity Support Scheme Good 

Practice Principles Handbook for 

Community Benefit Funds, consultation, and 

the final handbook 

(DCENR, 2021a; DECC, 2021b) 

Another key policy for facilitating public involvement in the 

energy transition going through public consultation during the 

project was a handbook on community benefit funds. The 

data on this policy included consultation submissions, the 

consultation documents, and it was also discussed in the 

interviews.  

Renewable Electricity Support Scheme 

(RESS) High Level Design (Government of 

Ireland, 2019) 

Ireland’s RESS auctions scheme includes three measures to 

facilitate public involvement: community benefits, 

community auction category, and shared ownership.  

Code of Practice for Wind Energy 

Development in Ireland Guidelines for 

Community Engagement (DCCAE, 2016) 

The document provides official guidelines for wind energy 

developers on community engagement.  
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The consultation submissions for the Micro-Generation Scheme (Government of Ireland, 2021; The 

Government of Ireland, 2021b) and Good Practice Principles on Community Benefits (DCENR, 

2021a) were collected through Freedom of Information Act 2014 request from the FOI body holding 

the record, the Department of the Environment, Climate and Communications (Freedom of 

Information Act 2014, 2014). For the Micro-Generation Scheme, access was gained to 368 

submissions out of the total of 875 (Government of Ireland, 2021b). Access to 489 mass mailing 

submissions was declined under the Section 15 (1) (c) of the Act (Freedom of Information Act 2014, 

2014). The section of the act means that the body holding the record can decline the request in the 

case granting the request would create extensive workload. Personal information (names and contact 

details) was removed from the submissions under Section 37 of the Act (Freedom of Information Act 

2014, 2014), and the researcher was provided with Excel spreadsheets containing the content of the 

submissions. 

 

For the Community Benefits Good Practice Principles access was gained to 26 submissions with 

access to all 142 of submissions declined under same sections of the act (DECC, 2021b). The 26 

submissions were chosen by the FOI officer in charge of the request having been identified as having 

substantive feedback that responded to the consultation questions. Based on comparison with the 

official consultation summary documents, the submissions accessed through the FOI request represent 

the key issues raised in the consultations (DECC, 2021b; Government of Ireland, 2021b). 
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Table 4: Public events, Ireland 

Title  Description  

Public event 1: Wind 

energy industry (P1) 

Wind energy industry event focusing on answering questions from the public.  

 

Public event 2: 

Renewable energy 

industry (P2) 

Industry perspective discussion on key measures to achieve 70 by 30 goal. The 

event includes discussion on the role of the public in the energy transition.  

Public event 3: Event 

related to the SECs 

(P3) 

The event is connected to the SEC programme, and gives information on various 

stakeholder perspectives on the initiative.  

Public event 4: Energy 

agency (P4) 

The President of Ireland, Michael D. Higgins, speaking of a just transition. Due to 

the speaker being the President of Ireland, a very prominent public figure, the 

speaker is not pseudonymised.  

Public Event 5: 

Governmental 

organisation (P5) 

Governmental organisation event on just transition. 

Public event 6: Event 

related to the SECs 

(P6) 

The event is connected to the SEC programme, and gives information on various 

stakeholder perspectives on the initiative. 

Public event 7: Event 

related to the SECs 

(P7) 

The event is connected to the SEC programme, and gives information on various 

stakeholder perspectives on the initiative. 

Public event 8: Energy 

agency (P8) 

Event discussing Ireland’s energy future. The discussion focuses on the role of the 

public in the transition. 

Public event 9: Energy 

Agency (P9) 

Event discussing the role of individuals in the Irish energy transition.  

Public event 10:  

Energy Agency (P10) 

Energy Agency event with a speech from a well-known politician. The discussion 

focuses on the role of the public in the transition.  

Public event 11:  

Energy Agency 

conference (P11) 

Discussion especially on the public sector and facilitation of public engagement.  

Public event 12: event 

related to the SECs 

(P12) 

The event is connected to the SEC programme, and gives information on various 

stakeholder perspectives on the initiative. 

Public Event 13: 

Advocacy group (P13) 

This event includes stakeholders from all three broad categories discussing 

community energy in Ireland.  

 

The public events included events held by the renewable energy industry, organisations supporting 

community participation, advocacy groups and governmental organisations, and each event included 

also range of other participants (Table 4). The reports were chosen because they were referenced by 

the interview participants, or because they answered a key gap emerging from other data, such as in 

the case of a report on industry perspective to shared ownership in Ireland (Table 5).  
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Table 5: Reports, Ireland 

Title  Description 

Community Engagement – Partnership & 

Progress (IWEA, 2018) 

The report discusses the Irish Wind Energy Industry’s 

community engagement approach. 

Sustainable Energy Communities 

Handbook  (SEAI, 2018) 

This report outlines key elements of the SEC programme. 

Behavioural insights on energy efficiency 

in the residential sector (SEAI, 2017) 

This report includes discussion on behavioural change and the 

role of the public in the Irish energy transition.  

An Irish Energy 

Perspectives and Policy Recommendations 

on the Shared Ownership of Irish 

Renewable Energy Developments (IWEA, 

2015) 

This report fills a gap in the industry perspectives on shared 

ownership. 

 

The interviews conducted for Ireland include nine interviews (Table 6). Four of these interviews were 

with renewable energy industry experts, three on community perspectives, and two with experts on 

the Irish energy transition policy. The industry experts included mostly wind energy industry experts 

and representatives. The policy experts included people working in the Irish Government. Community 

perspective interviews included people from community groups aiming to participate in the energy 

transition decision-making processes, community energy projects, and organisations supporting 

community participation in the energy transition.  
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Table 6: Interviews, Ireland 

Title  Description  

 

Interview 1: Community 

group member, decision-

making processes (Int1) 

The participant is a key informant for this stakeholder group in Ireland, which is 

otherwise hard to reach.  

Interview 2: Energy Co-op 

member (Int2) 

The participant is a member of an Irish Community energy co-op.  

Interview 3: Energy 

Agency expert (Int3) 

The participant is a member of an energy agency in Ireland.  

Interview 4: Renewable 

energy industry expert 

(Int4) 

The participant works in wind energy development, including gaining planning 

permissions, working with consultants, and working on the community side of 

processes.  

Interview 5: Renewable 

energy industry expert 

(Int5) 

The participant is in a key position for community engagement in a renewable 

energy company. 

Interview 6: Renewable 

energy industry expert 

(Int6) 

The participant is in a key position for community engagement in a renewable 

energy company.  

Interview 7: Wind industry 

representative (Int7) 

The participant is a key informant on the wind industry as a whole. 

Interview 8: policy expert 

(Int8) 

The participant is a policy expert working for the Irish Government.  

Interview 9: policy expert 

(Int9) 

The participant is a policy expert working for the Irish Government.    

 

The data could be also broadly defined based on the actor group perspectives, but as highlighted by 

the previous section on the range of stakeholders, dividing these intro homogenous perspectives 

would be misleading. Additionally, especially the public event data included a range of stakeholder 

perspectives, and some of the stakeholders represent multiple perspectives. Still, the division of the 

data into broad stakeholder group perspectives indicates that sufficient data was collected for 

representing various perspectives (Table 7). Here it is important to note the impact of the large 

number of submissions to the Irish micro-generation scheme.  

 

Table 7: Perspectives, Ireland 

IRELAND 

Broad Perspective N 

Civil Society 301 

Public 

(Government) 
46 

Private 100 

Total units of data 447 

 

 

 

 



68 

 

5.3.6 Data on Scotland  
 

This section outlines the data collected for the Scottish case. This data can be divided into three types 

of discourses, as illustrated below. The total number of data units for Scotland is 70 (Table 8). Same 

as in the Irish case, also in the Scottish case it is important to note that these range significantly in size 

and content. 

Table 8: Data, Scotland 

SCOTLAND 

Discourse N 

Policy (policy 

documents and 

consultations) 

6 + 41 

Public (events and 

reports) 
7 + 4 

Interviews 12 

Total units of data 70 

 

Six policy documents were analysed for the Scottish case (Table 9). These documents included energy 

policy, climate change policy, and policy aiming to facilitate public involvement in the energy 

transition. The paper below identified each of the documents and gives reasoning for why they were 

included in the data.  

 

Table 9: Policy Discourse Scotland 

Title  

 

Why was this included in the data? 

Scottish Energy Strategy (The Scottish 

Government, 2017) 

The document is the dominant energy policy of Scotland until 

about 2030. 

Local Energy Policy Statement (The 

Scottish Government, 2021c) 

The policy sets out the Scottish Government strategy for local 

energy systems.  

Climate Ready Scotland: Second 

Scottish Climate Change Adaptation 

Programme (The Scottish Government, 

2019a) 

Approaches to the decarbonisation of energy and the wider 

decarbonisation of societies are intertwined. Therefore, analysis of 

the energy transition governance requires reflection of climate 

change governance. The document is the prevalent climate change 

policy in Scotland.  

Energy Consumer Action Plan: Putting 

Consumers at the Heart of Scotland ’s 

Energy Transition (The Scottish 

Government, 2019b) 

The document focuses especially on the topic of energy 

consumers, and their role in the Scottish energy transition.  

Good Practice Principles for Shared 

Ownership of Onshore Renewable 

Energy Developments (The Scottish 

Government, 2019c) 

The Scottish Government Good Practice Principles on shared 

ownership and community benefits set the Scottish Government 

guidelines on these measures to facilitate public involvement in the 

energy transition. The data on the guidelines also includes 

consultation submissions from a shared public consultation, and 

the topics were discussed in the expert interviews.  
Scottish Government Good Practice 

Principles for Community Benefits 

from Onshore Renewable Energy 

Developments (The Scottish 

Government, 2019d) 
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For Scotland, the consultation data included submissions to the Scottish Government Good Practice 

Principles for Community Benefits (The Scottish Government, 2019d) and Shared ownership (The 

Scottish Government, 2019c) from Onshore Renewable Energy Developments. These submissions 

were accessible freely on the Scottish Government website. The Scottish consultation submissions 

totalled 41, and most of these included answers to both issues, shared ownership, and community 

benefits, as the consultation was shared on the two issues. 

 

Table 10: Public events, Scotland 

Title Description  

Public event 1: CARES related 

event on community benefits (P1) 

The Scottish Government’s Community and Renewable Energy Scheme 

(CARES) is a key support programme for public involvement in the 

Scottish energy transition. This event gives information on both the 

scheme and community benefits.  

Public event 2: Advocacy group 

(P2) 

This event gives information on civil society and community 

perspectives on community energy.  

Public event 3: Community 

support organisation event on  

Community benefits governance 

(P3) 

This event gives information on community benefits and the governance 

of them from the perspective of an organisation which supports public 

participation in the energy transition.  

Public event 4: Community 

support organisation event on 

shared ownership (P4) 

This event gives information on shared ownership from the perspective 

of an organisation which supports public participation in the energy 

transition. 

Public event 5: Renewable energy 

industry podcast (P5) 

This event includes an interview with a member of the renewable energy 

industry and includes discussion on the planning system and 

engagement.    

Public event 6, Advocacy group 

(P6) 

This event includes an advocacy group discussing industry response to 

the climate crisis. 

Public event 7, Advocacy group 

(P7) 

This event includes an advocacy group discussing the climate crisis and 

the role of individuals in answering the crisis.  

 

The public events included events organised by community groups, advocacy groups, renewable 

energy industry, and governmental organisations (Table 10). These events included range of 

stakeholders. The reports included reports either referenced by interview participants or which 

answered key research topic gaps (Table 11). Tables 10 and 11 outline the public discourse data.   
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Table 11: Reports, Scotland 

Title  Description  

Next steps in Community Energy 

(Community Energy Scotland, 

2020) 

Report from group of community-focused organisations discussing 

next steps for community energy in Scotland  

This report is a key document for understanding the current state of 

community energy in Scotland from the community perspective.  

CARES: Progress and Impact 

(Local Energy Scotland, 2016) 

The report gives information on the CARES scheme, which is a central 

source of support for community energy in Scotland. 

Community engagement and 

development planning (Community 

Energy Scotland, 2019) 

The report gives guidance on community groups for how to engage 

with the broader community, giving information on community energy 

projects.  

The Future of Small-Scale 

Lowcarbon Generation: A 

consultation on a Smart Export 

Guarantee (Community Energy 

England et al., 2019) 

The report gives community support organisations’ perspective on the 

smart export guarantee.  

 

Lastly, the 12 interviews conducted for the Scottish case included seven community perspective 

interviews (Table 12). These included community groups, community energy projects, and 

organisations supporting community participation in the energy transition. The industry interviews 

included two interviews with people working in the renewable energy industry. Three policy 

perspective interviews were conducted with people involved in policymaking.  
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Table 12: Interviews, Scotland 

Title  Description 

 

Interview 1: Community group member, 

decision-making processes (Int1) 

Participant is a member of a community group which supports 

public participation in decision-making processes.   

Interview 2: Community group member, 

decision-making processes (Int2) 

Participant is a member of a community group which supports 

public participation in decision-making processes.  

Interview 3: Community group member, 

decision-making processes (Int3) 

Participant is a member of a community group which supports 

public participation in decision-making processes 

Interview 4: Community energy expert 

(Int4) 

Participant in an organisation which supports community energy 

and public participation in the energy transition.  

Interview 5: Community energy project 

member (Int5) 

The participant is a member of a successful community energy 

project. 

Interview 6: Community energy expert 

(Int6) 

The participant is a member of an organisation which supports 

community energy and public participation in the energy 

transition.  

Interview 7: Community energy expert 

(Int7) 

The participant is a member of an organisation which supports 

community energy and public participation in the energy 

transition. 

Interview 8: Renewable energy industry 

expert (Int8) 

Participant is in a key position in a multinational company 

operating in both Scotland and Ireland. Discussion focused 

mostly on Scotland.  

Interview 9: Renewable energy industry 

expert (Int9) 

Participant is in a key position in a renewable energy company 

with a long experience in the field.  

Interview 10: Policy expert (Int10) The participant is a policy expert working for the Scottish 

Government  

Interview 11: Policy expert (Int11) The participant is a policy expert working for the Scottish 

Government   

Interview 12: Policy expert (Int12) The participant is a policy expert working for the Scottish 

Government. 

 

The data on Scotland can also be divided into broad stakeholder groups perspectives to illustrate that 

the data was approximately even between the stakeholder groups. Here it is again important to note 

that this division is approximate, perspectives vary significantly even inside stakeholder groups, and 

especially the events included multiple stakeholder group perspectives. Some of the stakeholders, 

such as governmental organisations supporting community energy, can also be seen to include to 

multiple stakeholder groups.  
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Table 13: Perspectives, Scotland 

SCOTLAND 

Broad Perspective N 

Civil Society 26 

Public 

(Government) 
24 

Private 20 

Total units of data 70 

 

5.3.7 Comparison of the Data for the Case Studies 
 

As is evident through comparison of the data for the two case studies, the datasets are otherwise 

similar in composition, but the consultation submissions represent a sizable variance in between them. 

This is a result of the Irish Micro-Generation Scheme consultation (The Government of Ireland, 

2021b), which received an unusually large amount of consultation submissions. Access was gained to 

386 of the submissions through a Freedom of Information request. The minor differences between 

other forms of data were a result of the extent of relevant and available data. It is important to note 

here as well, that the data units vary in size, some of them are full policy documents and others half-

page short consultation submissions.   

 

Another way to display the collected data is to divide it into the different stakeholder group 

perspectives, civil society, public, and private. This is provided in the Tables 7 and 13, but it is to 

some extent a misleading representation of the data as many of the data units included multiples 

perspectives. Therefore, these tables (7 and 13) should be interpreted this in mind. The division of the 

data to these perspectives was based on identification of the most prevalent data perspective for each 

data unit. What is meant with this is that for example an event held by a specific organisation would 

be counted as that organisation’s perspective even though the participants would represent also other 

stakeholder groups.  

 

This division is further muddled as many of the organisations included in the data transcend the 

categories and would be more accurately counted as something in-between them. This was especially 

the case with organisations, which are government supported and funded, but focus on supporting 

public participation and therefore work closely with communities. In the tables (7 and 13), these were 

divided into the public (government) perspective. Still, the division into the three broad stakeholder 

groups highlights that there was sufficient data on each perspective. The vast amount of submissions 

to the Irish Micro-Generation Scheme (The Government of Ireland, 2021b) alters the otherwise 

similar allocation of data between the perspectives in the case studies.   
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5.4  Analysis 

 

This section describes the analysis of the data, and how the analytical tools and themes were 

determined and utilised. With the theoretical framing of the thesis, discourse was identified as a 

representation of power dynamics, and the analysis focused on discourses. Analysis of discourses has 

also been identified as significant for analysis of the energy transition dynamics (e.g. Hermwille, 

2016; O’Callaghan et al., 2014; Renner & Giampietro, 2020; van Dam et al., 2015). As elaborated in 

previous sections, the data included three types of discourses.  

 

The analysis begun with a review of all the data and identification of key problematisations, 

technologies, and rationalities. These were then further synthesised into the analytical themes of 

awareness raising, inspiring, and empowerment, which were based on both the initial analysis and 

existing research (see Section 3.3.3). A number of key discourses were identified under each theme, 

and these were connected to key problematisations, technologies, and rationalities. Another key 

element of governance of public involvement was identified during the initial analysis, the key roles 

given for the public in the case studies, the Irish Energy Citizens, and the Scottish Energy Consumers. 

A key document was identified for each and analysed with the help of rhetorical analysis. A number 

of case examples were also identified for each case study to give concrete examples of the governance 

dynamics. Lastly, the insights from both case studies are brought together with the help of the 

interplay concept.  

 

Section 5.4.1 begins with explaining the use of the analytical tools of governmentality, 

problematisation, technologies, rationalities, and interplay. Next, Section 5.4.2 will explain the 

analytical themes of awareness raising, inspiring, and empowerment.  Lastly, Section 5.4.3 will give 

an overview of the rhetorical analysis.  

 

5.4.1 Problematisations, Technologies, Rationalities, and Interplay 
 

The analysis of the diverse dataset included multiple steps. Firstly, all the data units were analysed 

inductively for key problematisations, technologies, and rationalities. These analytical concepts are 

based on previous adaptations of the governmentality approach (Rose & Miller, 1992; Rosol, 2015). 

Table 14 showcases the analytical tools as research questions.  
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Table 14: Governmentality Analytical tools 

Problematisation How issues are framed as problems, as something that needs to be changed, 

fixed, or addressed? 

Technologies (strategies) What measures are implemented or proposed to address the problem? 

Rationalities What moral elaborations guide this governing? How is the object of 

governing mechanisms perceived? What is the goal of introduced actions? 

Interplay  How the different problematisations, technologies, and rationalities are 

connected? How they conflict, support, and otherwise interact within and 

between stakeholder groups?  

 

The discourse analysis of this thesis focuses on how issues are framed as problems (problematisation), 

what measures are introduced as solutions (technologies), and what moral elaborations guide this 

(rationalities). Additionally, the analysis focuses on interplay of these problematisations, technologies, 

and rationalities within and between actor groups (Chapter Eight). Interplay is the last step of analysis, 

but is introduced here as it is a concept connected to the other governmentality analytical tools. The 

three first analytical tools are based on existing adaptations of the governmentality approach (Inda, 

2005; Rose & Miller, 1992; Rosol, 2015). The interplay concept on the other hand is based on 

governmentality research, but it has not been identified as a distinct analytical tool before. The 

interplay tool is a result of the specific adaptation of the governmentality approach in present 

research.  

 

Firstly, Rose and Miller (1992) describe ‘government’, or better governance, as a problematising 

activity. Governance works around issues it has determined as problems to be solved, and this 

problematisation transforms reality (Rose & Miller, 1992, pp. 181–183). Analysis of problematisation 

focuses on what is being problematised and how. Answer to this can be found through questioning 

what different measured are aimed to fix or address.  

 

Second, technologies refer to different mechanisms of how government seeks to govern the behaviour 

of people and to reach its goals. They are the connections between aspirations of authorities and 

desired actions of individuals and groups (Rose & Miller, 1992, pp. 183–184). Technologies can 

include policies, strategies, practices, and other more material manifestations of governing. As the 

present research adopts a relational and multi-stakeholder focus, the use of technologies is not limited 

to only government actors, but to all actors in the polycentric energy transition governance. 

Additionally, due to the conventional use of the word ‘technology’ in relation to the energy transition 

with its more common meaning, the governmentality technologies are also referred to as ‘strategies’ 

or ‘solutions’. 

 

Lastly, rationalities are moral elaborations of government; they are the ideals and principles of how 

governing should be done and to what ends. Rationalities can include aspects of the people to be 
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governed and their nature (e.g., energy poor, local community, or opposition group). Rationalities are 

based on morals and knowledge, and they are made thinkable through language (Rose & Miller, 1992, 

pp. 178–179). Rationalities as an analytical tool connects to key elements of the governmentality 

approach, knowledge, and subjectification. A central element in Foucault’s work has been the 

question of knowledge. What is considered ‘truth’ guides the way reality is perceived, and thus holds 

great power (Foucault, 1980). The battle over truth reflects battle over power. The role of 

subjectification in governmentality studies is to transform people and their understanding and sense of 

self to influence their action (Foucault, 1982a). This subjectification includes an aspect of freedom 

and resistance, negotiation of the subject. (Foucault, 1982a; Inda, 2005, pp. 10–11). In the present 

research, both knowledge battles and subjectification are key elements in governance rationalities.   

 

The range of rationalities guiding governance and impacting power dynamics can be vast and 

complex. These rationalities can also exist in multiple levels, from culture (macro) to practices (meso) 

to personal beliefs (micro). This raises challenges for the identification of rationalities. The focus in 

the analysis of the rationalities in present research is on the most prevalent ones, with a recognition 

that these will not be the only rationalities. Furthermore, another element of the governmentality 

analytical tools is that sometimes there is no clear connections between problematisations, 

technologies, and rationalities. For example, an issue can be problematised without this leading to 

concrete technology, making identification of these power dynamics challenging. Similar questions 

about the analytics of governmentality have been raised for example by Ettlinger (2011). 

 

The analytical tools to study the otherwise less visible and subtle forms of power are based on 

Foucault’s ideas of technologies (Foucault, 1988, pp. 18–19). The idea that various technologies 

overlap (Foucault, 2007, pp. 154–155) has been combined with the operationalisation of 

governmentality by Rose and Miller (1992) in this study to the idea that the interplay of different 

problematisations, technologies and rationalities determines the effectiveness of technologies. 

Technologies of governance can have unintended consequences (Huxley 2008) and the processes 

through which these technologies are implemented and conceived is the interplay. Many 

governmentality studies analyse different forms of interplay without necessarily using the term. In 

present study the interplay includes the interplay of rationalities, problematisations and technologies 

inside and between actor groups, and in this way represents a novel adaptation of the governmentality 

approach.  

 

The analysis of interplay focuses on how the different problematisations, technologies, and 

rationalities within and between actor perspectives connect, how they for example support, conflict, 

cancel or ignore each other. The interplay is discussed in Chapter Eight as a last step of analysis, 

which synthesises the results and discusses them in relation to existing literature. The main reason, 
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why interplay is so important is that when studying complex phenomena, which are dynamic, 

relational, and non-linear, they are going through a constant change. Comprehensive mapping of 

everything which is related to these multiple ongoing processes is impossible, but by focusing on the 

interplay of these different factors, it is possible to gain understanding of the dynamics of these 

processes. These dynamics can highlight opportunities and challenges for citizen involvement in the 

energy transition. 

 

The strategy for identifying the key problematisations, technologies, and rationalities related to public 

involvement in the energy transition included first initial analysis of the data, then creation of tables 

identifying a vast range of problematisations, technologies, and rationalities. These were then further 

analysed and synthesised. This resulted in identification of three themes: awareness raising, inspiring, 

and empowerment, and the result sections are structured aligning with these. Next section outlines 

what these themes refer to and how they connect to existing research discussed in Chapter Three.  

 

5.4.2 Awareness Raising, Inspiring, and Empowerment 
 

The key themes awareness raising, inspiring, and empowerment emerged from initial analysis of the 

data. These themes are also supported by existing literature on the role of the public in the energy 

transition (Chapter Three). These themes worked as a way to structure the analysis section into key 

themes, and this section outlines how this was done.  

 

These three themes are supported by the literature on the role of the public in the energy transition as 

elaborated in Section 3.3.3. Firstly, awareness raising emerged as a key theme in the data through 

discourses highlighting knowledge and awareness as crucial elements of effective public participation. 

The role of awareness raising in facilitating public participation has become so integral (Aitken et al., 

2016; Koirala et al., 2018; Saunders et al., 2021) that it could be even argued that this is taken for 

granted. The need for awareness raising is evident due to the complexity of the energy transition 

challenge (Chilvers et al., 2018; Geels et al., 2017; Stripple & Bulkeley, 2019). Still, as showcased in 

the literature on the NIMBY concept (Burningham, 2000; Devine-Wright, 2009) and deficit framing 

(Ahteensuu, 2012), the rationalities connected to awareness raising can result in the problematisation 

of the public. The governmentality approach on the other hand emphasises the relationship between 

knowledge and power (De Roeck, 2019; Foucault, 1980; Lösch & Schneider, 2016), further 

highlighting why this theme is especially important for investigation of power dynamics.  

 

Secondly, the inspiring theme reflects research on the motivations of the public. As discussed 

previously in this thesis, public participation, especially in energy generation is often connected to 

communitarianism (Laes & Bombaerts, 2022), common good rationalities (Campos & Marín-
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González, 2020; Directive (EU) 2018/2001, 2018; Määttä, 2021a), and seen as a social enterprise 

(Hillman et al., 2018). Additionally, public participation is embedded in both practical (Haley et al., 

2020; Slee, 2015) and normative reasoning (Campos & Marín-González, 2020; Slee, 2015; Szulecki, 

2018), and is interlinked with responsibilisation (Szulecki, 2018). In general, the motivations of the 

public has gained significant research attention (Coyne & Denny, 2021; Koirala et al., 2018; Nikas et 

al., 2020). This thesis also emphasises that questioning the motivations connected to public 

participation in the energy transition gives insights into the power dynamics of the transition.   

 

Lastly, the empowerment theme resonates with research on barriers to public participation (Devine-

Wright, 2007; Fahy et al., 2019; Määttä, 2021b, 2021a; Watson, 2020). As highlighted in Section 3.2, 

inclusivity is a key element of this, and empowerment requires mitigation of losses of actors (McIlroy 

et al., 2021). Empowerment represents facilitation in its efforts to create an environment that supports 

the wanted actions (Määttä, 2021b) Lack of sufficient policy support has been highlighted as a key 

barrier for the more active role of individuals in the energy transition (Devine-Wright, 2007; Saunders 

et al., 2021), and the empower theme of facilitation is aimed at providing the needed policy support. 

Still, as highlighted by research on the energy transition (Goldthau, 2014; Nochta & Skelcher, 2020; 

Sovacool & Van de Graaf, 2018), as well as the governmentality approach and understanding of 

power (McKee, 2009) state is a central but not the only source of power.  

 

The identification of the key themes and the review of literature related to these led to the following 

analytical table (Table 15). Firstly, with the awareness raising theme, the analysis focused on the 

topics of knowledge, education, information provision, and communication, and how key stakeholder 

problematisations, technologies, and rationalities related to these topics. Secondly, the inspiring theme 

analysis focused on problematisations, technologies, and rationalities related to the motivations of the 

public. This included for example community perspectives articulating their own motivations, or other 

actors’ rationalities about the motivations of the public. Lastly, the empowerment theme analysis 

focused on concrete ways to remove barriers from public involvement and to incentivise it. The 

empower section also highlights key barriers raised in the stakeholder discourses.  
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Table 15: Awareness raising, inspiring, and empowerment themes 

Theme Focus of analysis (problematisations, technologies, and rationalities related 

to…) 

Awareness raising Knowledge 

Information provision  

Communication 

Inspiring  Motivations of stakeholders 

Measures to inspire the public to take a more active and responsible role in the 

transition 

Empowerment  Facilitation  

Barriers to public involvement  

Key methods to remove barriers and incentivise participation and varying 

stakeholder perspectives to these.  

Case examples  

 

To give concrete examples of the otherwise more abstract discourses, each of the analysis chapters 

(Six and Seven) also have a section with case examples on a number of recent policy measures to 

facilitate public involvement in the energy transition. These sections bring together a review of how 

different stakeholder perspectives interact in relation to concrete cases. These sections each include an 

analysis on two consultation processes.  

 

5.4.3 Rhetorical Analysis 
 

The discourse analysis conducted for the present research highlighted a key difference between the 

two case studies. In the Irish policy discourse individuals are often framed as the Irish Energy Citizens 

as in Scotland they are often framed as the Scottish Energy Consumers. To investigate this difference 

further, a rhetorical analysis was conducted on two policy documents identified as key documents for 

these concepts, the Irish Energy White Paper (DCENR, 2015) and the Scottish Energy Consumer 

Action Plan (The Scottish Government, 2019b). The purpose of the rhetorical analysis is limited, to 

introduce the key elements of the key roles for the public in the case studies. The difference between 

the consumer and citizen framing has been identified as significant, or at the very least worthy of 

investigation (Fischer et al., 2021; Lennon et al., 2020; Marinetto, 2003), but at the same time it can 

be subtle (Määttä, 2021b). Rhetorical analysis has been advanced as particularly useful for identifying 

and analysing such subtle differences (Lennon & Scott, 2015). Further discussion on the difference 

between the energy consumer and citizen roles is undertaken in Section 8.2, with reflection on the 

whole analysis of Chapters Six and Seven.  

 

Rhetoric means the art of speaking or orating. The study of rhetoric has to do with the modes of 

persuasion (Aristotle, 2012, pp. 5–6). First step of the rhetorical analysis for this research was to 

identify line of reasoning in the documents when it comes to the more active roles presented for the 

public (Rydin, 2003, p. 8). The identification of the line of argumentation is based on Rydin’s study of 

environmental discourses (Rydin, 2003, p. 8). The outline of the line of reasoning is accompanied by 
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example citations, to showcase the exact language used. This line of argumentation is further 

synthesised to identify key frames and rhetorical tools. Rhetorical framing analysis helps to increase 

understanding of how language choices guide the reader to understand issues in certain light 

(Kuypers, 2009).  

 

Key element for investigating persuasion is to focus on the modes of persuasion: ethos, logos, and 

pathos. Ethos refers to the personal character of the speaker, their authority. Ethos is the image built 

by the speaker. This kind of persuasion should come from what the speaker says, and not from 

preconceived assumptions of their character. This form of persuasion can be highly effective 

especially when opinions are divided (Amossy, 2001; Aristotle, 2012). Example of building this kind 

of persuasion can be a speaker introducing themselves as an expert on the subject with qualifications 

or by highlighting values like honesty, openness, or transparency.  

 

Logos refers to logic and discourse, the reason. This mode of persuasion gives the proof for the 

argumentation. This proof is provided by providing the truth or apparent truth through speech and 

persuasive argumentation (Aristotle, 2012, p. 9). Lastly, pathos refers to the emotions provoked in the 

audience, and it is a way to put the audience to a certain frame of mind. This form of persuasion 

comes from the audience, through their emotions. The judgment of people is different based on their 

emotional state. Happiness, anger, or fear can be powerful motivators. This mode of persuasion aims 

at creating these effects (Aristotle, 2012, p. 9). 

 

Ethos, logos, and pathos are the most common modes of persuasion. Some other tools of persuasion 

include for example shifting of blame (Bloomfield, 2019; Rydin, 2003), and use of terms such as 

‘family’ or ‘home’ highlight togetherness of people and discourage conflict (Rydin, 2003, pp. 7–9). 

With these rhetorical tools having been identified as significant for environmental discourses, the 

analysis of the rhetoric of the Irish Energy Citizens and the Scottish energy Consumers pays special 

attention to these rhetorical tools. The rhetorical analysis is outlined in Sections 6.2 and 7.2. 

 

5.5  Ethical Considerations 

 

This thesis has gained an ethical approval from the Queen’s University Faculty of Engineering and 

Physical Sciences Ethics Committee. Interview participants provided free and informed consent to 

participate in the interviews, and respect of research participants and aim to represent their views 

authentically guided the research design, methodology, as well as the writing of this thesis. For the 

public data, asking consent was not as straightforward. The use of public data as well as the topic area 
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raised some ethical consideration to be determined by the researcher. This section outlines how these 

were managed.  

 

One problem plagues the discussions around the climate crisis and the energy transition, and that is 

the problematisation of actors (NIMBYs, climate deniers, obstacles), and researchers on the topic are 

shown to be guilty of this too (Burningham, 2000). These types of categorisations should be overcome 

if the ideal of the whole society working together were to be successfully adopted, as these can lead to 

alienation of actors and thus hindering the ‘leave no one behind’ goal and collaboration. Additionally, 

the governmentality approach also emphasises that power battles should not be targeted at actors but 

governance mentalities, and all actors are part of creating these (Ettlinger, 2011). Throughout the 

separate phases of the research, from research design to contacting participants, interviews and 

sharing results, special focus was put on representing participants correctly and letting them 

communicate their perspective to the energy transition. Many participants voiced concerns over 

misrepresentation and were hesitant about participating due to this. 

 

Still, the categorisation of actors with varying perspectives into the three broad categories of policy, 

industry and community perspectives means that individual participants may not agree with all 

representations, as these are the sum of multiple viewpoints. Also, not all perspectives could be 

included in the analysis, as the number of perspectives was vast. Therefore, the focus is on key 

perspectives represented throughout the data.  

 

Online interviews require more skills from the participants, but it has been argued that the need to 

conduct many daily interactions online during the COVID-19 pandemic has generally increased the 

needed technical skills (Lobe et al., 2020). Furthermore, the research interviews conducted for this 

study were expert interviews, so the needed level of technical know-how was expected of the 

participants. None of the participants voiced any difficulties with the online interviews. The 

interviews were conducted in Microsoft Teams, as this platform was considered easiest to use for 

participants and most secure due to connection with the professional account of the researcher. 

 

Other ethical considerations arise from the types of data used. The use of publicly available data 

without permission for research is seen as acceptable. This research aimed to balance the fine line 

with publicly available data and what is ethical to use as data without permission. Organisations, 

groups, and companies talking about their goals, principles, and viewpoints in reports or in a public 

event for example was seen as data, which can be used for research purposes without separate 

permission. This type of data was also deemed as authentic representations of the actors’ viewpoints 

on issues. Social media on the other hand was seen as something that, despite its publicity, many do 

not treat as something that could be used as research data without permission. Therefore, social media 
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data was excluded from the research. All data will also be pseudonymised for the research and the 

long-term storage of the data in Queen’s University public repository Pure.  

 

The interview data and public event recordings were transcribed using Microsoft Word (interviews) 

and Otter.ai transcription tool (events). These transcriptions were pseudonymised by removing of 

information that makes the participant directly identifiable. This information was either replaced with 

codes or redacted. Information which could have made the participant recognisable but was not 

relevant for the research topic was redacted instead of coded. The transcription focused only on what 

was being said, no noises or other additional information were transcribed. The transcriptions were 

made clearer by removal of repeated words and fillers (e.g., ‘umm’) when the use of these was 

reoccurring and was not determined to be a way of emphasising a point. These pseudonymised 

transcriptions will be stored in Queen’s University Belfast data depository and can be accessed by 

request for further research. 
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6. Governance of Public Involvement in Ireland: The Irish 

Energy Citizens  

 

This section lays out the analysis of the Irish case, starting with a review of public participation 

context in the Irish energy transition. Then Section 6.2 demonstrates the results of the rhetorical 

analysis, of how the ‘Irish Energy Citizen’ concept was introduced into the Irish energy discourse. 

Sections 6.3 – 6.5 outline the investigation of key problematisations, technologies, and rationalities. 

These sections are structured within the themes of awareness raising, inspiring, and empowerment, 

and identify key discourses under each. These discourses are then further elaborated on by 

identification of key problematisations, technologies, and rationalities connected to them. 

Additionally, Section 6.6, discusses case examples of the SECs, micro-generation, and the community 

elements of RESS auctions. Lastly, Section 6.7 concludes the Irish case analysis.  

 

This chapter contributes to answering the third research objective: Using a governmentality approach 

to highlight the power dynamics operating in the cases of the energy transition. As outlined in Section 

5.4, the analysis of the discourses begun with identification of key problematisations, technologies, 

and rationalities. This led to the identification of the three themes of awareness raising, inspiring, and 

empowering, and identification of the key roles of the Irish Energy Citizens. Next step of the analysis 

was to conduct a rhetorical analysis on a key document for the definition of an Irish Energy Citizen, 

the Energy White Paper (DCENR, 2015). This was followed by identification of key discourses under 

the awareness raising, inspiring, and empowerment themes, and identification of key 

problematisations, technologies, and rationalities under these. Next, the three case examples were 

identified and analysed to give concrete examples of the governance of public involvement in the Irish 

energy transition. Lastly, these results, with the Scottish case study, are brought together in the 

Interplay Chapter (Diagram 3). The data used for each analysis phase is outlined in the beginning of 

each section. 
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Diagram 3: The Irish case analysis 

 

6.1  Public Involvement in the Energy Transition in Ireland  

 

This section gives an overview of public involvement in the Irish energy transition. Ireland has been 

going through a rapid increase in the deployment of renewable energy. The share of renewables in 

electricity generation has increased from 3.5% in 2005 to 25.7% in 2019 (SEAI, 2020, p. 33). Ireland 

has recently increased its goal for renewable electricity from 70% by 2030 (The Government of 

Ireland, 2019a) to 80% by 2030 (The Government of Ireland, 2021a), and has net-zero goal by 2050 

(The Government of Ireland, 2019a). Despite successes in electricity generation, Ireland is facing 

significant challenges in broader decarbonisation as in 2019 renewable energy represented only 3.9% 

of final energy use in Ireland (SEAI, 2020, p. 17) and Ireland is behind many of its decarbonisation 

targets (SEAI, 2020, p. 6). This highlights the deep-rooted reliance on energy from carbon-based 

sources, a path dependency (Barnett et al., 2015), and has resulted in Ireland being branded as a 

laggard country in terms of climate action (FTSE Russell, 2020).  

 

Based on The Sustainable Energy Authority of Ireland (SEAI) 2020 report (SEAI, 2020, p. 6), 

decarbonising heat poses one of the most significant challenges for Ireland, with 2019 share of 

renewables used for heat being halfway (6.3%) to the 2020 target (12%). The report also identified 

households as the biggest heat energy consumers, even bigger than industry (SEAI, 2020, p. 20). This 

element has become a key part of measures to facilitate public involvement in the energy transition in 

Ireland (Määttä, 2021a). Energy efficiency in general is a significant challenge for the Irish energy 

transition (SEAI, 2020, pp. 35–36). As highlighted previously in this thesis, the need for greater 

energy efficiency has been a key factor advancing greater public involvement (Directive (EU) 

2018/844, 2018). 
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It has been argued that the involvement of the public is crucial for progressing the energy transition, 

and it requires realistic policy support and institutional capacity for this (Watson, 2020). Ireland has 

been seen to lack in both the public involvement and the policy support for this, with limited 

engagement or benefit from early renewable energy developments (Fox-Rogers, Murphy, & Grist, 

2011; Mercier, 2021; Watson, 2020), but recently Ireland has been shifting toward facilitating public 

involvement in the low-carbon transition. With the 2015 White Paper (DCENR, 2015) and the 

preceding discussion paper in 2014 (DCENR, 2014) the concept of energy citizens emerged in the 

Irish policy discourse. Even though the idea of individuals as more active participants emerged in 

these discourses, the ground reality has not yet fully represented this. The majority of the incremental 

measures to involve individuals in the low-carbon transition have begun to be implemented only 

recently. This process has been pushed forward by European-level policy changes and mandatory 

commitments. The practical reality in Ireland has been to rely on large scale developers and a 

centralised power system, with limited opportunities for individuals to participate in the low-carbon 

transition and value-sharing (NESC, 2014, p. 33), but this is now gradually changing towards a more 

participatory approach. The recent key measures to support the more active individuals in the low-

carbon transition in Ireland include: 

 

A) SEAI has supported public participation in energy projects through grants and initiatives such 

as the Sustainable Energy Communities (SEC) programme and the National Home Retrofit 

Scheme. The SEC network was started in 2015 as a follow-up of the 2015 Energy White 

Paper (DCENR, 2015), and other SEAI initiatives existed already before this. Recently, the 

ambitions for the programme have increased, and the Irish Government has set a goal of 1500 

SECs by 2030 (The Government of Ireland, 2019a, p. 136). This represents a significant 

increase from the 256 SECs in 2019 (The Government of Ireland, 2019a, p. 136).  

B) The Irish Renewable Electricity Support Scheme (RESS) supports renewable electricity 

projects through a series of competitive auctions (Government of Ireland, 2019). The scheme 

also supports public involvement in three ways. Firstly, the auctions include a separate 

community category, which includes many qualifying criteria such as registration as a SEC, 

and compliance with the EU definition of a Renewable Energy Community (The Government 

of Ireland, 2020, p. 18). Secondly, the auctions set a mandatory community benefit fund of 

€2/MWh, which shares the benefits of developments with the local community and can be 

used to support local community projects (Government of Ireland, 2019, p. 14). Lastly, the 

future auctions will also include a shared ownership element, but this was not yet part of the 

first two auction rounds (Government of Ireland, 2019, p. 5; The Government of Ireland, 

2020).  

C) In 2021 the Irish Government introduced a Micro-Generation Scheme (Government of 

Ireland, 2021) to support micro-generation in Ireland and make it possible for micro-
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generators to sell electricity back to the grid and receive a fair price for doing so, making 

micro-generation more viable in Ireland.  

D) These measures have been supported by other initiatives, such as budget allocation to support 

the energy transition (DECC, 2021a) and statements of ambitions and aims of the 

Government (DCENR, 2015; The Government of Ireland, 2019a) and a Citizen Assembly 

(see e.g. Devaney et al., 2020). Most recently, Ireland introduced a significant increase in 

support for house retrofitting (Department of the Taoiseach & DECC, 2022), and a goal to 

retrofit 500,00 homes and install 400,000 heat pumps by 2030 (The Government of Ireland, 

2021a, p. 125).  

E) Ireland has also appointed a Just Transition Commissioner. Based on the just transition 

reports, the initial focus of the Just Transition commissioners work in Ireland is on workers’ 

rights in the Midlands of Ireland, which have a history of peat production and therefore a 

workforce in risk of displacement by the energy transition (Mulvey, 2020). In the Irish policy 

discourses, the idea of a just transition is connected to broader frames of sharing efforts and 

benefits of the transition fairly, resonating with distributive justice (e.g. The Government of 

Ireland, 2019a, p. 139).  

 

These developments have been recent, and it is still to be seen whether they are able to facilitate 

greater public involvement. Ireland has faced critique for being one of the most fossil fuel reliant 

countries in Europe (Mercier, 2021). Additionally, it has been argued to belong to number of 

European countries with energy markets that have been described as “hotbeds for consumer-

damaging market manipulation and abuse” (Barrett, 2016; Mercier, 2021). This has been evident 

through the often higher than average energy prices, with high level of energy poverty (Mercier, 2021; 

SEAI, 2022; Social Justice Ireland, 2022). Research on active community energy groups in Ireland 

during 2015-2018 found that despite the idea of active energy citizens being widely adopted, the 

community sector is struggling in Ireland. The identified barriers included lack of feed-in tariff, 

difficulties with gaining planning permission, project finance, grid access, and volunteer staff 

(Watson, 2020, p. 214). 

 

Additionally, some of the previous experiences in Ireland have eroded public trust in renewable 

energy developers and policymakers, and this continues to affect public involvement in the energy 

transition. One significant development that highlighted the degree of social acceptance of renewable 

energy in Ireland was a wind farm project in the midlands in 2010’s aimed at exporting energy to UK. 

The case in question received strong opposition and critique of exploitation of the Irish landscape for 

the profit of the multinational corporations and for solving a British problem with Irish resources. The 

project did not go ahead, and many reasons were described as the cause for this. These reasons 

included finances (O’Doherty, 2014), developers’ dismissal of community concerns (McGreevy, 
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2013), opposition (McDonald, 2014) and politics in and between Ireland and UK (BIM Ireland, 

2014). Still the question of renewable energy export, especially when it comes to offshore wind, 

continues to be an ambition in the Irish renewable energy policy (The Government of Ireland, 2019a); 

and many stakeholders believe it will eventually happen (Brennan et al., 2017). This and similar 

events highlighted a need for improving community consultations, and this was recognised by the 

industry (IWEA, 2018). 

 

This event resulted in greater organisation of community groups in Ireland, which have since used 

legal routes to participate in decision-making processes. An Irish advocacy group, the Friends of the 

Earth filed suit at the High Court over the Irish Government’s 2017 Climate Mitigation plan on the 

basis that it violated Ireland’s Climate Action and Low Carbon Development Act 2015, the 

Constitution of Ireland, and obligations under the European Convention on Human Rights, 

particularly the right to life and the right to private and family life. First the court ruled for the 

Government, but in July 2020 the Supreme court reversed the lower court’s decision and determined 

that the Plan falls short on the specificity the Climate Action and Low Carbon Development Act 2015 

requires (see also Neill & Alblas, 2020). The case represents energy justice in action in Ireland 

(compare Heffron, 2022). 

 

The third impactful event for the energy transition in Ireland has been the delay with Wind Energy 

Development Guidelines. The previous guidelines currently in effect are from 2006 (Department of 

the Environment Heritage and Local Government, 2006), and the state of the sector as well as the 

policy environment has changed drastically since. The process to update the guidelines has been 

ongoing for a significant period, at least since the announcement of a “preferred draft approach” in 

2017 (Department of Housing, 2021). Late 2019, a consultation on a revised draft guidelines was 

introduced, but as of May 2022, there has been no update on the process (Department of Housing, 

2021). The revised draft guidelines (The Government of Ireland, 2019b) faced critique from the Irish 

wind energy industry, as the guidelines were seen as overly restrictive in terms on noise regulation, 

compromising future developments and the industry (IWEA, 2020). In addition to the proposed 

guidelines, the delayed process itself has had an impact on the industry by increasing uncertainty for 

the context of development. These three highlighted events are not exhaustive description of what has 

moulded the role of the public in the Irish energy transition. Still, they appear to be key events and 

were mentioned frequently in the data and background research undertaken for the Irish interviews.  

 

A key feature of the emerging public participation in the energy transition in Ireland is pressure from 

European level policy developments. The EU finalised a package of legislative proposals called Clean 

Energy for all Europeans in 2019. The Clean Energy Package includes the broad goals of supporting 

and empowering citizen participation in the low-carbon transition and alleviating fuel poverty 
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(Frieden et al., 2020, p. 44). For these goals, two directives are important, the recast Renewable 

Energy Directive (RED II) (Directive (EU) 2018/2001, 2018) and the Electricity Market directive 

(EMD) (Directive (EU) 2019/944, 2019). These directives are relevant to all recent and upcoming 

initiatives to support citizen participation in energy generation in Europe.  

 

The RED II (article 2) sets out key requirements for implementing citizen participation in energy 

production by defining renewables self-consumer and renewable energy community models (Directive 

(EU) 2018/2001, 2018). A key element of these definitions is a description on the purpose of public 

participation. These define that the primary purpose of these forms of public participation is ‘common 

good’ instead of financial profit. 

 

“--the primary purpose of which is to provide environmental, economic or social community benefits 

for its shareholders or members or for the local areas where it operates, rather than financial profits.” 

(Directive (EU) 2018/2001, 2018; Directive (EU) 2019/944, 2019) 

 

 

“‘renewables self-consumer’ means a final customer operating within its premises located within 

confined boundaries or, where permitted by a Member State, within other premises, who generates 

renewable electricity for its own consumption, and who may store or sell self-generated renewable 

electricity, provided that, for a non- household renewables self-consumer, those activities do not 

constitute its primary commercial or professional activity.” (Directive (EU) 2018/2001, 2018) 

 

The mandatory transposition of the RED II into national law leaves room for context specific 

adaptation (Frieden et al., 2020; Lowitzsch et al., 2020). The transposition process includes decisions 

over the spatial limitation of collective self-consumption and renewable energy communities, 

generation capacity limits, local grid tariffs, use of public grids and governance elements (Frieden et 

al., 2020, p. 1). Embedding communities in the aims of the Clean Energy Package is seen to require 

consumer empowerment, and reduction of energy poverty, supported by information provision, 

facilitation of processes, and by guaranteeing open participation (Frieden et al., 2020, p. 2).  

 

One key aspect of individual and community participation in energy generation, as defined by the 

RED II, is a self-consumption focus, meaning the majority of the generated electricity is consumed by 

the prosumer instead of being exported to the grid. Use of the term self-consumer instead of the more 

well-known prosumer highlights the perspective taken on public participation in electricity 

generation, further highlighting the focus away from financial profit. The EU influence on the Irish 

energy transition policy provides a critical point of difference between the case studies as Scotland 
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has not been part of the EU since UK’s exit from the union in January 2020. Instead, the external 

influence in Scotland come from UK-level policy.  

 

In summary, Ireland has had great successes in terms of electricity generation but faces challenges 

with broader decarbonisation. The role of the public in the Irish energy transition has been passive in 

the past, but recent years have seen an increase in the measures to involve the Irish Energy Citizens in 

the transition. This shift has faced some debate (Lennon et al., 2020) but represents immense potential 

for the Irish energy transition.  

 

 

6.2  Rhetorical Analysis: The Irish Energy Citizen  

 

The purpose of this section is to introduce the role of the Irish Energy Citizens, as it is portrayed in the 

policy discourse. This section reviews the rhetorical analysis of how the Irish Energy citizenship 

concept was introduced in the 2015 White Paper (DCENR, 2015). The analysis first focuses on 

identifying a line of argumentation in the document, and this is followed by identification of key 

frames and analysis of the used rhetorical tools. Table 16 outlines the line of argumentation in the 

document for the idea of the Irish Energy Citizens. Section 5.4.3 named a number of rhetorical tools, 

which have been used in relation to rhetorical analysis of climate and energy discourses. Table 17 

showcases how some of these rhetorical tools were used in the White Paper (DCENR, 2015). 
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Table 16: Line of argumentation in the Energy White Paper, Ireland 

Argument Example citations 

 

1. The energy transition is 

imperative for both economic 

recovery (financial crisis), and 

environment.   

“Ireland’s access to secure, clean and affordable energy is essential 

to keep our recovery going.-- At the same time, we must continue to 

lessen our dependence on imported fossil fuels, reduce our emissions, 

and embrace the transition to a low carbon and climate resilient 

future.” (DCENR, 2015, p. 3) 

2. The energy transition is a 

collective challenge. 

Answering this challenge 

requires involvement of the 

public.  

“We all want to safeguard our environment for future generations, 

just as we all need and expect a secure supply of affordable energy. 

This means we will have to work together, drawing on all our human 

goodwill and ingenuity, to expedite our energy transition.” (DCENR, 

2015, p. 5) 

3. The role and responsibility of 

energy citizens reaches out to 

their everyday lives, and 

throughout the energy system. 

This includes both energy 

efficiency measures, and also 

participation in energy 

generation.  

 

“All citizens are energy citizens, interacting with the energy system as 

consumers, employees, transport users, householders and landowners. 

Every citizen has a role to play in the energy transition. Consumer 

choice, in the home, in the community, at work and when travelling is 

an important aspect of the energy citizen’s role and responsibility.” 

(DCENR, 2015, p. 40) 

4. Greater engagement and 

awareness of the public and 

consensus are important for 

achieving the energy transition 

The ambitious energy transition outlined in this document will not be 

possible without the active engagement of Ireland’s citizens, 

communities, businesses, academics and experts, and local and 

national State agencies. It will also require better public awareness of 

the nature and scale of the challenges we face, and a robust consensus 

about the broad policy measures required to meet those challenges.” 

(DCENR, 2015, p. 17) 

5. Government will protect 

energy citizens from fuel 

poverty and high energy prices.    

“We will not lose sight of the need to minimise and control costs for 

households, who expect affordable bills and protection from energy 

poverty, and for industry, to maintain a competitive and job-friendly 

business environment.” (DCENR, 2015, p. 4) 

6. The Irish Government is 

already taking actions to 

support energy citizens and 

will be increasing efforts in 

this.  

The document highlights Tipperary Energy Agency as an example of a 

successful community participation, and showcases SEAI initiatives as 

examples of existing support for energy citizens (DCENR, 2015, p. 

41). The document also promises a number of upcoming actions.  

 

The line of argumentation in the White Paper (DCENR, 2015) highlights three key frames for 

understanding the Irish energy citizenship. Firstly, arguments about the pressing need for the 

transition, and the crucial nature of collective action and public involvement, highlight the 

responsibility of the Irish Energy Citizens (arguments 1 – 3). Argument 4 highlights a need for 

consensus. Arguments 5 and 6 highlight that the Irish Government will protect the most vulnerable, 

and that it has already taken action and promises future actions. These key frames emphasise that the 

Irish energy citizenship involves responsibilities (responsibility to participate and align with 

consensus) and rewards (protection from energy poverty). With these key frames, the line of 

argumentation aligns with the WoS approach (Määttä, 2021b), and signals responsibilisation of the 

public. Next, with the help of Table 17, these key frames are analysed more closely for the use of 

rhetorical tools.  
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Table 17: Rhetorical tools Energy White Paper 

Rhetorical tool Example citation (key words in bold) 

 

Ethos “To ensure that our long-term energy policy is transparent, robust and coherent, we 

intend to publish an annual update and undertake a comprehensive review every five 

years.” (DCENR, 2015, p. 7) 

Logos “In order to reduce GHG emissions by 80-95% by 2050, fossil fuels would account for 19-

30% of final energy demand in Ireland. This means that non-renewable energy sources 

will make a significant – though progressively smaller – contribution to our energy mix 

over the course of the energy transition.” (DCENR, 2015, p. 8) 

Pathos “This White Paper provides a framework to enable each and every one of us to play our 

part in building a low carbon future, one of the most important and ambitious projects of 

our age. It is a vision that can – and must – engage every energy citizen, every energy 

community, and every stakeholder in our energy future”(DCENR, 2015, p. 5) 

Acknowledging 

of blame   

“Formal processes for community consultation and engagement on infrastructure 

planning and implementation are well established. However, in some instances the 

approach used by industry and public authorities in the past, has resulted in a lack of 

trust.” (DCENR, 2015, p. 42) 

Togetherness “All citizens are energy citizens, interacting with the energy system as consumers, 

employees, transport users, householders and landowners. Every citizen has a role to 

play in the energy transition.” (DCENR, 2015, p. 40)  

 

Frame 1: Responsibilisation of the Irish Energy Citizens 

Firstly, the responsibilisation of the public is evident in the White Paper (DCENR, 2015). The term 

citizenship itself indicates responsibilities and rights. This responsibility for the common good is 

further emphasised by outlining the line of argumentation (logos) that A) the energy transition is 

urgent, B) it requires the public to play their part (e.g. DCENR, 2015, p. 40). Lastly, C) there are 

certain requirements and benefits to this participation. This emphasises the responsibility individuals 

have for the collective. The White Paper (DCENR, 2015, p. 23) highlights climate change risks for 

Ireland, and this message is further emphasised in the Climate Action Plans (The Government of 

Ireland, 2019a, 2021a). Important element of the introduction of the Irish Energy Citizens is the 

emphasis on ‘we’ and ‘us’ as the Irish Energy Citizens. The White Paper highlights that everyone in 

Ireland is an Irish Energy Citizen (DCENR, 2015, p. 40).  

 

This rhetoric also appeals to emotions of the reader by emphasising the risk to them personally 

(energy poverty, climate change impacts in Ireland), and for the collective (emphasis on 

togetherness). This emphasis on togetherness is a central element of the White Paper, as it emphasises 

that every citizen of Ireland is an energy citizen (DCENR, 2015, p. 40). The appeals to emotions also 

include reference to the ‘future’ of Ireland, further emphasising the need to act now to achieve a 

positive future. These discourses appeal to ‘fear’ and ‘hope’, fear of the risks and hope by 

emphasising meaningfulness of individual action. This responsibilisation of the Irish Energy Citizens 

is connected to the goal of consensus, as this emerged as one key responsibility of the Irish Energy 

Citizens.  
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Frame 2: Consensus 

The White Paper (DCENR, 2015, p. 17) states the need for awareness and consensus to achieve the 

energy transition. This framing comes especially impactful when considering the context of increasing 

resistance to renewable energy project in Ireland, underpinning the need to introduce greater public 

participation in the transition. This emphasis on consensus frames participation as ‘agreeing’ and 

‘accepting’ the transition, and problematises lack of consensus. Connecting consensus and awareness 

also indicates deficit model way of thinking (Ahteensuu, 2012). This emerged as a key element of the 

other data, and will be discussed more in detail in the following sections of this chapter. Still, it is 

important to note, that this appears to have been a key element of the Irish energy citizenship from the 

beginning.  

 

Frame 3: The Government of Ireland as a protector 

Last key frame identified for the Irish energy citizenship related to protection and the role of the Irish 

Government as a protector. This discourse included emphasis on the right of Irish citizens to be 

protected from high energy prices and energy poverty, and an emphasis on the measures the Irish 

Government has already taken to protect citizens and to facilitate public participation in the transition. 

These discourses also include reference to examples of successful citizen action, such as the 

Tipperary Energy Agency (DCENR, 2015, p. 41). This was followed by promises of future actions. 

These discourses aim to build the ethos of the speaker (The Irish Government), by highlighting this 

protector role and emphasis on values such as ambition, transparency, and robustness (DCENR, 

2015, p. 7).  

 

One key discourse emerging in the document was ‘acknowledgement of blame’ on the decreased trust 

of the Irish public towards the energy system. Shifting of blame has been identified as a key rhetorical 

tool (Bloomfield, 2019). This discourse on acknowledging the blame represents the opposite and 

builds up the ethos of the speaker by highlighting that they are trustworthy and transparent, and 

aiming to learn from previous practices. In a majority of the other discourses, related to the previous 

practices on community engagement and their impact on the public trust towards energy system 

(discussed in Section 6.3) this blame is guided towards the renewable energy industry. Therefore, it is 

significant that in the White Paper, the role of public authorities is also recognised (DCENR, 2015, p. 

42).  

 

The key rhetorical tools emerging from the White Paper (DCENR, 2015) discourse on the Irish 

energy citizenship included ethos, logos, pathos, acknowledging of blame, and emphasis on 

togetherness (Table 17). These rhetorical tools emphasised responsibilisation of the public, consensus-

focus of the approach, and fostered trust in the Irish Government leadership. These also indicate the 
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connections between the changing role of the public in the Irish energy transition and objection of 

developments, discussed in the previous section.  

 

This section was an introduction into the Irish Energy Citizen role. Since the introduction of the role 

in 2015, facilitative measures have been introduced to make the idea a reality. Many of the most 

incremental measures have been introduced only during the last few years. Taken into consideration 

this delay in implementation, and the starting point of a system created for centralised production, this 

indicates that the power dynamics related to this shift require further inspection. Furthermore, it is 

important to consider who the audience of the White Paper was. The White Paper is the dominant 

energy strategy of Ireland, and as such the audience of it is all the key stakeholders in the energy 

transition. Therefore, the White Paper in itself, as an introduction to the Energy Citizen role, is a 

significant governance strategy to introduce the new key stakeholder into the discussion. The next 

sections of this chapter analyse the power dynamics related to the emerging more active role of the 

Irish public in the energy transition in more detail.  

 

6.3  Awareness Raising  

 

As outlined in Section 5.4.2, analysis of the raise awareness theme focused on topics such as 

knowledge, communication, and information provision. Three key discourses were identified under 

the awareness raising theme, and the analysis here identifies problematisations, technologies, and 

rationalities related to these key discourses. It is critical to note here that the broad stakeholder group 

perspectives with range of actors are not homogenous. Table 18 summarises the key discourses, and 

the identified key problematisations, technologies, and rationalities. It also connects these to key data.  
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Table 18: Awareness raising, Ireland 

Discourse Problematisation Technologies Rationalities Key data  

 

The energy 

transition is 

complex and 

requires 

increased 

awareness  

Lack of 

awareness, 

understanding, 

action, or support.  

Awareness raising 

methods 

 

 

People act 

rationally based on 

the knowledge 

available to them.   

The majority of the 

data, and all three 

broad stakeholder 

group perspectives. 

Misinformation 

is a risk to the 

energy 

transition. 

Lack of support 

and consensus. 

Awareness raising 

methods 

 

Early engagement 

 

Negative 

subjectification 

Objection to the 

energy transition or 

renewable energy 

developments is 

based on ‘wrong’ 

knowledge.  

 

Deficit framing of 

the public  

 

The goal of 

participation is 

consensus. 

• Int 4 – 7  

• P1 

• Climate Action 

Plan 2019 (The 

Government of 

Ireland, 2019a) 

• Energy White 

Paper (DCENR, 

2015) 

 

 

The quantity 

and quality of 

community 

engagement has 

improved.  

Previous limited 

engagement is 

negatively 

impacting future 

renewable energy 

deployment.  

Early engagement  

 

Community Liaison 

Officer 

 

Community 

benefits 

Community 

engagement is 

necessary for 

acceptance of 

developments.  

• Int 4 – 7  

• P1, P2 

• Code of Practice 

for Wind Energy 

Development in 

Ireland 

Guidelines for 

Community 

Engagement 

(DCCAE, 2016) 

• Community 

Engagement: 

Partnership and 

Progress (IWEA, 

2018) 

Critical 

community 

perspectives are 

not taken 

seriously in 

decision-making 

processes. 

Treating of 

community 

perspectives as 

invalid 

 

Exclusion  

Campaigning (a 

form of awareness 

raising).  

 

Organisation of 

community groups 

The goal on public 

participation should 

not be consensus. 

 

The energy system 

lacks procedural 

fairness.  

• Int 1 

 

6.3.1 The Energy Transition is Complex and Requires Increased Awareness 
 

“So everything that we do has to have a focus on encouraging citizens and communities to do the right 

thing, but I think that starts with us explaining to them the importance of the environmental 

considerations and climate considerations in everything that we do as a society.”  

(Interview 8, policy expert) 

 

The first key discourse emphasises the importance of awareness raising for the governance of public 

involvement in the energy transition. This discourses, with many different ways of phrasing it, 
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emerged in a majority of the data and from all broad stakeholder group perspectives (Table 18). Key 

elements of this included the problematisation of lack of awareness, understanding, action, or support, 

and proposing of different awareness raising methods as the solution. These follow a belief 

(rationality) that people act rationally based on the information available to them.  

 

These key discourses on the need for awareness raising are divided into two types, first highlights the 

need for awareness to support mobilisation of actors. Second one highlights power dynamics around 

knowledge by combining awareness to support. This second discourse connected resistance to 

misinformation.  

 

As an example of the action oriented discourse, the SEC programme has a key role in the Irish energy 

transition, and awareness raising is a key element of the programme, as the three step strategy of the 

initiative is to ‘learn, plan and do’ (SEAI, 2018). This discourse highlights awareness as a key 

measure for facilitating action. Awareness of opportunities and benefits was also framed as a key to 

not ‘leave people behind’.  

 

“So there's a need to constantly change and inform ourselves about the technology changes that are 

coming, or people will get left behind. And with the challenges and energy, this has to be a societal 

transformation that works for everybody. And not one where technology's pushed on people without the 

understanding the benefits as they go along.” (Public event 6, event related to the SECs, person related 

to the SEC network in official capacity) 

 

“Getting the right information to the right consumer at the right time is critical to success” 

(SEAI, 2017) 

 

Also other actors supporting public participation in the energy transition emphasised that awareness 

raising is a key element of the support they provide. This perspective also highlighted increased 

awareness and education as a key benefit of public involvement in the transition. 

 

“And they get, well like for the communities, you know, as part of say the Energy Master plan they get 

educated on. What is energy, how it relates to CO2? You know we do workshops and promotion and so 

that information gets imparted on climate change as a general as sort of thing. So yeah, education 

awareness and then obviously a more comfortable building and one that's cheaper to run.”  

(Interview 3, Energy agency expert) 

 

In addition to being a key element of the support community projects receive, lack of awareness was 

also raised as a key barrier for community energy projects. This was raised for example in the public 
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event 13, during which it was highlighted that community projects can get disillusioned if they are not 

aware of possible barriers beforehand.  

 

“Because part of what we saw sometimes is people get disillusioned or people get easily deterred when 

they come up against barriers that they weren't expecting. So we wanted to make sure that people were 

already armed with the knowledge of the barriers they'll face and some tools on how to get over them.” 

(Public event 13, advocacy group event on community energy, an expert on community energy) 

 

The SEC network represents both the Irish Government, as well as community perspectives. Similar 

emphasis on the need for awareness raising of the public was also raised in other policy discourse. As 

an example, the White Paper, highlights the need for awareness to accomplish the ‘ambitious’ energy 

transition.  

 

“The ambitious energy transition outlined in this document requires the active engagement of Ireland’s 

citizens, communities, businesses, academics and experts, and local and national State agencies. It will 

also require better public awareness of the nature and scale of the challenges we face, and a robust 

consensus about the broad policy measures required to meet those challenges.” (DCENR, 2015, p. 7) 

 

Moreover, the need to educate the public and raise awareness of energy issues to facilitate public 

involvement in the energy transition was also recognised in the energy industry perspectives. 

Interview 7 participant emphasised that the first step towards the participation of energy citizens is 

informed energy citizens.  

 

“And I think there's an enormous education part of that in introducing people to the concept of energy 

because for so long we never had to think about it. So I think the first step to participative energy 

citizens is informed energy citizens. I think that's a crucial piece of work that we need to do--.”  

(Interview 7, Renewable energy industry representative) 

 

6.3.2 Misinformation is a Risk to the Energy Transition 
 

Discourses related to objection are common in the energy transition discussion. As indicated by the 

other key discourses, the goal of awareness raising relates to debates around deficit model, knowledge 

and power, and agonism. This calls for closer look at the discourses related to consensus and 

dissensus. 

 

As highlighted already through the rhetorical analysis (Section 6.2), as well as the other key 

discourses identified under the awareness raising theme, conflict and disagreement appear to be 

denied from the participation processes. This indicates a key rationality related to participation, the 
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goal of participation is consensus. This highlight on consensus as a central element of participation 

emerged from both industry and government perspectives. 

 

“Achieving our energy transition, and the vision set out in chapter two of this White Paper, will be a 

huge collective national undertaking. It will depend on the active engagement of citizens and 

communities. It will also require a deeper national awareness of the nature and scale of the challenge, 

and the development of consensus about the broad policy measures required to meet it. “  

(DCENR, 2015, p. 44) 

 

The second type of discourse on the importance of awareness raising was connected to the 

problematisation of lack of consensus and support for the energy transition. This discourse also 

argued for the importance of awareness raising, but highlighted this as a solution to gain acceptance. 

These discourses included the rationality that objection is caused by ‘wrong’ information, resonating 

with power and knowledge debates as well as deficit framing of the public.  

 

This discourse emerged especially in the renewable energy industry discourses (Table 18), which 

often highlighted a ‘gap’ in the knowledge of the public and communities. This discourse often 

emphasised a problematisation that this knowledge gap could be filled by information found online 

(wrong information) if this gap is not filled with right information from the beginning. With this 

understanding, the industry perspectives often proposed early engagement as a solution to fill the gap 

before it is filled with wrong information. This was accompanied by a problematisation that those 

objecting to developments can also be a source of negative information for the wider community. 

Another way this was framed in an interview (Int 5) was to describe that the unknown aspects of a 

development can cause stress to local communities. Here again, information and early engagement 

were the proposed as solutions to both gain acceptance and foster development-community 

relationship.  

 

“For me the main impact of a wind farm on people’s health is stress. And stress comes from fear, and 

from a fear of the unknown. And you know once you decide you decide that something is dangerous to 

you, whether it is or it isn't, it's that level of stress that actually can cause other problems from a health 

point of view”. (Interview 5, Renewable energy industry expert) 

 

“And then of course they started googling and they got the worst-case stuff. They got all the stuff in 

Google like it's bad, it's bad for your health, it kills, it kills animals. So we had to deal with all that. But 

that was good, you know, dealing with noise and explaining noise, and explaining, you will hear them. 

We're not gonna tell you that you're not gonna hear them two kilometres on but, you know, it will be 

within the guidelines.” (Interview 4, Renewable energy industry expert) 
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These discourses imply a rationality that there is a risk that the public will adopt any information 

given to them without the skills to judge the truthfulness of the information, indicating a deficit 

framing of the public. This also directly connects with the debates around knowledge and power, as 

objection is framed to be caused by ‘wrong’ knowledge. Still, the value of local knowledge was also 

recognised in many industry discourses. 

 

“-- you could look at this from a really snobbish point of view and think what do they know about 

technical documents. But you would be surprised, like the basic people who have lived there all their 

whole lives, how well they know these areas. How well they know how streams and, how well they 

know the depths of peats, how well they know wildlife. You know what I mean, like that, all very 

important stuff. “(Interview 4, Renewable energy industry expert)  

 

Lastly, the problematisation of lack of awareness was not directed only at the public and communities 

but also by critical community groups targeted this discourse towards policymakers and the energy 

transition policy. This discourse highlighted critical perspectives, and questioned the evidence used 

for the energy transition policy, thus participating in the debate of what is the ‘truth’ and ‘right’ 

knowledge. 

 

“That might be quite a naive statement actually, because on our part because we've got a gradually 

realized over the years, we have collectively, and I personally have realized over the years that 

evidence and policy are kind of two different things really. You know there isn't. There's so many 

political factors that are far more important than evidence in policy making.” (Interview 1, 

Community group member) 

 

In relation to the goal of consensus, one key problematisation arising in the industry discourses was 

‘loud participants’ taking over discussions. Opposition to developments was problematised in the 

discourses with the subjectification of ‘loud participants’ or ‘extreme objection groups’. In these 

discourses objection is described as ‘loud’, and support ‘silent’, further emphasising the underlying 

rationality that the purpose of participation is consensus. This referred to the belief that public 

engagement is challenged by loud participants taking over the conversation, and therefore excluding 

less confrontational participants from the discussions. The ‘extreme anti-groups’ were problematised 

due to their unwillingness to change their position, and to agree to a development.   

 

“Well you, we have extreme anti groups. You mean you can… I think as a company we're probably 

good in the sense that we want to negotiate. Talk to them, chat them. But we're not. We can't change 

their mind. We can only give them the issues and the facts and if they, if they continue not to want to 

engage or continue to want conflict, well then you just have to, then you just have to do your very, very 

best, but you have to move on, you know.“ (Interview 6, Renewable energy industry expert) 
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“In a couple of projects you've got, you know, a tiny minority of people who are very loud and very 

vocal and they can destabilise that for other people very easily. So they can control the conversation 

and actually make it very difficult for other people to engage because it's constantly being kind of over 

written by a couple of people. So managing that process and making sure that there is a platform for 

people who want to have their say, and who want to be vocal, but at the same time the people who are 

the quietest still get access to the right information and are able to ask the questions they want to ask in 

a kind of less confrontational way.”(Interview 5, Renewable energy industry expert) 

 

In some of these discourses, as showcased above, it was emphasised that the ‘loud’ objectors are a 

minority destabilising the process for others. These discourses strongly highlight the exclusion of 

objection as a possible outcome of participation.   

 

6.3.3 The Quantity and Quality of Community Engagement has Improved 
 

Another key discourse emerged mostly from industry perspective, but also from the policy 

perspective rationalities about the renewable energy industry (table 18). This discourse highlighted a 

changing environment of public engagement on developments. This discourse references a past with 

limited engagement and a recent shift in the engagement approach towards improved quality and 

quantity of engagement.  

 

“We haven’t always got it right in the past, but this new community engagement approach heralds a 

step change in how we intend to work with neighbouring communities. With these commitments we 

want to show our members willingness for a marked change in engagement with local communities. 

This is part of the process to develop best practice in this area. It follows a period where poor 

engagement practices with communities in the development of some wind energy projects in the past is 

now negatively impacting levels of support for further development.” (IWEA, 2018) 

 
This discourse problematises the limited engagement of the past as a challenge for future renewable 

energy deployment in Ireland. As a solution to this, the renewable energy industry perspectives 

highlighted that their community engagement approach has significantly improved in the last few 

years. Some examples of this improvement included early engagement, the role Community Liaison 

Officers, and community benefits. This follows a rationality that community engagement is a crucial 

element of the energy transition and renewable energy deployment. The key rationality was phrased 

as this, but there are a number of rationalities connected to this, such as recognition of the increasing 

resistance to developments in Ireland, consensus focus of engagement, and this also connects to the 

before-mentioned discourse on the problematisation of misinformation.  
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The problematisation of the previous limited engagement was connected to the fairness of the 

processes (procedural justice), but also on the long-lasting resistance this has created. Many of the 

renewable energy industry participants highlighted that the starting point for renewable energy 

developments is often negative.  

 

“So it tends to start off with all the negative issues and if you get a community to a point where they 

are comfortable that those issues are being addressed adequately then it tends to move to, right, what 

can this add to our community.” (Interview 5, Renewable energy industry expert) 

 

Some challenges were raised in relation to the increased level of engagement. One of these 

problematisations highlighted a risk of community exhaustion with the amount of engagement, 

especially in the cases where the community hosts multiple developments. One solution to this was 

that people may need to be engaged on engagement. In addition, the changing nature of public 

engagement, was seen as a risk from some perspectives as it was seen to cause increased social 

expectations, which every company would not be able to fulfil. This was raised in the renewable 

energy industry interviews, and also emerged in the consultation submissions for the Good Practice 

Principles on Community Benefits (DCENR, 2021a). The submissions raised the perspective that the 

increased level of community benefits may be a risk to the competitiveness of projects. This is 

discussed more in detail in the community benefits case example, Section 6.6.3.  

 

“And also kind of engaging on engagement so trying to understand from the public. Well, what is an 

appropriate level. How should companies engage the public, what level of engagement should, is 

expected and should be the kind of norm in terms of approach? So, there is a large piece of work, I 

think, we are starting to work on. We are just looking to understand this from a public point of view, 

what is acceptable and what is expected from an engagement angle.” (Interview 5, Renewable energy 

industry expert) 

 

A key element of this improved engagement approach was a recognition of the value of local 

knowledge communities possess, as highlighted previously. Following this rationality, the discourses 

highlighted that this engagement is about two-way sharing of information.  

 

6.3.4 Critical Community Perspectives Are not Taken Seriously in Decision-Making 

Processes 
 

Related to the previous discourses, the community perspectives problematised delegitimatisation of 

their perspectives as misinformed and the exclusion from participation when they do not agree on a 

development or policy. Some of the technologies connected to this included campaigning and 
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organisation. These discourses highlighted a rationality that the goal of participation should not be 

consensus.  

 

As highlighted in Section 5.5 discussion on the ethical considerations of the research, some key 

stakeholders were reluctant to participate in the research due to concerns over misrepresentation. 

Therefore, data on the critical community group perspectives is limited, and the following discourse 

emerged mostly in one key interview (Interview 1), and in some of the analysed consultation 

submissions. The interview participant spoke on behalf of a significant number of community groups, 

and therefore the perspective raised was deemed to be representative.  

 

These discourses were raised for example in relation to the issue of noise of wind turbines and how it 

is officially addressed. The key argument here being that noise is a problem because people say it is a 

problem to them, and that dismissing this with the use of decibel calculations is not a solution. This 

highlights a key conflict between rationalities based on lived experiences and those based on veritable 

noise levels.  

 

“So, and on the bottom line is if people are complaining about noise and infrasound. Then that's a 

problem. It doesn't matter what the level of the sound is measured at, that is a problem. So, this man 

has an elderly mother who is sleeping on the floor in the front room because she can't sleep sometimes 

in her bedroom. You know, that's a problem. Doesn't matter what the decibels are.“  

(Interview 1, Community group member) 

 

These discourses also problematised the lack of choice to say ‘no’ to proposals, which leaves out 

those who object the proposed policy measures or developments. The discussion on this issue was 

described as such a significant challenge that without the right to say ‘no’ the premise for 

participation is invalid.  

 

“-- if you really care about communities then you give them the right to say no. “ 

(Interview 1, Community group member) 

 

Last key problematisation from the critical community perspective included the problematisation of 

exclusion. The Interview 1 participant highlighted experiences of corruption in the system and 

exclusion from public discussions, such as conferences.  

 

The key discourses identified under the awareness raising theme highlighted a number of power 

dynamics which will be discussed further in Chapter Eight ‘Interplay’. The overall emphasis on 

awareness raising relies on the belief of rational individuals, which has faced previous debate (e.g. 
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Cass & Walker, 2009; Fast, 2013). The discourse connecting objection to ‘wrong’ information 

highlights power dynamics related to knowledge (Foucault, 1980). The discourses related to the 

awareness raising theme also connect to the deficit framing of the public, and debate the issue of 

conflict in the energy transition by declining it as a part of participation processes. Introducing 

conflict into the energy transition processes has been deemed as a key challenge and even impossible 

to implement, highlighting that the conflict between these perspectives is not easy to mitigate (Cuppen 

& Pesch, 2021; McIlroy et al., 2021). 

 

6.4  Inspiring 

 

As outlined in Section 5.4.2, analysis of the inspire theme focused on topics such as motivation and 

inspiration. Three key discourses were identified under the inspiring theme, and the analysis here 

identifies problematisations, technologies, and rationalities related to these key discourses. Table 19 

summarises the key discourses, and the key problematisations, technologies, and rationalities related 

to these. It also identifies key data and perspectives for each discourse.  
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Table 19: Inspiring, Ireland 

Discourse Problematisation Technologies Rationalities Key data  

 

People care about 

local issues 

instead of 

faraway polar 

bears 

How to 

incentivise public 

participation in 

the energy 

transition? 

Emphasis on 

benefits and 

risks felt 

personally.  

Personalised 

responsibilisation.  
• P8, P10 

• Climate Action Plans 

(The Government of 

Ireland, 2019a, 2021a) 

People should 

benefit from the 

energy transition 

Social acceptance 

and distributive 

justice emerged 

as key barriers for 

renewable energy 

employment in 

Ireland  

Community 

benefits  

Distributive 

justice 
• Int8 

• Code of Practice for 

Wind Energy 

Development in Ireland 

Guidelines for 

Community Engagement 

(DCCAE, 2016) 

• Climate Action Plans 

(The Government of 

Ireland, 2019a, 2021a) 

• Energy White Paper 

(DCENR, 2015) 

• Behavioural insights on 

energy efficiency in the 

residential sector (SEAI, 

2017) 

• Sustainable Energy 

Communities Handbook 

2018 (SEAI, 2018) 

Public 

participation in 

energy 

generation is for 

the good of the 

community 

 How to share 

benefits of the 

energy transition 

fairly?  

Micro-

Generation 

Scheme 

(Government 

of Ireland, 

2021) 

(discussed in 

section 6.6.2) 

 

Community 

Benefits 

Handbook 

(DCENR, 

2021a) 

(discussed in 

section 6.6.3) 

 

Public 

participation in 

energy generation 

is for the 

environmental, 

economic, and 

social benefit of 

the community 

instead of 

financial profit.  

• Int1, Int2, Int8 

• P6, P7, P12 

• Energy White Paper 

(DCENR, 2015) 

• Climate Action Plans 

(The Government of 

Ireland, 2019a, 2021a) 

• Public consultation on a 

Micro-Generation 

Support Scheme in 

Ireland (Government of 

Ireland, 2021)  

• Sustainable Energy 

Communities Handbook 

(SEAI, 2018) 

 

People care about local issues instead of faraway polar bears 

 

One key discourse emerging from the data was emphasis on local instead of global issues. This 

discourse was connected to the general problematisation of how to incentivise public participation in 

the energy transition. The emphasis on local issues was the present solution (technology), and this 

highlighted a rationality of personalised responsibilisation, the belief that local issues are more 

effective in creating a sense of responsibility in the public.  
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For these discourses, the key data included the Climate Action Plans (The Government of Ireland, 

2019a, 2021a), Energy White Paper (DCENR, 2015), and two public events (Table 19). Therefore, 

this perspective represents broadly the Irish Government perspective to public participation in the 

energy transition, but as highlighted by the other identified key discourses, there are also other key 

official discourses related to the motivation of the public. The discourse below represents this 

personalised responsibilisation, a call for people to see climate challenges as their personal challenges. 

 

“But we also need is the people from all walks of life, including everyone here in the audience, commit 

to three steps. The first step is to make the issue of climate change, and climate crisis personal in your 

life, and do something to reduce your own consumption, your own consumption emissions, such as 

energy conservation, or better recycling, or change in eating habits. -- The second step is to get angry 

and take action, get angry with those who have more power, and therefore more responsibility. And 

that actually is governments even at local authority levels, its cities, but it's also the fossil fuel industry, 

and agribusiness, transport, etc. and take action by using your voice and your vote. And by supporting 

organisations involved in conservation issues, or climate change advocacy, which will also help to 

reduce your climate anxiety. And the third step is perhaps the most important, and we all need to do it. 

But actually, it doesn't serve us enough. We all need to imagine this world that we must be hurrying 

towards.” (Public event 10, energy agency, politician speech) 

 

The findings from the rhetorical analysis highlighted balancing fear and hope as key strategies to 

persuade the Irish public to become energy citizens. Similar discourses were also represented in the 

data, which highlighted that to make climate change a more personal problem can be achieved by 

emphasising something closer to home, discussing about local issues instead of far-away polar bears. 

Similarly, the Climate Action Plans highlight personal impacts of climate change. The fear is 

emphasised by the personalised risk, and hope is emphasised by the action people can take to mitigate 

the risks.  

 

“For me, I think, possibly the part of the problem with climate change was its poster child was a polar 

bear. And we were never going to see a polar bear in its natural environment. So, it not being in its 

natural environment was never going to affect us. So, seeing plastic in an ocean that we want to be part 

of is something that we can feel part of but a polar bear, having been that idea that we were going to 

lose, we lost something we never had for us in Ireland.”  

(Public event 8: Energy agency event, person related to the SEC network in official capacity) 
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6.4.1 People Should Benefit from the Energy Transition  
 

“Therefore, through our work to empower individuals and communities to take action, we will seek to 

recognise different capacities and starting points so that positive choices can be made for the future 

that will ultimately bring long-term benefits to communities across Ireland.” (The Government of 

Ireland, 2019a) 

 

Another key discourse emerging in relation to the motivations for participation was to highlight 

sharing of benefits from the transition. This discourse is connected to the problematisation of how to 

incentivise public participation, but also the problematisation of lack of fairness (distributive justice) 

in the transition. Community benefits from renewable energy developments is a key technology 

enforcing this idea in practice, but also raising awareness of the benefits from the transition is 

technology related to this discourse. This emphasises a rationality that distributive justice is needed 

for the energy transition and support of it. These discourses highlight broad benefits of 

decarbonisation, renewable energy developments, and public participation as an element of being an 

Irish Energy Citizen. The idea that the public needs to be seen to benefit from the transition was so 

prevalent (Table 19) that it emerged as a key element of the Irish energy transition.  

 

This emerged as a significant discourse, particularly from the Irish government perspective (Table 

19). This is most likely connected to how and when public involvement emerged as a more significant 

issue in Ireland alongside discussions on public acceptance of developments, as is highlighted by 

discourses in the White Paper and Community Engagement Guidelines (DCCAE, 2016; DCENR, 

2015, p. 42), and the policy expert interviews.  

 

“Yeah, like when we talk about participation in, I think. Essentially, we mean benefit from.”  

(Interview 8, Policy expert)  

 

Interview 8 highlighted that the community benefit rationality was not part of the energy transition 

from the beginning but instead emerged through time with realisation that more equity and fairness 

was needed.  Some of the discourses in relation to this highlighted the perspective that this sharing of 

benefits can lead to support of developments. This was especially the case with community benefit 

related discourses, and this dynamic is elaborated in more detail in Section 6.6.3.  

 

“There should have been involvement from the beginning, but to be fair to the industry, they started to 

realise the inequality and unfairness in the system some years ago and developed community benefits.” 

(Interview 8, Policy expert) 
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The renewable energy industry discourses on improved community engagement are connected to the 

benefit discourse, and the introduction of community benefits has been a key element of this shift. 

These discourses highlighted that the industry has learned from previous experiences. Even though 

the industry discourses focus on public engagement on developments, these discourses are also 

indications of the broader change in the role of the public in the Irish energy transition which has 

emerged gradually since the 2015. 

 

The idea of public benefit has been adopted directly with the introduction of community benefits but 

also in a less direct sense. Especially in the policy discourses and public events related to the SEC 

network, but also in others, the idea that decarbonisation, house retrofitting, renewable energy and 

other needed measures will result in a wide range of benefits, is highlighted. In relation to renewable 

energy for example, this included highlighting improved local economy, employment, and community 

development (see section 6.6.3).  

 

“This additional investment in energy efficiency brings a range of benefits to the economy and also to 

the individual. Homes also become cheaper to run, leading to energy bill savings and reduced energy 

poverty, and can improve health and wellbeing, particularly for the young and elderly, through better 

internal dwelling temperatures and air quality.”(The Government of Ireland, 2021a, p. 45) 

 

The perspective that the benefits of the energy transition should be shared with the Irish public is a 

new element of the Irish energy transition, connected to the idea of the Irish energy citizenship and 

the emergence of significant resistance to developments and objection of this. Another key discourse, 

discussed next, elaborates more on what exactly this benefit refers to.  

 

6.4.2 Public Participation in Energy Generation is for the Good of the Community 
 

The previous section addressed the overall discourse highlighting that the Irish public needs to benefit 

from the energy transition. Some of the other discourses highlight what this benefit refers to, as this 

takes a distinct form in the Irish energy transition. These discourses highlight the need for this benefit 

to be for the good of the community.  

 

The key problematisations related to this discourse were not clear, but it appeared to be connected to 

how to distributive justice, and how to share the benefits of the transition fairly within the public. Key 

technologies include the design of the Irish Micro-Generation Scheme (Government of Ireland, 2021) 

and the Community Benefits Handbook (DCENR, 2021a). These discourses highlighted a key 

rationality: public participation in the energy transition is for environmental, economic, and social 

benefit of the community, rather than financial profit. Same rationality was raised in both the 
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Community Benefits Handbook (DCENR, 2021a) and the initial Micro-Generation Scheme 

(Government of Ireland, 2021). This key rationality emerged especially in official discourses, and 

discourses related to the SEC network, which include both community and policy perspectives. 

 

“So, for us, we see communities coming to us because they're really interested in renewable energy. 

They're really interested in showing the community, there's a better way to produce energy and use it 

more locally, that some people are concerned about social inclusion at a community level. And then 

some people might be experiencing energy poverty, and they want to help those out and find ways of 

getting insulation installed in some people's homes free of charge. So we will do it because climate 

change is their biggest fear. And they want to find a way to do the best to combat at a local level and 

be leaders in that area. So people's quality of life.” (Public event 6, event related to the SECs, person 

related to the SEC network in official capacity) 

 

There are many elements to unpack with this key rationality. First of all, it originates from EU-level 

policy (Directive (EU) 2018/2001, 2018; Directive (EU) 2019/944, 2019), as is highlighted in relation 

to the Micro-Generation Scheme (Government of Ireland, 2021, p. 29). This idea has been widely 

adopted in Ireland, and the case examples discussed in Section 6.6 all include this key rationality.  

 

“Some measures will not fully pay for themselves on their own but are necessary because of the climate 

threat. This will include measures such as the achievement of higher standards of building fabric and 

heat pumps, and the increase in the use of biofuels. It involves resetting our priorities”  

(The Government of Ireland, 2019a) 

 

This has resulted in framing citizen participation in many instances as volunteer activity, as something 

individuals invest time, effort, and money without much personal return or at a personal loss, for the 

collective good. This comes with many rationalities, such as that creating benefit for the community is 

deemed enough of an incentive for people to take up this participation, and that some of the necessary 

measures will not pay themselves back. It also connected to a rationality that Ireland has ‘active 

communities’, which could be utilised for the benefit of the energy transition. This has also resulted in 

some limitations put for gaining financial profit, such as in the case of the Community Benefit 

Guidelines (DCENR, 2021a), which restricts the eligibility of project which do not bring value to the 

community.  

 

The SEC network related discourses highlighted environmental, and community development 

motivations as the most common reasons communities want to become SECs, and also the 

problematisation of how to motivate community groups to take upon this volunteer activity. The data 

on the community perspective shows that it can be the case in many instances, that public 

participation is motivated by common good. Still, at the same time, many of the problematisations 
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highlighted by the community perspectives indicate that community participants face capacity 

challenges, such as limited volunteer workforce, and limited expertise, which are further exacerbated 

by limited funds. These capacity challenges of communities were recognised by variety of 

stakeholders, and in the communications related to the SEC network, mitigating these capacity 

challenges is stated as one of the key goals of the initiative (SEAI, 2018).  

 

“And when large projects such as a wind turbine will happen, you can say I had a part to play in this 

and it can be an incredibly satisfying thing. Other reasons as well is you were doing good for 

community. 

You know any anyone wants to do good for their community and to be able to say that you helped make 

the [location redacted] more energy efficient or sustainable and you allowed this funding to come 

through this vital funding from wind turbine.” (Interview 2, energy co-op member) 

 

Moreover, the case of the Micro-Generation Scheme highlights that the motivations of the public are 

more diverse than solely working for community benefit (Section 6.6.2). A critical point to highlight 

here is that the environmental protection and working for the common good motivations still emerged 

as key motivations of community groups. This emerged especially in relation to critical community 

groups, as indicated in Interview 1, as well as the background work conducted in preparation of 

interviews and during data collection. This discourse highlights the perspective that objection to 

developments can be motivated by protection of the local environment. Also, as these groups operate 

within the category of public participation in decision-making processes, they usually do not 

undertake activities which would result in financial revenue and operate in charitable and voluntary 

capacity.  

 

“You caught me on the day that I was going. I have to get out of this. So fed up, um, what motivates me 

is walking up [mountain in Ireland] and seeing a red squirrel, or as I said, the ravens or the whatever 

is up there and seeing, you know, and loving it so much and thinking that I want to protect it. That 

motivates me personally and I would say a lot of people. But it's very, very hard to keep it going.”  

(Interview 1, Community group member) 

 

In conclusion, the key motivations connected to public involvement in the Irish energy transition 

include personalised responsibilisation, public benefit from the energy transition, and emphasis that 

this benefit is for the common good, instead of financial benefit of a few. As will be indicated by a 

comparison to the next sections, the empowerment theme and the case examples, there exists tension 

between the charitable actor focus and the capacity challenges of public participation. This will be 

discussed more in detail in Chapter Eight. Moreover, the inspiring theme raises interesting insights 

when those objecting to developments (not aligning with consensus) are compared to the idealised 

subjectification of actors, who work charitably for the common good (discussed in Section 8.3). 
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6.5  Empowerment 

 

As outlined in Section 5.4.2 , analysis of the empower theme focused on measures to remove barriers 

from public involvement and incentivisation of it. Four key discourses were identified in relation to 

the empowerment theme. Table 20 summarises these discourses, and the key problematisations, 

technologies, and rationalities related to these discourses. It also identifies key data and perspectives 

for each discourse.  

 

Table 20: Empowerment, Ireland 

Discourse Problematisation Technologies Rationalities Key data  

 

Public participation 

in the energy 

transition requires 

facilitation and 

empowerment.  

Mismatch with the 

energy system and 

public 

participation.  

Expert support, 

grants, loans, and 

advice 

 

Policy support 

Public participation 

in the energy 

transition is 

necessary.  

A majority of data 

and all three broad 

stakeholder group 

perspectives.  

Community actors 

are key facilitative 

leaders in the 

energy transition.  

Distrust 

 

Limited capacity of 

support  

Sharing 

governance 

responsibility with 

community actors.  

Polycentric 

facilitation 

 

Responsibilisation 

• P3, P6, P12 

• Sustainable 

Energy 

Communities 

Handbook 

(SEAI, 2018) 

Public participation 

in the energy 

transition faces 

many barriers.  

Barriers to public 

participation. 

Expert support, 

grants, loans, 

advice  

Public participation 

in the energy 

transition requires 

facilitation. 

A majority of the 

data and all three 

broad stakeholder 

group perspectives. 

 

Mitigation of 

vulnerabilities is a 

key part of 

facilitating the 

energy transition 

Energy poverty, 

high energy prices.   

Targeted support, 

grants  

Just transition  • P4, P5, P6, 

P10 

• Energy White 

Paper 

(DCENR, 

2015) 

• Climate Action 

Plans (The 

Government of 

Ireland, 2019a, 

2021a) 

• Behavioural 

insights on 

energy 

efficiency in 

the residential 

sector (SEAI, 

2017) 
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6.5.1 Public Participation in the Energy Transition Requires Facilitation and 

Empowerment 
 

Firstly, it was broadly recognised in the analysed discourses that there is a need for empowerment of 

the public and facilitation of their participation. This discourse was raised from all stakeholder group 

perspectives. One key problematisation within these discourses was a mismatch with the energy 

system and public participation, as the Irish energy system has largely been made for centralised 

production and large producers. The measures to facilitate public involvement, such as policy 

initiatives, grants, awareness raising, and expert support were introduced to mitigate this mismatch. 

This follows a key rationality, an understanding that public involvement is necessary for the energy 

transition, and also represents a more systemic understanding of the energy transition. 

 

“And that's really around understanding that no individual exists in isolation from the wider context, 

particularly that policy context about changing regulations, legislation, policies, taxes, etc. So if you 

look at behaviour from this broad perspective, you might agree with my also somewhat controversial 

statement, that behaviour changes everything”(Public event 11, Energy Agency Conference, Energy 

advisor) 

 

“For me, it's, it's, it's about, I mean, people use the word empowerment, I think that's probably a good 

way of phrasing. I would look at it as where the decision points been made. And some of it is 

individual. But obviously, I mean, you can't use an electric vehicle unless the infrastructure around you 

is setup for electric vehicles, you can't engage in environmentally sustainable forms of recycling, if that 

infrastructure isn't, isn't set.“ (Public event 8, Energy agency, Academic) 

 

In the official discourses, the need for public empowerment was emphasised by the lack of a 

participatory approach before. Instead, the previous approach was described as that of a centralised 

power system, and the measures introduced to facilitate public participation were described as 

solution to the system which lacked public participation. In relation to this also the physical 

infrastructure, the energy grid, was problematised in the policy interviews as well as public events on 

community energy, and these were connected to the need for a facilitative approach.  

 

“So, I would, I would say that to be to be frank our electricity system didn't really evolve over the last 

few decades properly to encourage participation by communities or citizens in it. So, it remains until 

you could argue even today it still remains to some extent the preserve of the bigger power companies. 

It's kind of a system that's, you know, dedicated to or. Well, the way it develops is all about big industry 

rather than big industry plus citizens and communities, so I suppose that's what we're setting about 

addressing with these policy measures.” (Interview 8, Policy expert) 
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Community perspectives also raised the need for facilitation to make community energy possible and 

more viable in Ireland. Public event 13, included a call for Irish citizens to demand facilitation for 

community energy, aligning with the EU legislation and Ireland’s obligations for facilitation of 

Renewable Energy Communities (Directive (EU) 2019/944, 2019). 

 

“So every country has to set up an enabling framework. And that's what the renewables directive says. 

But you'll have to demand it, because national governments aren't going to do it just because it's a 

directive. Technically, they have to. But you also need to make sure that there's a pressure coming from 

you as well, and that you're watching [Irish Minister name redacted] in making sure that he does 

that.” (Public event 13, Advocacy group event on community energy, Community energy expert) 

 

Empowerment as a strategy refers to the idea of removing barriers and providing incentives. It could 

be described as giving the needed tools and resources for individuals to make it possible and more 

attractive for them to act on their awareness and motivations to answer the collective challenges. This 

facilitation can be also polycentric, including range of actors going also beyond the government (see 

Määttä, 2021b). The recognition of discourses highlighting the need for empowerment and facilitation 

in a majority of the data supports the empowerment as a key theme for the investigation of public 

participation in the energy transition. Another key discourse, discussed next, highlighted the 

polycentric nature of this facilitation. 

 

6.5.2 Community Actors are Key Facilitative Leaders in the Energy Transition 
 

As highlighted previously, the facilitation of the energy transition is polycentric (Määttä, 2021b; 

Nochta & Skelcher, 2020). This polycentricity was evident also in relation to the role of community 

actors in the analysed discourses. These discourses emphasised community groups and other 

community level actors as a key ‘leaders’ in terms of inspiring the wider community and facilitating 

involvement. The networked nature of the SEC programme was described to have been based on this 

idea of communities inspiring other communities and members of the local community. Similar 

discourses were also highlighted in policy discourse (e.g. The Government of Ireland, 2021a, p. 83). 

These discourses represent responsibilisation of individuals by sharing the facilitation role with them. 

This discourse was connected especially to the SEC network, and will be discussed more in detail in 

Section 6.6.1.  

 

Key problematisations connected to framing community actors as facilitative leaders included how to 

inspire people to participate, limited capacity of communities, and distrust (trusted intermediaries). 

Setting community actors in the leadership role, responsibilisation of them, represents a key 

technology. The key rationalities connected to this can be summarised as polycentric facilitation, and 
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responsibilisation, an understanding that the reach of governmental actors is limited in facilitating 

involvement of the wider public, and therefore the facilitative roles need to be shared. Sharing 

responsibility with the public on areas previously not involving public responsibility is also a form of 

responsibilisation (Biebricher, 2011). 

 

6.5.3 Public Participation in the Energy Transition Faces Many Barriers 
 

A majority of the data also discussed barriers to public involvement, in relation to the need of 

facilitative measures to overcome these barriers. As highlighted previously in this thesis, public 

involvement is becoming increasingly diverse. As such, the list of identified key barriers, 

problematisations, is long (Table 21). Table 21 is not intended as an exhaustive list, but as a summary 

of the issues raised in the data analysed for this study. A number of rationalities are connected to these 

barriers.  
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Table 21: Barriers to public involvement, Ireland 

Barrier Explanation 

 

Capacity of communities Community capacity, in terms of finances, time, workforce, skills, was a 

commonly raised challenge for public participation of communities.  

Centralised power system  As discussed previously in this thesis, the Irish energy system is built for 

centralised energy production. This was seen as a key challenge for 

public involvement.   

Community groups’ access to 

funding 

Access to funding was raised as a key challenge for the participation of 

community groups. 

Grid capacity  Grid capacity was raised as a challenge for micro-generation, and was 

also discussed as a challenge for some rural locations in Ireland.  

High cost of house retrofit  The high cost of house retrofit was raised as a challenge for 

participation in relation to the Irish Micro-Generation Scheme (Section 

6.6.1), and also in official discourses.  

Inaccessibility of language Complexity of policy and expert language was raised as a challenge for 

public participation, especially in decision-making processes.  

Individual financial capacity  Individual financial capacity was problematised in relation to 

participation through adoption of products and behavioural change.  

Lack of a revenue source for 

community groups 

Challenges with access to funding was raised as a challenge for the 

participation of community groups.  

Lack of ability to sell electricity 

to the grid 

Lack of ability to sell electricity to the grid was raised as a challenge for 

public participation in energy generation, but the micro-generation 

scheme aims to provide this route to market for the public (see Section 

6.6.2).  

Lack of awareness As highlighted by Section 6.3 lack of awareness was a commonly raised 

problematisation.  

Lack of successes Critical community groups raised lack of successes as a key barrier 

decreasing motivation for participation.  

Lack of time and volunteer 

workforce 

Lack of time and volunteer workforce was a commonly raised challenge 

in relation to community groups and their participation.  

Planning regulations  Planning regulations were raised as a challenge for public participation 

in energy generation.  

Special challenges to critical 

community groups, exclusion 

 

Critical community groups raised the challenge of being excluded from 

participatory processes.  

Unequal resources, vulnerable 

individuals  

Unequal resources and vulnerability of individuals was another raised 

challenge hindering public participation.  

Unfairness of the system  Critical community groups raised unfairness of the system as a barrier 

for participation in decision-making processes.  

 

To elaborate on some of the key barriers, a few of these are discussed here in more detail. Firstly, the 

Irish energy system has been built for centralised energy production, and the official perspective has 

argued that the new measures to support public involvement aim to facilitate public involvement in a 

system which was not made for this in mind (see also e.g. Strachan et al., 2015). Many of the other 

challenges, such as grid capacity challenges, regulation barriers, inaccessible language, and challenges 

with accessing resources are connected to this fundamental element of the systemic challenge. This 

challenge resonates fundamentally with all three broad types of public involvement.  
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“The clearest reason on this is that community projects are not capable of, you know, accessing the 

same level of capital and finance that a developer-led project is. So if it is, if it's truly a community-led 

project, it's going to face much bigger challenges at getting over the initial financial hurdles that all 

renewable energy project will have to.” (Interview 9, policy expert) 

 

Another key element of the challenge is the inefficient housing stock, the interconnected challenges of 

increased risk of energy poverty, and the challenges related to how to facilitate such a society-wide 

and costly action. As the key solutions to this challenge, house retrofit and micro-generation, are 

costly, this puts emphasis on public motivation for action and the financial capacity of individuals and 

communities. This has resonated with public involvement in energy generation, as this was a key 

element of the initial Micro-Generation Scheme (Government of Ireland, 2021; Määttä, 2021a), and 

the SEC network (see Section 6.6 for case examples).  

 

“There's people in every community who may not be able to afford certain things, and it may be a 

struggle for them to afford these things. And maybe using fossil fuels just might be the cheaper option 

and they just can't. They can't seem to expand, which is completely OK. And that's just how society 

works, but  with things like grants and stuff like that, I feel like it's making things a lot easier for that”  

(Interview 2, Energy co-op member) 

 

The challenges related to communication, inaccessible language, also call for further elaboration. This 

is connected to the roots of the Irish energy system in centralised production and limited public 

engagement. Essentially, the language of the energy transition was not intended as public-friendly 

form the beginning. A large portion of the data highlighted challenges in relation to language and 

communication. This resonates also with the sense of unfairness of the system and the challenges 

critical community groups face, and the power-knowledge dynamics discussed under the awareness 

raising theme. 

 

One clear example of the communication challenges comes from the Micro-Generation Scheme 

consultation process. From the consultation submissions, the differentiation between two tariffs 

proposed for the scheme caused some confusion, highlighting that this differentiation was not clear 

enough in the consultation document. This was directly raised in the consultation submissions.  

 

As highlighted with the strategy of early engagement and the increased focus on engagement 

processes in the renewable industry perspectives, these communication challenges, and a lack of 

shared understanding was also identified broadly from these perspectives. The Irish Government has 

also put more emphasis into the principles of open government (Department of Public Expenditure 

and Reform, 2021), and the need for more accessible consultations was highlighted in the policy 
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expert interviews. In general, there appears to be a consensus that more needs to be done to make the 

energy transition communications public friendly, although different stakeholder perspectives may 

debate the needed extent of this. A policy interview (Int8) for example highlighted that certain 

element of policy documents could be directed at communities, and that this has already been done, 

and that a special attention could be put to simplicity of language in these sections. This separates 

community input from the wider energy transition processes.    

 

“We have to be proactive in our consultations that we clearly layout, that there is separate certain 

elements of the consultation. And maybe those bits that we really want to community or a citizen view 

on we have to make them very easy to read, very simple and to make the questions very relevant.”  

(Interview 8, policy expert) 

 

The critical community group interview (Interview 1) also highlighted key issues for involvement in 

decision-making processes for groups who disagree with the adopted measures. These 

problematisations highlighted emotional burden of participation, exclusion of collaborative processes, 

and experiences of unfairness. This discourse highlighted that critical community groups face special 

challenges in participation in decision-making processes.  

 

“It's a great value that people are emotionally invested in what they're doing, but the counter the other 

side of that is that people get burnt out and worn out by it and disheartened so you know, people just 

have to stand back from it. I suppose it's very. It's very personal for people, so they do get burnt out 

and we do get burnt out and you know, just not having any resource is, I suppose, the biggest issue.” 

(Interview 1, Community group member) 

 

“No, we know from our own experiences and of those of other groups that sometimes there's kind of 

threats of costs thrown out. Community groups at the last minute, and so. For example, the [redacted]. 

In our case, threatened us with costs a couple of days before we went back into court on a on an 

appeal.” (Interview 1, Community group member) 

 

6.5.4 Mitigation of Vulnerabilities is a Key Part of Facilitating the Energy Transition 
 

In relation to the discourses on barriers to public involvement, one discourse emerged as prevalent. As 

the Irish public are encouraged to participate through range of actions, one challenge becomes 

apparent, and that is that the resources and capacity to participate are not shared equally. Facilitating a 

just transition requires mitigating these inequalities and protecting the vulnerable. This was identified 

in the analysed discourses, which included the problematisation of this inequal capacity, and issues 

such as energy poverty. Key technologies connected to this included targeted support and grants. The 

key rationality underpinning this can be summarised as ‘just transition’.  
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Knowledge provision and empowerment were also introduced as solutions to protect vulnerable 

individuals. In ways this is connected to the idea that knowledge provision leads to behavioural 

change, and by changing behaviours, vulnerable individuals can protect themselves. This vulnerability 

refers to multitude of actors. People categorised as vulnerable in the analysed discourses included for 

example those who do not have the means to invest in sustainability, those living in energy poverty, 

people working in fossil fuel industries, and people most vulnerable to impacts of climate change. 

Often, the term ‘vulnerable’ was used without further definition of who this relates to. Vulnerability 

has been raised as an especially pressing issue in Ireland in relation to workforce in transition in 

Midlands of Ireland (Mulvey, 2020), energy poverty (Social Justice Ireland, 2022), and the issue of 

house retrofitting (Määttä, 2021a). 

 

“While the transition will require targeted supports to help particularly impacted groups, regions and 

communities adapt, we are also working to support our citizens, communities and regions to realise the 

benefit of these opportunities.” (The Government of Ireland, 2021a) 

 

The discourses under the empower theme elaborated an understanding that facilitation is needed to 

support greater public involvement in the Irish energy transition. A vast number of barriers were 

identified in relation to this. Chapter Eight will further discuss these barriers and how they connect 

with other elements of the Irish energy transition. Some of the discourses highlighted 

responsibilisation of the public, such as those setting community actors in key facilitative roles, and 

those highlighting sharing the responsibility for protection with individuals themselves. The 

responsibilisation of individuals is further discussed in Section 8.2. 

 

6.6  Case Examples  

 

To further elaborate on how the key discourses outlined in the previous sections of the thesis take 

form, this section reviews three case examples of the governance of public involvement in the Irish 

energy transition. These measures have followed the idea of the Irish energy citizenship first 

introduced in 2015 in the White Paper (DCENR, 2015), and were included in the promises of future 

actions described in the policy document (DCENR, 2015, pp. 44–45). Firstly, the next section 

discusses the case of the SECs in Ireland. Then section 6.6.2, will discuss the Micro-Generation 

Scheme consultation process. Lastly, section 6.6.3 will discuss the RESS auctions community 

elements, focusing on the Community Benefits Handbook consultation process. The consultation 

processes gave significant insights into the debates between stakeholders, as the consultations 

presented a forum where the stakeholders are debating the same issues in the same context.  
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6.6.1 The Sustainable Energy Communities 
 

 

Figure 5: Data on the SEC network 

 

The SEC network and other SEAI initiatives are central to public involvement in the Irish energy 

transition. The network was started in 2015, and this was connected to the introduction of the Irish 

Energy Citizen role (SEAI, 2018). SEAI and its other initiatives have a longer history in Ireland. The 

SEC network has emerged as a central element of a more participatory energy transition in Ireland, 

and the network and elements connected to it were discussed throughout different forms of data, as 

illustrated by Figure 5. Most direct data on the SEC network came from the public events, which 

included participants related to the network (Figure 5). The SEC projects aim to change how 

communities use and think about energy. Some of the projects focus on energy efficiency measures, 

and others on small community energy production projects (SEAI, 2018). The SEC initiative is 

closely connected to the energy efficiency goals and the challenge of house retrofitting (DCENR, 

2015).  

 

This section reviews a number of key elements of the SEC network. Firstly, the network has a 

significant community focus. Secondly, these community initiatives face capacity challenges, and the 

role of the network is to mitigate these, setting SEAI in a key facilitative role. Third, key part of the 

network is to emphasise the facilitative leadership roles of community actors.  
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“An SEC can include a range of different energy users in the community such as homes, sports clubs, 

community centres, churches and businesses. In this way, an SEC connects sustainable energy, local 

economic development and public wellbeing.”(SEAI, 2018) 

 

The first significant feature about the SECs is that participation in these is broadly framed as 

volunteer activity focused on community development. This feature highlights the key rationality for 

public participation in energy production in Ireland; it is for the environmental, economic, and social 

benefit of the community instead of financial profit. With this perspective, it was highlighted that the 

SECs rely on community-oriented people.  

 

“So what you're really looking for is people who have a bit of time and interest. It does take time, and it 

does take interest, and it takes perseverance. So it's really about finding that the people that are 

connected within the community, so it is an outreach, so it does require people who are connected with 

other people in the community to try and make it work.” (Public event 6, event related to the SECs, 

person related to the SEC network in official capacity) 

 

The importance of community level action was highlighted as a crucial element of the Irish energy 

transition. This rationality is connected to another rationality, a belief that there is strong community 

activity in Ireland and that Irish communities work well together. This perspective was raised 

throughout the data and connected to strong history in community action in other initiatives, such as 

Tidy Towns and Gaelic Athletic Association clubs.  

 

“The thing is, is you know, communities work a lot better together instead of instead of men in suits 

from big corporations or big government areas. You know, coming to see you and they don't know you. 

You know, I feel like I feel like if you had loads of little communities, it would be a lot more comfort, 

comforting and a lot more, you know lot better for communities because, because without communities 

you have nothing. You know if you can't even work with your own community, it's, it’s not going to 

work, so I feel like communities would work because you see how it happens and you see how Irish 

people can do it.” (Interview 2, Energy co-op member)  

 

The requirement to register with SEAI as a SEC has been introduced to many other measures to 

facilitate public involvement in the energy transition in Ireland, such as the RESS auctions scheme 

(Government of Ireland, 2019) and the proposed Micro-Generation Scheme (Government of Ireland, 

2021). Lack of capacity and resources were problematised in the analysed public SEC events, 

including range of stakeholders from facilitators of the programme to members of SECs. SEAI and 

other SEC network actors have a vital role in the empowerment of the Irish communities, and these 

empowerment measures range from information provision, peer support, and expert assistance to 

funding. In addition to the SEAI, also other local level actors exist to support community involvement 
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in the energy transition, such as energy agencies. Another key source for funding is also Government 

LEADER programme, which is administered by local action groups throughout Ireland (DRCD, 

2022).  

 

“And when you have that plan done, we can put you in touch with different people that want to run 

projects and do it on a regular basis and are very familiar with it. And they can help steer and they 

might even coordinate your project for you and show you what they'll bring into the to the grant 

application, do it for you. Or we can help you and you can make the application yourself. But it would 

require someone very technical, and there is a lot of financial responsibility in the current structure. 

We're trying to make it easier. But in the current way, it is challenging for new communities to start off 

there.”  

(Public event 6, Event related to the SECs, person related to the SEC network in official capacity)  

 

Another measure to address this challenge of how to motivate individuals to take part in this volunteer 

activity include putting responsibility to the members of the SECs to inspire others in the community. 

Sharing of information was proposed as a key measure for inspiring others in the community. 

Moreover, the elements of the SEC initiative have been summarised as ‘learn, plan, and do’ (SEAI, 

2018). The learning and planning steps highlight awareness building and empowerment strategies, but 

also have a peer-support element of learning from other SECs. 

 

“And we see the magic that happens when communities talk to each other. And they share those ideas 

and what's worked really well for them.” (Public event 6, SEC related event, person related to the SEC 

network in official capacity) 

 

This section started with a short review on the SEC network due to the importance of the initiative in 

the facilitation of public involvement in Ireland. As highlighted throughout this section, the SEC 

initiative is closely connected to the ‘Inspiring’ theme discourses on communities acting for the 

common good. Additionally, the SEC community projects include both energy efficiency and energy 

generation projects, and the SEC network is closely connected to the house decarbonisation goals of 

the Irish Government. The following sections on the other case examples also reflect on the SEC 

network as registering as a SEC is a requirement of the initial Micro-Generation Scheme 

(Government of Ireland, 2021) and the RESS community elements (Government of Ireland, 2019). 
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6.6.2 The Irish Micro-Generation Scheme 
 

 

Citizen participation in energy production includes micro-generation. For this section, the analysis 

focuses on the Irish Micro-Generation Scheme (Government of Ireland, 2021) introduced for 

consultation in early 2021. The data includes the official consultation documents and 368 consultation 

submissions. At the time of submission of this thesis, May 2022, the final scheme was not yet 

published, and was not included in the analysis, but some Government communications give 

information on the final scheme (DECC, 2021c; The Government of Ireland, 2021a), and these are 

reflected on in the analysis (see Figure 6). The consultation process highlighted key elements for how 

public involvement is governed and how this interacts with the perspectives of other stakeholders. The 

perspective taken to micro-generation in the initial framework provided for the consultation 

contradicted the one presented in the consultation submissions (Määttä, 2021a)4. Analysis of these 

tensions highlights key issues for the involvement of the public in the Irish energy transition, and is 

undertaken in this section.  

 

Despite the final scheme not having been published by May 2022, two official documents give some 

indications on the response to the consultation process. The Government provided a document 

 

4 The author conducted a piece of research on the Irish Micro-Generation Scheme (Määttä, 2021a) in 

collaboration with the National, Economic, and Social Council of Ireland (NESC). The analysis here draws 

upon this research.  

Figure 6: Data on the Irish Micro-Generation Scheme 
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summarising the consultation submissions (The Government of Ireland, 2021b), including mostly 

quantitative analysis and comments on some of the key issues raised in the submissions. The 2021 

Climate Action Plan published before the final micro-generation scheme gives some more 

information on the scheme. Also, the government website includes some indications of changes to the 

final scheme (DECC, 2021c). The plan gives an estimate of the amount of micro-generation that the 

scheme is expected to result in, 260 MW by 2030, and reiterates that all micro- and small-scale 

generators will receive an export payment (The Government of Ireland, 2021a, p. 97). There is no 

clarification on the amounts or whether this means there will be one payment or two separate ones 

with exclusion to one as stated in the initial scheme. The plan states also that planning regulations will 

be amended to extend exemptions for solar installations (The Government of Ireland, 2021a, p. 97), 

answering some of the concerns raised in the submissions about the planning system.  

 

More importantly, the Climate Action Plan answers one of the key challenges raised in the 

submissions, related to the caps on size of installations and, and the resulting exclusion of many 

interested participants as a result. The plan states that the Irish Government will develop another 

scheme, a Small-Scale Generation Scheme for installations more than 50 kW (The Government of 

Ireland, 2021a, p. 97). The Plan states that the Micro-Generation Scheme will be aimed towards 

households and the upcoming Small-Scale Generation Scheme will be aimed towards farmers, 

businesses and communities (The Government of Ireland, 2021a, p. 9). Additionally, the Irish 

Government has also provided official announcements on the final form of the scheme (DECC, 

2021c), and have announced further grant support for house-retrofitting (Department of the Taoiseach 

& DECC, 2022), answering the challenges arising from the scheme in relation to the energy efficiency 

principle and introduction of a post-works Building Energy Rating (BER) requirement. The analysis 

here focuses on the consultation process, as there remains uncertainty on the form of the final scheme. 

Still, based on the Irish Government communications, there will be significant revisions to the scheme 

in comparison to what was initially proposed.  

 

To underline the elements of the scheme under debate during the consultation process, key elements 

of the proposed scheme (Government of Ireland, 2021) are summarised in Table 21.  Two elements 

faced most debate in the consultation submissions, the post-works Building Energy Rating (BER) 

requirement and the self-consumer model. The BER requirement was introduced to the scheme to 

support achievement of energy efficiency goals. The self-consumer model was chosen as the model, 

which would provide the best value to micro-generators while managing the costs of the scheme 

(Government of Ireland, 2021, pp. 23, 35). The self-consumer refers to maximising self-consumption 

by designing the scheme to make self-consumption more rewarding than selling electricity to the grid. 

Also caps on export and size of installations were introduced to further support the self-consumption 

focus (Government of Ireland, 2021). 
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Table 22: Key elements of the initial Micro-generation Scheme 

 Policy choices  

 

Details 

Financial elements of 

the scheme  
• Clean Export Guarantee 

(CEG) 

• Clean Export Premium 

(CEP) 

• Discount rate of 3.75% 

• Caps on export and size of 

installations 

• Self-consumption model, focus on filling 

viability gap and maximising self-

consumption 

• Access to CEP is restricted only for new 

installations and existing buildings that fulfil 

a BER requirement.  

• 30% cap on export 

• Size of installations capped at 50kW 

Qualifying elements 

of the scheme  
• Post-works BER 

requirement  

• Requirement to register as a 

SEC 

• To access CEP, buildings need to achieve a 

minimum C post-works BER rating. This is 

set to increase over time to rating B and A.  

• Community groups are required to register 

as SECs 

 

The consultation responses include perspectives of a vast range of key stakeholders of the Irish energy 

transition. The respondents included energy companies, governmental actors, practitioners and 

experts, political and advocacy actors and groups, academics and researchers, energy agencies, 

various potential microgenerators and their representative organisations, general public, community 

energy actors, energy co-ops, and SECs.  

 

Self-Consumers 

 

The design of the Micro-Generation Scheme was based on commissioned research and comparison of 

policy choices (Boer et al., 2020). Two key elements of the scheme give insights on the 

problematisations, technologies and rationalities of the scheme and public involvement in micro-

generation. The first is a focus on self-consumption (Government of Ireland, 2021, p. 12). This key 

principle guided the policy choices, such as a 30% cap on export (Government of Ireland, 2021, p. 

17). The size of installations is also capped (max 50 kW) to keep the sizes suitable for the levels of 

self-consumption. Additionally, the financial incentives of the scheme were determined based on a 

viability gap assessment, meaning level of financial support needed to close the gap between costs of 

micro-generation and the savings from electricity costs (Government of Ireland, 2021, p. 15). 

Remuneration is described in the initial framework as a small additional benefit instead of a revenue-

generating opportunity. Over-remuneration and excessive costs of the scheme are stated as a risk to 

avoid (Government of Ireland, 2021, p. 17). These problematisations and rationalities related to the 

self-consumer model (strategy) are summarised in Figure 7. 

 

The focus on self-consumption highlights the European-wide rationality that public participation in 

energy production is for the environmental, economic, and social benefit of the community instead of 
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financial profit. This connection was referenced throughout the policy document (Government of 

Ireland, 2021). In addition to following the European approach, also some practical limitations, the 

risk of over-remuneration and limited grid capacity influenced the adoption of the self-consumer 

model (Government of Ireland, 2021, pp. 32–33, 35).  

 

Figure 7: Self-consumer model 

 

In comparison, the consultation submissions showed a high interest in participating in micro-

generation and gaining financial benefit from it, and raised objections to the caps and limitations for 

the participation (Figure 8). These submissions highlighted a goal rationality to maximise micro-

generation and to create a rooftop revolution. Many of the submissions showed great ambitions for 

micro-generation in Ireland and wanted the scheme to be more rewarding and incentivising, 

questioning why any restrictions are put in place. These discourses contradict the approach taken in 

the initial framework, which described remuneration as a small additional benefit instead of revenue 

generating opportunity (Government of Ireland, 2021, p. 4). The consultation submissions showed 

clear interest for gaining financial revenue from micro-generation, highlighting that the economic, 

social, and environmental community benefit motivation may not fully align with the actual 

motivations of the public (compare Figures 7 and 8).  

 

 

Figure 8: Self-consumer model, access to benefits from micro-generation should not be limited 
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“Why make it hard for Ireland to do the right by our environment and planet (home).”  

(Micro-Generation Scheme consultation submission) 

 

“Though the individual contribution may be small, the net effect of increasing thousands of micro-

generators contributing nationally is to reduce fossil fuel consumption and reduce the need for public 

capital investment in new generation. Moreover, if there were some financial return, households and 

other micro-generators would be more likely to increase the size of their generation, enhancing the 

national micro-generation capacity.” (Micro-Generation Scheme consultation submission) 

 

Moreover, the focus on incentivising new installations by making them more viable, filling the 

viability gap, was seen as a breach of previous promises. Some of the submissions highlighted that 

excluding those, who have invested in micro-generation beforehand in the hopes of receiving 

financial benefit when the micro-generation scheme is implemented, would be unfair. In the 

submissions, possible financial benefit from micro-generation was also proposed as a way for lower 

income households and small businesses to cover other living and operation costs, setting micro-

generation as a tool for mitigating other social challenges, such as fuel poverty.  

 

“I took out a loan to install a small 2.4kw solar photovoltaic system on my roof after being told in 2021 

I would receive credit for electricity produced not being used. My wife and I are both on invalidity 

pension. 406 euro and no other income. we both worked all our lives but unfortunately our jobs paid 

no pension. We are trying to do everything right to help the environment. Our aim is to get a top up 

loan for a heat pump as we are using turf all our life. We were depending on extra credit from solar 

system to ease the electricity cost. We would appreciate if you could still assist us as promised earlier” 

 (Micro-Generation Scheme consultation submission) 

 

Energy Efficiency First 

 

The second key issue highlighted from the consultation process was the ‘energy efficiency first’ 

principle and introduction of the post-works BER requirement (Figure 9). The discussions around this 

issue highlight interplay between the different stakeholder perspectives. It is important to note here, 

that based on the latest information (DECC, 2021c), the BER requirement is removed from the final 

scheme.  

 

In the initial scheme (Government of Ireland, 2021) the key problematisation appears to be 

inefficiency of the Irish building stock, and the BER requirement is proposed as a solution to this 

challenge (Figure 9). The rationalities guiding this are multitude, with the main idea being that the 

micro-generation scheme can work as a tool to foster also greater house retrofitting, and that based on 
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previous experiences from other SEAI initiatives, this solution works (Government of Ireland, 2021, 

p. 9) (Figure 9). When viewing this with the WoS approach, such solutions represent the Whole-of-

Government approach of integrating policy challenges and solutions.  

 

 

Figure 9: Post-works Building Energy Rating  

 

In comparison, the submissions problematised the BER requirement as a barrier to micro-generation, 

and as a feature that can negatively impact the inclusivity of the scheme (Figure 10). This is mind, the 

proposed solutions ranged from removing the requirement to providing grants to help with the costs of 

participation. The underlying rationalities included that there is no connection between BER and 

micro-generation, and therefore these should be addressed as separate challenges.  

 
Figure 10: Building Energy Rating and risk to inclusivity 

 

Lastly, the still limited information on the outcome of this consultation and the final scheme (DECC, 

2021c; Department of the Taoiseach & DECC, 2022; The Government of Ireland, 2021a) indicates a 

response to these conflicting perspectives (Figure 11).  
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Figure 11: Indications of the final scheme 

 

The initial scheme framed the micro-generation scheme as an opportunity to facilitate house retrofit 

goals by tying BER requirement to access to the premium tariff. Despite the prohibitive costs of house 

retrofitting and micro-generation for individuals and communities, due to previous experiences with 

SEAI initiatives, it was suggested that this would not decrease participation (Government of Ireland, 

2021, p. 9). This decision was debated in the consultation submissions, the most of which objected to 

the requirement (The Government of Ireland, 2021b). Building retrofitting can cost between €14,000 

and €66,000 (minimum BER C and installation of a heat pump) (The Government of Ireland, 2021a, 

p. 125). The submissions argued that this cost in addition to the already prohibitive cost of micro-

generation was seen as a feature of the scheme which would restrict the participation of many 

interested microgenerators. The BER requirement was added to the scheme guided by the challenge 

house retrofitting poses for Ireland and it was supported by alignment with other support schemes and 

previous experiences indicating that this would not be an obstacle (Government of Ireland, 2021, p. 

9). The submissions on the other hand argued that BER and micro-generation should not be connected 

and the introduction of the BER requirement is counterproductive, limiting participation of low-

income households and other interested participants such as small businesses and farmers.  

 

The 2021 Climate Action Plan (The Government of Ireland, 2021a) introduced another future scheme, 

Small-Scale Generation Scheme, which appears to provide an answer to this in the form of separation 

of types microgenerators (Figure 11). The Micro-Generation Scheme would be aimed towards 

homeowners and the Small-Scale Generation Scheme towards collectives such as renewable energy 

communities, small businesses, schools, and others. Furthermore, other developments following the 

consultation make it appear that the challenges arising from the BER requirement were identified and 

acted upon. In addition to separating the types of micro-generators into two different schemes, the 

final scheme removed the BER requirement (DECC, 2021c). Additionally, the Irish Government 

introduced an extensive house retrofitting scheme providing a level of grants never before seen in 

Ireland (Department of the Taoiseach & DECC, 2022). 
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The separation of types of micro-generators sets homeowners as distinct types of actors in comparison 

to other micro-generators, and depending on the differences between the two schemes, this may be 

another strategy to foster the idea of charitable actors working for the benefit of the community.  

 

The facilitative measures indicated by latest Government communications also show that the 

inclusivity of the micro-generation scheme and house retrofitting are mitigated with the introduction 

of 100% grants to the most vulnerable. The Irish Government introduced a new grant support for 

house retrofitting at the beginning of 2022 (Department of the Taoiseach & DECC, 2022). This 

support will increase the grants for typical house retrofit from the current level of 30-35% to 50%, 

includes 100% grants for the most vulnerable, and establishes a One-Stop-Shop for accessing needed 

support and resources (Department of the Taoiseach & DECC, 2022).   

 

The Irish Government has a goal to retrofit 500,000 homes and to install 400,000 heat pumps by 2030 

(The Government of Ireland, 2021a, p. 125). Despite the promising development of a new grant 

scheme, the scale of house retrofit creates a dilemma where house retrofitting is necessary for the 

common good, but requires sacrifices from the owners of the house, individuals. This rationality that 

all investments will not be paid back is highlighted in government communications alongside 

highlighting responsibility and necessity of these actions for answering the collective challenge of 

climate change (see Section 6.4) (The Government of Ireland, 2019a, p. 13).  

 

This section reviewed the Micro-Generation Scheme consultation process and explained how the 

submissions and the initial scheme debated the topics of inclusivity and purpose of micro-generation. 

This debate highlighted that the motivations of the Irish public include financial benefit, which 

conflicts with the official perspective of focusing on self-consumption. As such, the case elaborates 

on Section 6.4 discussion, and how this takes form in policy. Moreover, the case elaborates on policy 

integration, and how integration can result in balancing policy objectives, with inclusivity and house 

retrofitting becoming under debate during the consultation process. These topics will be discussed 

further in Chapter Eight.  
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6.6.3 The RESS Auctions’ Community Elements  
 

 

 

Figure 12: Data on RESS Community Elements 

 

The High Level Design of the RESS auctions (Government of Ireland, 2019) includes a mandatory 

requirement of shared ownership offers to the community and a mandatory level of community 

benefits of €2/MWh (Government of Ireland, 2019, p. 14). This section will discuss these community 

elements of the auctions design. Additionally, the auctions also include a separate community 

category. This element is not discussed in detail as the first auction round results included only eight 

provisionally successful community projects (EirGrid, 2020), and the second round was ongoing in 

2022 when this thesis was finalised. Even though this development is just emerging, some key 

problematisations, technologies and rationalities can be identified through the fact that there is a 

separate category and that these projects are required to register as SECs. This indicates that the 

community benefit focus is also a key element of the RESS community projects, and that the separate 

category was deemed necessary to remove barriers from community energy. As illustrated in Figure 

12, the data on the three forms of public participation in the RESS auctions come from the official 

discourse (DCENR, 2021b, 2021a; Government of Ireland, 2019), data on SECs, Interviews, 

renewable energy industry reports, and consultation submissions.  
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Shared ownership 

 

The shared ownership element was not yet implemented in the first or second rounds of auctions (The 

Government of Ireland, 2020, 2021c), but is a planned addition for future auctions. As this feature is 

not yet in place, the data did not include many discourses in relation to this, but the goal of shared 

ownership has been a part of public involvement in the Irish energy transition since the introduction 

of the idea of energy citizenship (DCENR, 2015, p. 9). 

 

With the limited data, some key issues were identified, such as that setting a framework for shared 

ownership in the RESS auctions has been challenging to implement. This was raised in the policy 

expert interviews and in data from industry perspective, and also evident with the element being 

excluded from the first two rounds of auctions despite being part of the High Level Design 

(Government of Ireland, 2019).  

 

The shared ownership issue also resonates with the first RESS auctions community category in the 

first auction round. RESS 1 required the community category projects to be only majority (51%) 

community owned, meaning rest was owned by a developer (The Government of Ireland, 2020). This 

means that in essence some of these projects were shared ownership arrangements, even though these 

usually have the developer as a majority owner. The fact that the community projects were not 100% 

community owned raised some critique, and some saw these arrangements as unfair for the 

communities (discussed in public event 13). As a response to this critique and to better support 

community energy, the future auctions are planned to have a 100% community ownership 

requirement for the community category projects (Department of the Environment, 2021). This was 

adopted in the second auction round, RESS 2 (The Government of Ireland, 2021c). Still, the issue that 

truly community led projects will face greater challenges was also raised in the data (Interview 9), 

with arguments that collaboration with developers can be a great benefit to community projects.  

 

Some documents from the Irish wind energy industry perspective provide some indications what 

problematisations and rationalities may be behind the delay in introduction of the shared ownership 

element to the RESS auctions (Figure 13). These stem from the different framing of community 

energy actors from other market actors. First problematisation arises from the financial risk of 

renewable energy projects, and the limited capacity of communities to understand or withstand these 

risks. Another key problematisation has to do with limited capacity of communities and access to 

finance. Independent support for communities in these financial arrangements as well as innovative 

financing were proposed as ways to mitigate these challenges. 
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“--we would be very supportive of the principle of either individuals or as a collective people in the 

community, having you know, being able to invest in in a project and being able to reap the benefits of 

that. It's just the key thing for our members is that it doesn't add to the cost. And the reason that's really 

important for us is that we are in an auction system, so if your wind farm and our wind farm are 

bidding against each other in the auction, and let's say just for the sake of argument, loads of people 

have invested in your wind farm. If that drives up the costs, and it shouldn't necessarily, or in the 

scheme they proposed it did. If that drives up the costs, that means when you and I are bidding against 

each other in the auction, I'll come in at a lower price than you. I'll get a contract and you won't.”  

(Interview 7, Renewable energy industry representative) 

 

 

Figure 13: Shared ownership implementation challenges, Ireland  

 

The wind industry perspective (IWEA, 2015) also highlighted some key perspectives in relation to 

shared ownership (Figure 13). The Irish Wind Energy Industry (IWEA) report (IWEA, 2015) frames 

shared ownership as sharing on the risks and benefits of developments, highlighting simultaneously a 

need for a flexible approach, and mutually benefitting arrangements. In terms of future policies, they 

also highlighted that any risk to the viability of projects is a risk to the Irish energy transition, and 

shared ownership needs to be considered with this in mind. This represented a perspective that shared 

ownership may be problematised from the developer perspective as an added cost. Lastly, shared 

ownership was also represented as a way to foster public acceptance, and trust, and to smooth out 

development processes, highlighting that the perspectives are multitude (IWEA, 2015). 

 

As this aspect of public participation in the Irish energy transition is emerging, despite some 

developer-led initiatives, further investigation of it is better situated as the element will be introduced 

in the future auctions.  
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Community benefits 

 

Another community element of the RESS auctions is the community benefits. Community benefits 

are not always considered as public participation in energy production, due to the often passive role of 

the communities, but are framed as so in the Irish energy policy discourses (Government of Ireland, 

2019). They are also a way to involve individuals and communities in local projects, and the benefits 

can be used to support communities’ own energy projects, and sustainable community action. This 

was represented by the feature of the Community Benefits Handbook that 40% of the benefits will be 

guided towards sustainable projects (DECC, 2021b, p. 12). 

 

The RESS auctions include a mandatory requirement of a community benefit fund of €2/MWh 

(Government of Ireland, 2019, p. 14). This feature of the support scheme is guided by Good Practice 

Principles (DCENR, 2021a), which went through a public consultation in 2021. Access was gained to 

26 of the consultation submissions through a FOI request. Access to the total of 142 submissions was 

declined under the FOI Act (DECC, 2021b; Freedom of Information Act 2014, 2014). The 

consultation document, official summary of the consultation submissions, the final scheme, and the 

consultation submissions were analysed for this section. Community benefits were discussed also in 

some of the interviews. 

 

Community benefits as compensation 

 

 

Figure 14: Community benefits as compensation, Ireland  

 

Two contradicting perspectives to what community benefits are were voiced in the submissions. 

Some, speaking mostly from the community perspectives, saw community benefits as compensation 

for the use of the community’s resources. This compensation could be either a compensation for the 

use of the common resources of the community, or for the perceived damage caused by the 
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development and the construction (Figure 14). Some of the submissions argued that a way to measure 

these losses should be developed and introduced into law to enforce fair practices. With this 

perspective, near neighbour payments were seen as especially important and as a group that should be 

compensated separate of the mandated community benefits fund. 

 

“The instances quoted all involve communities banding together to reach a critical mass to achieve a 

constructive objective. This is completely different; it is compensation for lost amenity and gained 

nuisance that is couched in the euphemism "Community Benefit"”.  

(Community benefit guidelines consultation submission) 

 

Flexible benefits 

 

 

Figure 15: Flexible community benefits, Ireland  

 

The developer perspective frames community benefits more in terms of private resources and as a 

voluntary gift from the developer (Figure 15). This framing was present in the Irish case, but much 

more prevalent in the Scottish discourses (see Section 7.6.3). This perspective highlights the idea of 

flexible benefits and counting a range of actions as benefits to the community instead of only counting 

financial funds as benefit. This was often accompanied by understanding that sharing benefits is 

crucial for fairness and gaining acceptance for developments and ignoring this can cause damage to 

the relationship with the community, as represented also in the IWEA community engagement report 

(IWEA, 2018). 

 

Another developer perspective raised in relation to the community benefits, was that community 

benefits are an additional cost which can decrease the competitiveness of the industry. This 

perspective takes a ‘business’ perspective to community benefits, seeing it as another business 

decision and renewable energy industry as the same as any other business. With this perspective, 

community benefits do not make financial sense. The rationality of this is also connected to the idea 

Technology: 
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that end-consumers will end up paying for any additional costs through increased electricity prices. 

This argument was common in the industry discourses, and it frames individuals as consumers who 

should be protected from high energy prices. As highlighted in Section 6.1, high energy prices has 

been a key issue in Ireland. It is important to note here, that despite some discourses featured more 

prominently than others, the developer perspective included wide range of discourses, some aligning 

closer with the community perspective than others.  

 

“RESS participants are cognisant of the cost of paying community benefit when bidding into RESS 

Auctions and thus will internalise the cost of paying community benefit within their bid price for RESS 

capacity. The strike price that successful RESS projects are awarded therefore includes the cost of 

paying community benefit. As such the cost of paying community benefit is recovered via the PSO levy 

which all electricity customers pay.” (Community benefit guidelines consultation submission) 

 

Community benefits and objection to developments 

 

 

Figure 16: Those who object to developments should not receive community benefits 

 

Two contradicting perspectives were raised in the consultation submissions, one problematising 

connecting benefits to acceptance of projects, and another problematising developers needing to pay 

community benefits to those who object their operations (Figure 16). Some of the developer 

perspectives also highlighted a rationality that community benefits could be a tool for gaining 

acceptance, and therefore some of them should be awarded when the project is the most visible 

(Figure 17).  
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Figure 17: Community benefits can be a way to gain acceptance 

 

The official documents (DCENR, 2021a; DECC, 2021b) did not give a clear answer on whether 

opposition would be a disqualifying factor from receiving community benefits. Opposition to 

developments was not a discussion point in the documents because having a planning permission is a 

requirement to participate in RESS auctions (The Government of Ireland, 2020, 2021c). Still, the 

document does include a list of activities that are ineligible for support (DECC, 2021b, pp. 27–28), 

and this list includes political and religious activities, replacement of statutory funding, retrospective 

funding, and activities which do not benefit the local community. It is not clear whether the political 

activities group includes objection to renewable energy developments. In the submissions, it was often 

raised, that developers do not want to pay community benefits to those who object renewable energy.  

 

“We also prevent our funds being used to deliver anything which goes against our business group or 

that is anti-wind/renewable generation” (Community benefit consultation submissions) 

 

 

Figure 18: Community benefits as a tool to gain acceptance 
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The perspective that acceptance for developments can be achieved through guiding community 

benefits towards negative and neutral groups was part of the discourses in the consultation 

submissions. This as well as the perspective that those objecting to projects should be excluded from 

receiving benefits, set community benefits as a strategy to gain acceptance, and a tool to reach the 

business and national energy transition goals. With this perspective, the proposed 40% allocation of 

community benefits to support SDGs was deemed too high (Figure 18). In these discourses, it was 

also highlighted that it is important that the public recognises the benefit they are receiving, and that 

this is reported.  

 

Governance challenges 

 

The consultation process also highlighted some challenges for the governance of the community 

benefits. The guidelines proposed that a 10% fee limit would be set for the administration of the 

community funds (DCENR, 2021b, p. 12). The submissions on the other hand emphasised that this 

would not be feasible for smaller projects, as the community fund would be much smaller as well 

(Figure 19). It is important to note here that the community benefit requirement applies also to 

community projects (Government of Ireland, 2019, p. 14). The final guidelines answered these 

concerns by removing the limitations on administration fee (DCENR, 2021a). 

 

 

Figure 19: Community benefit governance challenges, Ireland  

 

The responsibility for the administration of the community benefits rests on a Local Fund Committee, 

and the rationality behind this is to share the decision-making power with the communities on the use 

of the benefit. Here again the rationalities of this being volunteer and charitable activity were 

highlighted, as the committee will consists of volunteer community representatives. Additional 

challenges included the possible conflicts arising from the allocation of the community benefits. 
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Many of the submissions highlighted that community benefits can be a source of disputes within the 

community, and they asked for dispute resolution guidelines for such situations.  

 

“-- a critical policy objective is that the decision-making function of the Funds rests squarely with the 

local community via the local Fund Committee. Sometimes, the discharge of that duty may not be 

entirely straightforward, but ultimately, we have great faith in the ability of Irish citizens to make the 

best democratic decisions for their communities. All too often this kind of responsibility is placed 

elsewhere. Here, we place it local, in the very heart of communities nationwide.” (DCENR, 2021a) 

 

The guidelines frame community benefits in terms of justice of the energy transition, it states that 

communities need to directly benefit from renewable developments and that is the purpose of 

community benefits. This is again stated with the rationality that this benefit is economic, social, and 

cultural well-being of the local community. This, and the volunteer nature of the Local Fund 

committee further highlight the idea of charitable actors working for the common good. The 

guidelines highlight the responsibility and dedication required by the role.  

 

“The volunteer work of the Committee involves a significant commitment. Each member is expected to 

engage collaboratively with other Committee members in devising and implementing a strategic vision 

for the Fund and to apply this strategy to the assessment and evaluation of all funding applications. A 

certain amount of time and work will be involved so volunteers need to be mindful of the responsibility 

and dedication involved.” (DECC, 2021b, p. 21) 

 

Also, a policy expert interview highlighted that on a broad scale the motivations of the Irish 

Government is not to rely on financial benefit to communities, but instead on the broader benefits and 

‘real participation’.  

 

“I don't like the concept of… Oh well, we'll eventually you know, hand over a few euros to community 

and then they'll accept the infrastructure arrival. I don't think that that's what we mean. That's not 

really in the spirit of what we're talking about here. We are talking about real participation, so that's 

yes, communities would benefit financially, but will also just have a, it also, you know, they just see 

benefits materialising in their wider community, but much, much broader impacts, positive impacts 

than just money coming into their community.” (Interview 8, Policy expert) 

 

The debate on community benefits reviewed in this section highlighted that community benefits are 

governed following the rationality of common good benefits discussed in Section 7.4, and that there 

are indications of conflict between the business rationalities of the renewable energy industry and 

introduced higher level of community benefits. The debate also focused on the purpose of community 

benefits, and whether they are a benevolent gift, tool to gain acceptance, or a compensation. The 
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community benefit discussions of the two case studies indicated many insights for the governance of 

public involvement in the energy transition, and these insights are discussed in Section 8.4.  

 

6.7  Conclusion of the Irish Case Study 

 

This chapter outlined the Irish case analysis, starting with discussing the context for public 

participation in the Irish energy transition. This was followed by rhetorical analysis of the Irish 

Energy Citizen role. Sections 6.3 – 6.4 explained the results of the analysis of key problematisations, 

technologies, and rationalities, structured within the key themes of awareness raising, inspiring, and 

empowerment. Section 6.6 gave an overview of case examples of the most recent measures to 

facilitate public involvement in the Irish energy transition.  

 

The analysis indicated a number of key elements for the Irish case. Firstly, some key context issues 

emerging throughout the analysis included roots of the Irish energy citizenship role in increased local 

opposition to renewable energy developments. This appeared to have resulted in key emphasis on 

‘public benefit’ from the transition, which took a specific form of ‘common good’ in the Irish energy 

transition. Also, the Irish energy system has been built for centralised production, and this contributed 

to many of the challenges public participation in Ireland is facing, and many of the facilitative 

measures have been introduced to mitigate this mismatch between the energy system and public 

involvement. The analysis (of both the rhetoric as well as power dynamics) indicated that the shifting 

role of the public aligns with the concept of responsibilisation. Another key element of this shift has 

been EU-policy influence.  

 

The analysed power dynamics indicated a number of challenges for public participation in Ireland. 

Firstly, the key challenges included deficit framing of the public, questions about power-knowledge 

dynamics, and exclusion of critical groups from participation in decision-making processes. 

Moreover, the number of barriers to public participation connected to the charity actor framing may 

work to worsen these barriers. Moreover, some of the discourses highlighted challenges with adopting 

systemic solutions, and some resistance to public involvement. 

 

The analysis also indicated a number of positive developments. One was a significant shift towards 

improved facilitation of public involvement, and this positive shift was visible from all stakeholder 

perspectives, although to varying extent. The case examples are the clearest evidence that the energy 

transition in Ireland is changing. The raise awareness-inspire-empower approach also indicated a 

potential of a more inclusive and facilitative approach. Many of the other features in the Irish case 
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study indicate opportunities for the improving participation processes, and these will be discussed in 

Chapter Eight.  

 

The next Chapter will review similar analysis conducted for the Scottish case. Lastly, Chapter Eight 

will bring together the insights from the two case studies and the reviewed literature on the role of the 

public in the energy transition. This synthesis will further elaborate on the identified key challenges 

and identify some opportunities. 
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7. Governance of Public Involvement in Scotland: The Scottish 

Energy Consumers 

 

Scotland has a long history of community participation in energy generation, support for community 

projects through CARES (Local Energy Scotland, 2016), and a significantly greater uptake of 

community energy and micro-generation than in Ireland. Still, recent changes analysed for this 

research indicate that there is a significant shift taking place in Scotland in terms of the role of the 

public in the transition. The Scottish energy transition discourses are putting increased focus on the 

role of the public as the Scottish Energy Consumers, highlighting the issues of energy efficiency and 

demand side control (Määttä, 2021b; Slee, 2020).  

 

Similarly to the Irish case, also in Scotland the measures to facilitate public involvement in the energy 

transition can be summarised under the awareness raising, inspiring, and empowerment themes. This 

section lays out the analysis of the Scottish case, starting with a review of public participation context 

in the Scottish energy transition. Then section 7.2 demonstrates the results of the rhetorical analysis, 

introducing the Scottish Energy Consumer role. Sections 7.3 – 7.5 outline key problematisations, 

technologies, and rationalities related to the themes of awareness raising, inspiring, and 

empowerment. Section 7.6 will review three case examples, further elaborating on the previous 

sections and the governance of public involvement in the Scottish energy transition. The last section 

will conclude and summarise the findings of the Scottish case study.   

 

This chapter contributes to answering the third research objective: Using a governmentality approach 

to highlight the power dynamics operating in the cases of the energy transition. The analysis structure 

is illustrated in Diagram 4. The analysis initially begun with identification of a vast number of 

problematisations, technologies, and rationalities throughout the data. There were then synthesised, 

which led to the identification of the three themes, awareness raising, inspiring, and empowerment, 

and identification of the key role of the Scottish Energy Consumer in policy discourse. The next step 

of the analysis was to conduct a rhetorical analysis on a key document for the definition of a Scottish 

Energy Consumer, the Energy Consumer Action Plan (The Scottish Government, 2019b). This was 

followed by identification of key discourses under the key themes of awareness raising, inspiring, and 

empowerment, and the key problematisations, technologies, and rationalities under these. Next, four 

case examples were identified from the data to illustrate the governance in a more concrete form. 

Lastly, these results, with the Scottish case study, are brought together in the Interplay Chapter Eight 

(Diagram 4). Each analysis section begins with a review of key data for the analysis. 
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Diagram 4: The Scottish case analysis  

 

7.1  Public Involvement in the Energy Transition in Scotland 

 

Scotland is often seen as a leader in the energy transition, as an example to follow. This is represented 

for example with Scotland’s ambitious targets, such as net-zero by 2045, five years earlier than most 

European countries. Scotland has a long history of community energy, rooted in rural community 

empowerment and land use reform (Berka et al., 2017), and the current discussion on the energy 

transition focuses less on this issue. A majority of the discussion around public participation in 

Scotland focuses on behavioural change and energy consumers (Määttä, 2021b; The Scottish 

Government, 2019b).  

 

Majority of the renewable electricity generation in Scotland comes from onshore wind (Scottish 

Renewables, 2021). Scotland has also been successful in making electricity generation renewable, 

with 97% of electricity gross consumption fulfilled with renewable electricity in 2020 (Scottish 

Renewables, 2021). Scotland is expected to reach net zero by either 2045 or 2050, with expectations 

of even greater emissions reduction with deployment of carbon removal technologies (Committee on 

Climate Change, 2020, p. 220). Similarly to Ireland, heating is also a significant source of energy 

consumption in Scotland, and energy efficiency a key challenge, and these pose a key element of 

public involvement (Scottish Renewables, 2021; The Scottish Government, 2021e, 2021a).  

 

Some recent developments have had a major influence in the energy transition discussion in Scotland. 

UK’s exit from the EU and Scottish ambitions for independence have spearheaded a discussion on 

Scotland as an international leader separate of the rest of the UK (Haf et al., 2019; Toke et al., 2013). 

This was also highlighted throughout the analysed data which featured descriptions of UK as a 

hindrance to the Scottish energy transition (see e.g., Section 7.6.1). The idea of Scotland as an 
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international climate and energy leader was especially highlighted during this research as in 2021 

Scotland was hosting the COP26 in Glasgow. 

 

Despite being seen and representing itself as an energy transition leader, Scotland has a strong history 

of oil and gas extraction in the North Sea. In 2019 93.5% of Scotland’s primary energy (ingenious 

production and imports) came from fossil fuels (The Scottish Government, 2021e). This has impacted 

the Scottish energy transition, with just transition of the workforce and the fossil fuel industries, and 

continuous fossil fuel extraction with carbon capture and storage technologies being key policy issues 

and strategies (The Scottish Government, 2017).  

 

In Scotland, individuals and communities participating in the energy transition is not a new concept 

such as in Ireland. In Scotland the discussion on wider stakeholder participation in the transition can 

be pinpointed to have started at least by the time of the 2009 Climate Change Delivery Plan (The 

Scottish Government, 2009). Community energy is rooted in community empowerment through Land 

Reform Act in 2013, and Community Empowerment Bill passed into law in 2015, both of which gave 

communities legal rights to community ownership of publicly owned lands (Slee & Harnmeijer, 

2017). Community energy projects have been supported in Scotland for a long period, with support 

organisations being set up already in 2002 (Highlands and Islands Enterprise, 2021) and 2004 

(Community Energy Scotland, 2022). The origins of community energy in Scotland can be pinpointed 

to institutional developments during the last 15-20 years or even further back in the 1980’s (Slee, 

2020). Recently the ambitions on community energy have increased as is evident by the goals of 2 

GW locally owned energy projects by 2030 and a goal that 50% of renewable energy projects have a 

shared ownership element by 2020 (The Scottish Government, 2019c). 

 

Even though the policy discourses represent ambitions for significant increase in locally owned 

renewable energy projects, the environment for community energy in Scotland has been described as 

barren (Slee, 2020). This has been caused by recent policy changes, first decrease and then the end of 

the Feed in Tariff (FiT), suspension of support for onshore wind energy, and emergence of Contracts 

for Difference (Slee, 2020; Slee & Harnmeijer, 2017). It has also been argued that the Scottish 

planning policy has not supported community energy sufficiently (Slee & Harnmeijer, 2017). 

Community energy projects in Scotland also face significant challenges with grid capacity (Slee & 

Harnmeijer, 2017). With these challenges, shared ownership is being increasingly put forward as the 

most efficient or even the only possible way for communities in Scotland to participate in energy 

production (The Scottish Government, 2019c). 

 

Micro-generation did not emerge as a currently problematised issue in the Scottish case study data. 

The latest policy document directly on micro-generation in Scotland is from 2012 (The Scottish 
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Government, 2012). Based on the 2012 Microgeneration Strategy, already then the Scottish 

Government had been supporting micro-generation through the CARES scheme, grants, and loans for 

a prolonged period. Between 2007 and 2012 the Scottish Government provided nearly £13 million in 

grants and loans to householders. The Feed-in Tariff (FiT) scheme register included 17,000 micro-

generation installations in Scotland, with large majority 16,861 of them domestic installations (The 

Scottish Government, 2012, pp. 10–11). There are no official up-to-date numbers on micro-generation 

in Scotland, most likely because many of the installations are exempt from planning permissions and 

the Smart Export Guarantee (SEG) is provided by developers. Micro-generation was mentioned only 

briefly in the analysed policy documents for the Scottish case, and therefore it is not discussed as its 

own case example. Micro-generation is not problematised as an issue in itself, but it is a part of house 

retrofitting efforts in Scotland and is integrated in the broader issue of energy efficiency (The Scottish 

Government, 2021b). The broader discussion on community energy (Section 7.6.1) resonates also 

with the issue of micro-generation.  

 

It is also important to note that the aforementioned ambitions on locally owned energy include a vast 

range of actors, not just community energy (Slee & Harnmeijer, 2017). At the end of 2020, 853MW 

of locally owned renewable energy was operational in Scotland (Energy Saving Trust, 2021, p. 5). 

The three largest groups of owners of the installations were Scottish farms and estates (41.0%), 

Scottish local authorities (16.0%) and local businesses (12.9%) (Energy Saving Trust, 2021, p. 5). 

What is constituted as community and locally owned can be owned by: community group, a local 

Scottish business, a farm or estate, a local authority, a housing association, public sector or charity 

(Energy Saving Trust, 2021, p. 8).  

 

The key measure to support community energy in Scotland is the Scottish Government's Community 

and Renewable Energy Scheme (CARES) and Energy Investment Fund (EIF). CARES scheme has 

been operated by Local Energy Scotland since 2013 and is supported by the Scottish Government. In 

addition, support organisations for community energy projects which are not supported by the 

Government exist in Scotland. CARES scheme includes support for local energy projects by offering 

grants and loans. This support is aimed towards local ownership and community involvement for 

shared ownership projects and local energy systems. CARES is tightly linked to Scotland’s goals of 

increasing locally owned energy to 2 GW by 2030 and aims to support projects which help achieve 

this. In addition, CARES aims to maximise the impact from community benefit funds, and they direct 

local projects also to other sources of funding and support (Local Energy Scotland, 2016). EIF is 

managed by the Scottish Investment Bank on behalf of the Scottish Government and provides funding 

to projects which have a gap in funding.  
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Scotland has only some of the powers to facilitate the energy transition. Energy policy is reserved to 

the UK Government, but Scotland holds devolved powers on economy, education, health, justice, 

rural affairs, housing, environment, equal opportunities, consumer advocacy and advice, transport, 

and taxation, and can steer the energy transition using these. Scotland also has its own energy 

transition policies, such as those included in the data for this thesis. One important element of these 

devolved powers was highlighted in the Energy Consumer Action Plan (The Scottish Government, 

2019b), and that is that the Scottish Government has been given new powers in consumer advice and 

advocacy in 2016, in the Scotland Act 2016.  

 

Still, this creates a situation where the UK decisions are not always what the Scottish Government 

would decide. Despite some of the decision-making around the energy transition in Scotland being 

reserved to the UK Government, research has shown that this connection does not fully determine the 

national strategy setting and that the devolved governments use the powers available to them to steer 

the energy transition (Cowell et al., 2017b, 2017a). This is further supported by differences between 

UK nations, and Scotland being the most progressive nation in UK in terms of community energy 

(Committee on Climate Change, 2020; Haf et al., 2019). 

 

One influential decision highlighted throughout the data for this research was a change in the 

renewable energy support, end of the FiT and change into the SEG. The UK Government’s Feed-in-

Tariff (FiT) scheme ended for new applicants in March 2019. The scheme was seen as especially 

successful in fostering small scale generation (Community Energy England et al., 2019), and 

providing stability to the market as developers were protected from volatile market prices (Davidson, 

2019). The scheme has estimated to have resulted in 850,000 installations throughout UK (Davidson, 

2019). The end of the FiT meant that many projects would have to operate without subsidies, and that 

financing future of small-scale projects would be increasingly difficult (Unwin, 2019). Companies 

installing small scale renewables were also negatively impacted (Unwin, 2019). 

 

The Smart Export Guarantee (SEG) came into effect January 2020, meaning there was a gap in 

support for small scale renewables. The SEG is a payment required to be paid by medium to large 

electricity provides for eligible installations. Some argue that the new scheme offers smaller rewards 

than the generous FiT (Community Energy England et al., 2019), but others argue that the SEG may 

prove to be more rewarding due to competition between suppliers (Richardson, 2019). The increase in 

community and locally owned renewable energy was significant in 2020, after the introduction of the 

SEG. The increase from June 2019 to December 2020 was 16.7 % (Energy Saving Trust, 2021). 

 

Planning was a key discussion topic during the research, as Scotland was updating its National 

Planning Framework (The Scottish Government, 2021d), and the topics of third party right of appeal 
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had been debated in previous years. This discussion referenced a Planning bill introduced in 2017, 

which would have introduced a third party right of appeal, giving communities the right to appeal on 

planning consents, but the bill was rejected5. 

 

Many more developments have impacted the gradual changes in the role of the public in the Scottish 

energy transition. This section focused on reviewing the issues emerging in the analysed data and 

latest literature on the Scottish energy transition. The next section goes more in detail to the Scottish 

Energy Consumer role emphasised in the latest policy (The Scottish Government, 2019b). 

 

7.2  Rhetorical Analysis: The Scottish Energy Consumer  

 

The purpose of this section is to introduce the role of the Scottish Energy Consumer as it is presented 

in the policy discourse. In the Scottish case, the document chosen for the analysis is the Energy 

Consumer Action Plan (The Scottish Government, 2019b), as this document focuses specifically on 

the issue of energy consumers. First, the analysis focuses on identifying the line of argumentation in 

the document, and then this is followed by identification of key frames and analysis of the rhetorical 

tools used. Table 23 outlines the line of reasoning in the document for why and how the Scottish 

public is persuaded to become active, confident, and energy efficient energy consumers (The Scottish 

Government, 2019b, p. 10). Table 24 outlines the key rhetorical tools, and gives examples of these.  

 

5 This references a planning bill (2017) that would have introduced a third party (individual or community) right 

of appeal on planning consents, but this bill was rejected. https://www.georgefwhite.co.uk/news-events/third-

party-right-of-appeal-scotland/ (accessed 04.11.2021) 

https://www.georgefwhite.co.uk/news-events/third-party-right-of-appeal-scotland/
https://www.georgefwhite.co.uk/news-events/third-party-right-of-appeal-scotland/
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Table 23: Line of argumentation, Energy Consumer Action Plan, Scotland 

Argument Example citations 

 

Decarbonisation of Scotland 

improves both economy and 

environment. 

“A carbon neutral Scotland supports a better Scotland and an 

investment in our future society, environment and economy for 

Scotland, Europe and the World.” (The Scottish Government, 

2019b, p. 2) 

Decarbonisation is a collective 

challenge.  

“It is essential that we act individually, locally, nationally and 

globally to reduce harmful greenhouse gas emissions.” (The 

Scottish Government, 2019b, p. 2) 

Limited understanding of the energy 

system hinders the crucial role of the 

public in the transition.   

“However, while the provision of energy to Scotland’s domestic 

consumers is essential to modern living, the day-to-day working of 

the energy system is not understood by everyone. Yet, as citizens and 

consumers, we are expected to play an increasingly important role 

in shaping our future energy systems.” (The Scottish Government, 

2019b, p. 2) 

Consumer harm and lack of trust 

hinders the crucial role of the public 

in the transition 

“In the context of a climate emergency, requiring accelerated action 

across society domestically and globally, we cannot underestimate 

the important role that Scotland’s consumers play in making a 

carbon-neutral Scotland a reality. We know how important it is that 

change happens with consumers, not to them, especially in a market 

that struggles with persistent mistrust and consumer harm.” (The 

Scottish Government, 2019b, p. 7) 

No one should be left behind. The 

Scottish Government is on the side of 

energy consumers.  

“No-one should be left behind, and this embodies the spirit of this 

action plan.” (The Scottish Government, 2019b, p. 2) 

 

“We will legislate to introduce a statutory consumer duty on Scottish 

public authorities to place consumer interests at the heart of policy 

and regulatory decision-making, ensuring that consumer outcomes 

are reflected in the energy transition.” (The Scottish Government, 

2019b, p. 13) 

Consumers need to have a voice in 

decisions impacting them.  

“Listen to – and in collaboration with others – act upon what 

consumers tell us about their priorities, needs and interests to ensure 

long term interests of consumers on price, quality, safety, reliability, 

and security of supply are a fundamental part of the energy system.” 

(The Scottish Government, 2019b, p. 10) 

The Scottish Government will use the 

powers available to it, but this is 

hindered by UK policy.  

“To date, consumer interventions put in place by the UK 

Government remain focused on understanding issues from a UK-

wide perspective, rather than tackling national and regional 

variations. This does not work in Scotland’s consumer interests 

because Scotland’s distinct economic, social and geographic 

circumstances present unique challenges in ensuring the energy 

market works well for all Scottish consumers.” (The Scottish 

Government, 2019b, p. 9) 

The Scottish Government has already 

taken action to support and protect 

energy consumers.  

List of actions the Scottish Government has taken p. 8.  

 

The line of argumentation identified in Table 23 can be summarised into three key frames for 

explaining the Scottish Energy Consumer role. Firstly, decarbonisation of Scotland is a necessary and 

collective challenge, which requires involvement of the public (arguments 1 – 4), emphasising 

responsibilisation of the Scottish public. The second frame emphasises the role of the understanding 

and awareness for this collective action (arguments 3 and 6). The third frame highlights the Scottish 

Government as a protector of the energy consumers (arguments 4, 5, 7, and 8). Table 24 gives 

examples of the rhetorical tools used to portray these frames.  
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Table 24: Rhetorical tools of the Energy Consumer Action Plan 

Rhetorical tool Example citation, key words in bold 

 

Ethos “I am proud to set out the Scottish Government’s vision and plan to build a future 

energy system that is shaped by and for the people of Scotland. This action plan 

establishes a framework to place consumer considerations at the heart of Scotland’s 

energy policy.” (The Scottish Government, 2019b, p. 2) 

Logos “Ofgem’s latest figures show that while 2.2 per cent of Scottish electricity consumers 

and 2.5 per cent of gas consumers are in debt, many more have no arrangement to 

repay their debt. We also know that consumers with debts of more than £600 can, and 

often do, find it much harder to get back to financial stability.” (The Scottish 

Government, 2019b, p. 15) 

Pathos “Any one of us can, through a change in circumstances, become vulnerable at any 

time.” (The Scottish Government, 2019b, p. 15) 

Shifting of blame  “We know how important it is that change happens with consumers, not to them, 

especially in a market that struggles with persistent mistrust and consumer harm.” 

(The Scottish Government, 2019b, p. 7) 

Togetherness  “We will consult widely to encourage lively public debate that allows the people of 

Scotland to shape their energy future.” (The Scottish Government, 2019b, p. 13) 

 

Frame 1: Responsibilisation of the Scottish Energy Consumers 

The Energy Consumer Action Plan highlights the collective nature of the energy transition challenge, 

and the crucial role of the Scottish Energy Consumers, emphasising responsibility of the public in 

achieving a better energy future for Scotland. This appeals to logos by highlighting why participation 

of the consumers is needed. These discourses also emphasise the togetherness of Scottish people, by 

using words such as ‘we’, ‘us’ and ‘our’ throughout the document, highlighting the responsibility for 

the collective.  

 

The discourses on fuel poverty on the other hand highlight personal risks, highlighting individualised 

personalisation. These discourses also represent pathos, appealing to the emotions of fear. This is 

strongly represented in the citation example for pathos in Table 24, which highlights that anyone can 

become vulnerable. The risks of energy poverty are further emphasised by references to statistics on 

energy poverty, appealing to logos. Awareness raising and the problematisation of lack of 

understanding are connected to the responsibilisation of the Scottish Energy Consumers. Part of the 

role of the Scottish Energy Consumers is to protect themselves through increased awareness and 

actions such as changing energy suppliers, which is presented as a one contributor to energy poverty 

(The Scottish Government, 2019b, p. 7).  

 

Frame 2: Understanding and awareness are crucial for consumer involvement in the energy 

transition 

Lack of understanding of the energy system and consumer harm are highlighted as key challenges for 

participation of consumers in the decarbonisation of Scotland in the Energy Consumer Action Plan 

(The Scottish Government, 2019b). The lack of awareness was mentioned among first issues in the 
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document, emphasising the importance of this problematisation for the Action Plan (The Scottish 

Government, 2019b, p. 2).  

 

The responsibilities of the Scottish Energy Consumers include self-protection, and the measures to 

empower consumers is described to aim to give them the tools for them to be able to unlock the 

benefits of the transition. This is described also through discourse highlighting the goal of supporting 

individuals to become active and confident energy consumers (The Scottish Government, 2019b, p. 

11) who adopt a higher rate of changing suppliers (The Scottish Government, 2019b, p. 15). 

 

Frame 3: The Scottish Government as a protector 

Even though protecting oneself was represented as a key responsibility of the Scottish Energy 

Consumers, the Energy Consumer Plan also strongly emphasises the role of the Scottish Government 

as a ‘protector’. These discourses build up the ethos of the Scottish Government.  

 

First key rhetorical tool in relation this was ‘shifting of blame’ (see also Bloomfield, 2019). The 

discourses on consumer harm framed the market, an abstract entity, as the culprit harming consumers, 

as represented in the example citation of Table 24. Lack of understanding on the other hand, appears 

to set responsibility for the consumers to educate themselves, although with the help of the 

government. This discourse appeals to hope (pathos) by arguing that individuals can help themselves, 

and protect themselves from energy poverty, but they also do receive help in doing so.  

 

Moreover, the Action Plan highlights the hindering impact of UK policy on the Scottish energy 

transition. This discourse highlights that UK policy does not take into consideration the Scottish 

context, but that the Scottish Government will use its newly acquired powers on consumer advice and 

advocacy to bring consumer voice to policymaking (The Scottish Government, 2019b, pp. 9, 12). This 

discourse shifts blame over insufficient policy for the UK Government, building ethos while 

simultaneously appealing to feelings of animosity. This context of Scotland having acquired new 

powers on consumer advice and advocacy is significant for the Energy Consumer framing of the role 

of the Scottish public, but as will be highlighted by the rest of the analysis in this chapter, there are 

other key context factors to consider as well (see e.g. Section 7.6.1).  

 

The ethos of the Scottish Government is also emphasised by some of the discussed key measures, 

such statutory consumer duty on Scottish public authorities (The Scottish Government, 2019b, p. 13), 

and establishment of a public not for profit energy company to build trust consumer trust in the 

energy market (The Scottish Government, 2019b, p. 7). Highlighting the need for a ‘public’ energy 

company to build consumer trust further emphasises the shifting of blame to the market, and framing 

of the Scottish Government as an actor on the side of consumers.  
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Moreover, much of the chosen language of the document further emphasises the ethos of the Scottish 

Government, such as the full name of the document, which highlights putting consumers at the ‘heart’ 

of the energy transition: “Energy Consumer Action Plan: Putting Consumers at the Heart of 

Scotland’s Energy Transition” (The Scottish Government, 2019b). The document also included 

emphasis on values, such as trust, transparency and fairness (The Scottish Government, 2019b, p. 11). 

 

The key rhetorical tools used in the Energy Consumer Action Plan (The Scottish Government, 2019b) 

discourse included ethos, logos, pathos, shifting of blame, and emphasis on togetherness. Through the 

use of these rhetorical tools and three rhetorical frames, the document emphasises the 

responsibilisation of the Scottish Energy Consumers, awareness raising as a key element of this role, 

and the ethos of the Scottish Government. These discourses connect to the context of the UK and 

Scottish Government relationship and the allocation of devolved and reserved powers. As will be 

discussed in Sections 7.6.1 and 8.2, the consumer framing is also connected to the context of changing 

environment for community energy in the Scottish energy transition. Despite the consumer focus in 

policy discourse, public participation in energy generation is also part of the Scottish energy 

transition. The following sections of this chapter will discuss the other elements of public 

participation in the Scottish energy transition. 

 

7.3  Awareness Raising 

 

As outlined in Section 5.4, analysis on the raise awareness theme focused on topics such as 

knowledge, communication, and information provision, and the key discourses connected to these 

themes. Three key discourses were identified under the awareness raising theme, and the analysis here 

identifies problematisations, technologies, and rationalities related to these key discourses. Table 25 

summarises the key discourses, problematisations, technologies, and rationalities identified under the 

awareness raising theme. It also identifies key data and perspectives for each discourse The discourses 

are rephrasing of the multiple ways the stakeholders phrased the same message.    
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Table 25: Awareness Raising, Scotland 

Discourse Problematisation Technologies Rationalities Key data and 

perspectives 

The energy 

transition is 

complex and 

requires increased 

awareness  

Lack of awareness, 

understanding, 

action, or support.  

Awareness raising 

methods 

 

 

People act 

rationally based on 

the knowledge 

available to them.   

A majority of the 

data, and all three 

broad stakeholder 

group perspectives.  

Misinformation is a 

risk to the energy 

transition. 

Lack of support 

and consensus. 

Awareness raising 

methods 

 

Negative 

subjectification 

Objection to the 

energy transition or 

renewable energy 

developments is 

based on ‘wrong’ 

knowledge.  

 

Deficit framing of 

the public  

• Int7 – Int9 

• P4 

• Energy 

Consumer 

Action Plan 

(The Scottish 

Government, 

2019b) 

• Scottish energy 

Strategy (The 

Scottish 

Government, 

2017) 

 

 

Critical community 

perspectives are 

not taken seriously 

in decision-making 

processes. 

Treating 

community 

perspectives as 

invalid 

 

Exclusion  

Campaigning (a 

form of awareness 

raising).  

 

Organisation of 

community groups 

The goal of public 

participation 

should not be 

consensus. 

 

Procedural justice. 

• Int1 – Int3   

 

7.3.1 The Energy Transition is Complex and Requires Increased Awareness 
 

“Our shared vision is of strong, well informed and capable communities, able to take advantage of 

their renewable energy resources and address their energy issues in a way that builds a more 

localised, democratic and sustainable energy system.” (Community Energy England et al., 2019) 

 

First of all, the data clearly supports awareness raising as a key theme for public involvement in the 

energy transition. A majority of the data highlighted awareness raising as a crucial element of public 

involvement in different forms. This was emphasised by the problematisation of lack of awareness, 

understanding, action, or support. Key rationalities related to this included that awareness is key to 

behavioural change, participation, and acceptance, and that people act rationally based on the 

information available to them. These perspectives also recognise the complexity of the energy 

transition processes, and the challenges this brings to public involvement, further emphasising the 

need to share information and understanding of the challenge with the public.  

 

“We are determined to improve the ways in which we raise awareness and understanding about the 

choices we face – to allow the strengths, capacities, skills and ideas of consumers and producers of 
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energy to combine and play their part in shaping and delivering Scotland’s future energy system.” 

(The Scottish Government, 2017, p. 8) 

 

With the goal of awareness raising, the Scottish Government has adopted some measures to make 

policy issues and the needed measures more understandable to the general public. These measures 

include for example attention to the readability of policy documents and initiatives such as the Net 

Zero Scotland (The Scottish Government, 2021d), a website created for the purpose of sharing 

accessible information with the public on issues such as the energy transition, food waste and house 

retrofitting. When comparing the policy documents of the two case studies, The Scottish Government 

policies are also written in a more accessible language. 

 

As highlighted through the rhetorical analysis, protection is a key element of the role of the Scottish 

Energy Consumers. In the Scottish policy discourses, lack of information and disengagement were 

framed as vulnerabilities, as this would set people into a position where they are not able to take 

advantage of opportunities, and therefore these vulnerabilities should be mitigated by providing the 

right information (The Scottish Government, 2019b). In the Climate Change Adaptation Plan this is 

discussed as ‘climate literacy’ (The Scottish Government, 2019a). This was also connected to the 

behaviour of changing energy suppliers, which was proposed as a key measure for consumers to 

protect themselves.  

 

“In 2018, we will begin a pilot project to examine how to extend the benefits of competition to 

vulnerable and disengaged consumers – with face to face advice and support for them to switch energy 

supplier or tariff.” (The Scottish Government, 2017, p. 36) 

 

”To make informed decisions on how to adapt to climate change, people need to understand climate 

change and its impacts. This is referred to as climate literacy. We will continue to encourage public 

discussion about climate change, and support people to make changes in their lives to help increase 

their resilience.” (The Scottish Government, 2019a, p. 25) 

 

In the community group perspectives, awareness raising was highlighted as a key method for peer-

support between communities, as communities were described to help each other by sharing of 

experiences and best practice. Lack of awareness was also raised as a key barrier to public 

participation. Especially community participation in energy generation was seen to be hindered by 

lack of awareness, knowledge, and skills, as was highlighted by the perspectives of actors involved in 

providing support to community participation. This is a key element of the CARES scheme and the 

support which takes the form of expert advice (Local Energy Scotland, 2016). 
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“But there is perhaps a lack knowledge or understanding of the impact of the loss of these subsidies for 

the groups. And some projects are no longer viable and there is community interest in them, but it's 

unlikely that they're able to go ahead at this time. “ (Interview 7, Community energy project member) 

 

From the renewable energy industry perspectives, the importance of awareness raising was mostly 

raised in relation to support of specific development proposals. Still, these discourses do emphasise 

awareness raising as an important element of fostering community-development relationship. 

 

7.3.2 Misinformation Is a Risk to the Energy Transition 
 

The recognition that awareness raising is an important element of public participation was often 

accompanied with the problematisation of lack of awareness as an element that contributes to 

resistance of renewable energy developments. In some of the discourses this was connected to 

negative subjectification, and discourses problematising misinformation and lack of understanding as 

key challenges for the energy transition. This followed a rationality that the goal of public 

participation (or engagement) is consensus.  

 

‘Misinformation’ was raised in some of the renewable energy industry discourses as a key reason for 

objection of developments (Table 25). Searching information online was often the discourse used to 

frame how public or local communities become misinformed, highlighting the rationality of ‘wrong 

knowledge’. It was also argued that this wrong knowledge can be a cause for perceived negative 

impacts of developments. This problematisation was followed by a rationality that some resistance to 

projects is unavoidable, and the problematisation of people who object to developments in principle 

without being connected to the local area or the impacted community.  

 

“And there are concerns for wind about noise, in particular emerging issues such as infrasound, which 

is not able to be heard by the normal human ear, but again, there's some stories on the Internet about 

how this is generated by turbines, it’s bad for health etc etc. So, you know, we get that as well.”  

(Interview 8, Renewable energy industry expert) 

 

“So you know a lot of people would object to a wind farm that you're developing, but weren't 

necessarily connected with the community or even the local area. They were rejecting in principle.” 

(Interview 8, Renewable energy industry expert) 

 

Another key problematisation arising from the analysed policy and industry discourses was that 

negative perspectives towards a development or the energy transition in general can take over wider 

stakeholder engagement, with positive and neutral perspectives left to the side lines. In the industry 
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discourses, concern was raised over ‘loud’ objectors overtaking the conversation, following the same 

discourse as identified in Irish case. 

 

“It's in the interest of the local authority to do object because it looks... makes from a counsellor’s 

point of view, it makes it look as though they're representing their vocal constituents. I would argue 

potentially that means that they're not representing the non-vocal constituents. because usually you 

find that the vocal people shout. Sorry the objectors shout, and everybody else who doesn't mind either 

way, just says nothing.” (Interview 9, Renewable energy industry expert) 

 

In addition to the industry perspective, a similar discourse was also voiced from the Government 

perspective in the Energy Consumer Action Plan (The Scottish Government, 2019b). The Plan 

highlighted that the government needs to stop ignoring the less loud people, who are more difficult or 

expensive to help and engage with. 

 

“We have to stop ignoring people who don’t always have the loudest voice, we have to stop avoiding 

people who are harder to engage, or more expensive and more difficult to help then others.”(Dr 

Joanne Wade OBE, UKERC in (The Scottish Government, 2019b, p. 9)) 

 

Other key type of discourse identified in the Scottish case in relation to awareness raising was a 

discussion around the right to object developments. Throughout the data, consensus and changing 

people’s minds is featured as the main goal on engagement and involvement of consumers and the 

local community. Therefore, the people who do not change their minds despite engagement are being 

problematised, and the question how to mitigate this was raised in many of the analysed discourses. 

The phrase ‘there are winners and losers’ was connected to this discussion, indicating neoliberal 

rationalities.  

 

“It's definitely one of those situations where you're never keep everyone happy. And it doesn't matter 

how much you engage, how much you consult how much you are trying to take views on board, there 

will always be some people who are just utterly convinced that they are right. And as a result, if the 

decision goes against that, they will feel it's just not fair.”  

(Public event 5, Renewable energy industry podcast, Planning expert) 

 

“The difficulty with that is people listened, but they didn't agree, and what it is flagging up as, if you 

don't get the result you want, you are dissatisfied. So you say things like, you didn't listen. But what it's 

not realising is in effect, there are winners, and there are losers.”  

(Public event 5, Renewable energy industry podcast, Planning expert) 
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The industry perspectives highlighted that early engagement is a better alternative than giving the 

right to say no. This discussion in a public event references a Planning Bill introduced in 2017, which 

would have introduced a third party right of appeal, giving communities the right to appeal on 

planning consents, but the bill was rejected6. Inclusion of multiple perspectives was seen as a risk to 

the planning system. During the research, Scotland was also undergoing an update of their National 

Planning Framework, and the community perspectives highlighted a key problematisation in relation 

to this. They argued for removal of prioritising certain developments and instead adopting an 

approach of the best development for the specific location. 

 

“I suppose to take as an example, the third party right of appeal or the equal rate of appeal as it began 

to become known. For me, I felt it wasn't actually going to give communities what they really wanted. 

And I think that is where the Scottish Government were quite correct. They said, it's much more 

important to engage with communities early in the process, so that communities feel they've been 

brought on board. The downside or equal right of appeal is, it addresses dissatisfaction at the end of 

the process, where a consent has been granted. And at that point, giving people a right of appeal, I 

don't think will deliver what they want.” (Public event 5, Renewable energy industry podcast, Planning 

expert) 

 

7.3.3 Community Perspectives Are Not Taken Seriously in Decision-Making Processes 
 

On the other hand, the community perspectives problematised the lack of right to say ‘no’ as well as 

their perspectives being treated as invalid. This was connected to the technologies of campaigning and 

organisation of community groups. This follows rationalities related to the procedural fairness of the 

energy system, such as that there should be no favouring of people over developments, and that there 

should be a right to object developments.  

 

One commonly problematised issue from the critical community perspectives was that their 

perspectives are treated as invalid, and that they are excluded from participation if they disagree. This 

view that community perspectives are treated as invalid appears to have caused significant impact on 

trust towards the system, with community perspective data highlighting perceived injustice and 

corruption. The interview participants also reported being ostracised with people being hesitant to 

work with them or listen to them, especially publicly. 

 

 

6 This references a planning bill (2017) that would have introduced a third party (individual or community) right 

of appeal on planning consents, but this bill was rejected. https://www.georgefwhite.co.uk/news-events/third-

party-right-of-appeal-scotland/ (accessed 04.11.2021) 

https://www.georgefwhite.co.uk/news-events/third-party-right-of-appeal-scotland/
https://www.georgefwhite.co.uk/news-events/third-party-right-of-appeal-scotland/
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“-- the other thing is the feeling left out in the cold. You know we've worked very hard to show that we 

support planners and planning and yet we are kind of… publicly people don't support us. You know 

planners or whatever and that's because they're frightened to and I know that because they've sent me 

emails to say we do support what you say but I can't publicly say that because I, you know I earn my 

living doing this. And... you know we can't. So, some people, even the NGOs would use us as the sort of 

radical group so we sort of set that the pendulum right over here and then the more conservative 

environmental NGOs can come in and say well we're being reasonable, and [redacted] are asking for 

this but we will be reasonable. -- But that that's quite a lonely place out there and sometimes I find that 

quite difficult so that's that can be quite a challenge but it's necessary.” (Interview 1, Community 

group member) 

 

The identified key discourses under the awareness raising theme indicate significant elements for 

further analysis of the power dynamics of the Scottish energy transition. Negative subjectification 

highlights power dynamics related to ‘wrong’ and ‘right’ knowledge, and deficit framing of the 

public. These discourses also indicate exclusion of objection, which poses significant barriers for 

public involvement in decision-making processes. These elements are further synthesised in Chapter 

Eight.  

 

It is important to note here, that despite the clear focus on awareness raising measures as a key 

element of public involvement in the energy transition, it was also broadly recognised that this is not 

enough. This was highlighted in the analysed policy documents and the policy expert interviews.  

 

The awareness raising methods do not always refer to one-way sharing of information. Some of the 

latest developments indicate a greater focus on two-way sharing of information with the public. The 

case examples discussed in Section 7.6 highlight measures aiming to give public greater role in 

decision-making, such as the introduction of a Community Action Plan to guide the use of community 

benefits and revenue from shared ownership arrangements (The Scottish Government, 2019d, 2019c). 

The Energy Consumer Action Plan also highlights the perspective of listening to consumer concerns 

(The Scottish Government, 2019b). 

 

7.4  Inspiring 

 

As outlined in Section 5.4.2, analysis on the inspiring theme focused on topics such as motivation and 

measures to inspire the public. The recognition that knowledge provision is not enough was identified 

in the Scottish discourses, but inspiring was given less emphasis as a key problematisation, due to the 

vastly different starting points of the two case studies. Still, five discourses were identified in relation 

to the motivations of the public, and this section reviews the problematisations, technologies, and 
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rationalities related to these discourses. These, and the key data sources and perspectives are 

summarised in Table 26.  
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Table 26: Inspiring, Scotland 

Discourse Problematisation Technologies Rationalities Key data  

 

The energy 

transition and 

sustainability can 

bring broad 

range of benefits 

to individuals 

and 

communities.   

How to 

incentivise public 

participation?  

Emphasis on 

personal 

benefits of 

participation 

beyond 

sustainability.  

 

Personalised 

responsibilisation  
• Int6, Int7, Int12 

• P7 

• Scottish Energy Strategy 

(The Scottish 

Government, 2017) 

• Local Energy Policy 

Statement (The Scottish 

Government, 2021c) 

• Next steps in Community 

Energy (Community 

Energy Scotland, 2020) 

Community 

energy projects 

contribute to 

community 

development 

How to share 

benefits of 

participation.  

Appeals to 

sense of 

responsibility 

towards 

community.  

Public 

participation in 

energy 

generation is for 

the common 

good (good of 

the community).  

• Int 4 – Int7 

• P2, P3 

• Good Practice Principles 

for Shared Ownership 

(The Scottish 

Government, 2019c) 

• Good  Practice Principles 

for Community Benefits 

(The Scottish 

Government, 2019d) 

• Community energy 

related reports 

(Community Energy 

England et al., 2019; 

Community Energy 

Scotland, 2019; Local 

Energy Scotland, 2016) 

Public 

participation in 

the energy 

transition is 

volunteer work  

Capacity 

challenges 

hindering public 

participation.  

Appeals to 

sense of 

responsibility 

towards 

common good.  

 

Focus on 

community-

oriented people  

 

Campaigning 

Public 

participation in 

the energy 

transition is 

charitable action.  

• Int1, Int3 – Int5  

• P1, P3 

Communities 

participate in 

energy projects 

because they 

want to be 

‘green’ 

How to 

incentivise public 

participation?  

Appeals to 

sense of 

responsibility  

Public 

participation in 

energy 

generation is for 

the common 

good (good of 

the 

environment). 

• Int5 – Int7  

Participation in 

community 

energy projects 

can be a good 

investment 

Decreased 

viability of 

projects 

(Discussed more 

in detail in 

Section 7.6.1). 

Financial 

revenue from 

investment  

Financial 

incentives are 

effective in 

incentivising 

public 

participation.  

• Int5 

• P2 
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7.4.1 The Energy Transition and Sustainability Can Bring Broad Range of Benefits to 

Individuals and Communities   
 

The first key discourse related to the motivations of the public related to broad benefits of the 

transition. Also in Scotland, the perspective that the public should benefit from the transition was 

raised, even though this was not as common as in the Irish discourses (Table 26). With the challenges 

of house retrofitting and demand side control, which emerged as key elements of the Scottish case, it 

was often highlighted that these forms of participation will result in many benefits beyond 

decarbonisation, such as more warm and comfortable homes. Highlighting these benefits were argued 

to be a way to motivate public participation.   

 

“Heat is a very personal thing; people do not care about the technical aspects of it but do care about 

comfort and affordability.” (Interview 12, Policy expert) 

 

This discourse indicates a problematisation of how to motivate individuals to participate in the 

transition. Key technologies include community benefits and awareness raising of the benefits of 

action and the transition. This follows the rationality of personalised responsibilisation, making the 

challenges a personal issue.  

 

Many of the actions the Scottish Energy Consumers are encouraged to take upon are argued to result 

in wide range of benefits in addition to decarbonisation. This was often used in the discourses as a 

tool to inspire action and was key element of the awareness raising strategies. This was connected to 

especially home retrofitting and domestic energy efficiency measures. These wider benefits included 

for example improved comfort and health, and lower energy bills.  

 

“CAS [Citizen Advice Scotland] highlights the social and economic benefits of upgrading the energy 

efficiency of homes, including preventing ill health and premature death from cold homes leading to 

savings for health services and lower bills. In the wake of COVID, we could now add greater resilience 

to global shocks and a highly beneficial basis for job creation to this list of benefits.”  

(Community Energy Scotland, 2020) 

 

7.4.2 Community Energy Projects Contribute to Community Development  
 

In relation to public participation in energy production, the Scottish Government does not enforce the 

idea of this action being for the environmental, economic, and social benefit of the community, as 

explicitly as is done in the Irish discourses. Instead, multiple motivations were raised in relation to 

community energy. Still, also in Scotland, community energy is rooted on community action and the 

goals of improving and developing the local area. This perspective was common in the analysed 
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discourses (Table 26). Additionally the community benefits and revenue from shared ownership are 

used for the benefit of the local community (The Scottish Government, 2019c, 2019d). This 

perspective is further elaborated on through the case examples (Sections 7.6).  

 

This discourse is related to the general problematisation of how to share the benefits from the 

transition fairly. Key technologies related to this include the elements of the Good Practice Principles 

on Shared Ownership and Community Benefits (The Scottish Government, 2019d, 2019c), which 

guide the revenue towards community development. Key rationalities connected to this discourse 

include distributive justice of the energy transition, as well as the rationality that public participation 

in energy generation is for the good of the community.  

 

“In the past it was a lot about community development trying to make their community to better place. 

And our typical projects in the past were very rural, often counter communities on the end which you 

know with a really high degree of self-reliance cos they had to solve projects problems themselves, to 

see you know that they're a long way away from other resources. And those communities are amazing, 

and kind of have to do. And I think what motivates them a lot of the time is the, you know, is the idea of 

having a sustainable community. You know, with jobs and opportunities and prospects for young 

people and being able to attract young families into to communities. So there's that category 

‘community on the edge’ you know, and it really is about generating revenue and making their 

communities thrive”  

(Interview 6, Community energy expert) 

 

7.4.3 Public Participation in the Energy Transition is Volunteer Work 
 

Community focus was highlighted as an especially important for the groups aiming to participate in 

decision-making processes in the energy transition. These groups are often operating in volunteer 

capacity, and with difficulties to access funding. ‘Caring for the environment’ emerged as a key 

motivation of these groups. These discourses emerged most strongly from the perspectives of 

community groups which could be labelled as advocacy groups, charities, or groups aiming to 

participate in the energy transition decision-making processes (Table 26). 

 

These discourses also highlighted barriers to public participation as a key problematisation. The 

exhaustiveness of participation caused by these barriers was seen as especially challenging when the 

community group objected a development. This exhaustiveness was caused by the time and efforts 

required to effectively participate alongside normal everyday life, work, and family, as well as the 

challenge of unbalanced power dynamics and resources, and emotional impact of the experience. Key 

technologies connected to this discourse included campaigning, and also responsibilisation. Key 
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rationalities under this discourse included that community participation in the energy transition is 

charitable activity.  

 

“Yes, I mean I am quite passionate about protecting the environment, which is one reason I hate wind 

farms.”(Interview 3, Community group member) 

 

“And that is what that Senni [interviewer’s name] is what motivates me is that understanding how, as I 

get it, you know I'm concerned about the environment. I can see you know what's going on and the 

world being destroyed. You know and when you know... and how do you stop people who are doing this 

and don't seem to care about it. And these communities really really deeply care about it. They might 

be miss-informed, or they might be approaching it in the wrong way, or you know they might get angry, 

or you know but I think that's the root of it is that you know this that people actually care.” 

(Interview 1, Community group member) 

 

The perspective that community groups operate in a volunteer capacity was raised also in relation to 

community groups operating or looking to operate in energy generation. This was raised also as a key 

barrier for community participation.  

 

“And as I said earlier, most community groups are staffed by volunteers. They have other jobs, they 

have other commitments. There really isn’t the, I guess the capacity within organisations to, for them to 

be able to drive projects maybe as much as they would like to.  And that’s difficult for them, and it’s 

difficult for us as well.”(Interview 4, Community energy expert) 

 

The challenges of unpaid work were also raised by organisations which support public participation in 

energy generation, and do not receive core funding.  

 

“There is a lot. We are contacted by quite a few groups who want to work with us, but we have to 

balance between saying if we help you develop a project and help you put an application together, then 

we may not get the funding for it, and we have then dedicated our time and efforts which we can’t 

really afford to do very much. We can’t handhold organisations to the same extent as we would be able 

to if we were receiving core funding say for example from the Scottish government. Because, because 

we are just not able to do it.  We are not paid for it, so it’s essentially unpaid work.”  

(Interview 4, Community energy expert) 

 

7.4.4 Communities Participate in Energy Projects Because They Want to Be ‘Green’ 
 

Some of the analysed discourses (Table 26) also highlighted going ‘green’ and ‘green credentials’ as 

key motivations of community groups and public participation in the energy transition. Interview 7 

highlighted that this shift towards sustainability is a recent one, impacted by the changed viability of 
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community energy projects, discussed as its own case in Section 7.6.1.  This discourse highlights the 

problematisation of how to incentivise public participation, technologies of responsibilisation, and 

rationalities of community participation for the common good.  

 

“Yeah so, look, in the past with some subsidies such as the feed-in tariff it used to be that it could be an 

income generation project and that was kind of a major goal for community groups to have some kind 

of sustainable long-term income that they generate themselves, meaning less reliance on funding 

applications year to year. Typically now the main motivation is the green credentials and becoming 

less carbon intensive and being a bit of an exemplary in the community and. So it's not like simple 

money-making project and more of a kind of capacity and knowledge building. Just being seen as 

green and good within the local community” (Interview 7, Community energy expert) 

 

7.4.5 Participation in Community Energy Projects Can Be a Good Investment 
 

Lastly, another key motivation raised in relation to community energy projects was financial 

motivations. Some of the participants argued that community projects can be a good investment, but 

this was often followed by a clarification that as the support for community energy has changed, this 

is less commonly the case. This decreased viability of projects emerged as a key problematisation in 

these discourses, and some of the proposed technologies included increased financial incentives. This 

followed a key rationality that financial incentives are effective in facilitating public participation.  

 

In the official discourses, the Local Energy Policy Statement indicates a goal of making a business 

case for community projects once again (The Scottish Government, 2021c). This de-risking of local 

projects appears to be connected to the developments in the support mechanism for renewable energy 

projects. With the decreased level of support, many smaller scale projects are unviable, but by 

grouping up smaller local projects and broadening the concept, their viability could be increased, 

making them align with commercial projects. The shift is intertwined with many other developments, 

and is discussed more in detail as its own case example (Section 7.6.1). 

 

As indicated by the inspiring theme key discourses, public participation in the Scottish energy 

transition is connected to a number of motivations. Also in Scotland, the community and charitable 

focus emerged as key discourses, but this was not as explicitly stated as in the Irish discourses. In 

Ireland this discourse originates from EU legislation, which may represent one of the key reasons why 

this explicit discourse is adopted. These key motivations and differences between the countries are 

discussed in Sections 8.2 and 8.3. The discourses on the motivations of public participation in 

Scotland are also connected to the changing environment for community energy, which is discussed 

as a case example in Section 7.6.1. 
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7.5  Empowerment 

 

The analysis on the empowerment theme focused on measures to remove barriers from public 

involvement and incentivisation of it. This section outlines some key discourses connected to the idea 

of empowerment in the Scottish discourses, and outlines key problematisations, technologies, and 

rationalities related to these. These, and the key data sources and perspectives are summarised in 

Table 27.  

Table 27: Empowerment, Scotland 

Discourse 

 

Problematisation Technologies Rationalities  Key Data 

Public 

participation 

in the energy 

transition 

requires 

facilitation 

and 

empowerment. 

Barriers to public 

participation.   

Expert 

support, 

grants, loans, 

advice 

Systemic 

approach 

A majority of the data, and all 

three broad stakeholder group 

perspectives. 

Community 

actors are key 

facilitative 

leaders in the 

energy 

transition. 

Distrust 

 

Limited capacity 

of support 

Sharing 

governance 

responsibility 

with 

community 

actors. 

Polycentric 

facilitation 

 

Responsibilisa

tion 

 

Just transition 

• Int1, Int2, Int4, Int6 

• Local Energy Policy Statement 

(The Scottish Government, 

2021c) 

• Climate Ready Scotland (The 

Scottish Government, 2019a) 

• Scottish Energy Strategy (The 

Scottish Government, 2017) 

• Community energy related 

reports (Community Energy 

Scotland, 2020; Local Energy 

Scotland, 2016) 

Public 

participation 

in the energy 

transition 

faces many 

barriers. 

Barriers to public 

participation. 

Expert 

support, 

grants, loans, 

advice 

Public 

participation 

requires 

facilitation. 

A majority of the data, and all 

three broad stakeholder group 

perspectives. 

Mitigation of 

vulnerabilities 

is a key part of 

facilitating the 

energy 

transition 

Inequal capacity 

of actors to take 

advantage of 

opportunities. 

Targeted 

support, 

consumer 

protection, 

self-protection 

through 

increased 

awareness. 

Responsibilisa

tion. 

 

Protection as a 

key right of 

energy 

consumers.  

 

Just transition 

• Int10 – Int12  

• P2, P6 

• Energy Consumer Action Plan 

(The Scottish Government, 

2019b) 

• Scottish Energy Strategy (The 

Scottish Government, 2017) 

• Local Energy Policy Statement 

(The Scottish Government, 

2021c) 

• Community energy related 

reports (Community Energy 

England et al., 2019; 

Community Energy Scotland, 

2020; Local Energy Scotland, 

2016) 
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7.5.1 Public Participation in the Energy Transition Requires Facilitation and 

Empowerment   
 

The majority of the data (Table 27) highlighted the need for public empowerment and a facilitative 

approach. This discourse highlights the problematisation of barriers to public participation, and the 

technologies include expert support, grants, loans, and advice. In Scotland, Local Energy Scotland 

and the CARES scheme are in a central facilitative leadership position for public participation. One 

key rationality in the Scottish discourses in relation to this was ‘systemic approach’. 

 

In the Scottish Government discourses consumers are framed as empowered when they have the right 

knowledge and the necessary tools to act on that knowledge. The strategies on empowerment focus on 

giving people the needed tools (The Scottish Government, 2019b). 

 

“But I think also the Scottish government doesn't want to give the impression that they expect people to 

be doing this themselves, you know. Yes, there is a role for citizens, but that has to be supported by you 

know actions by businesses and actions by government” (Interview 11, Policy expert)  

 

The official discourses on empowerment represent understanding that behavioural change is systemic, 

it is connected to multiple parts of a system instead of a linear process. It will not be achieved only 

with provision of information, but facilitation is also needed. This is evident in policy discourses, and 

also in the use of some of the tools used when thinking about policy. The Scottish Government has 

adopted the ISM (individual, social, material) tool for policy formation of policies aiming to support 

public involvement in the energy transition. The tool puts social interventions into the broader 

systems of behaviours (Scottish Government Social Research, 2013). Although, the tool is discussed 

in policy documents, based on interviews with policy experts in Scotland, the tool is not widely used. 

Still, it provides a good example of systems thinking in the Scottish policy, alongside the prevalence 

of ideas such as taking a whole-system view to energy (The Scottish Government, 2017). A policy 

expert interview participant elaborated on what the systemic perspective to behavioural change 

entails:  

 

“-- the thing that is becoming also kind of increasingly understood when the government is that it's not 

about isolated behaviours. It's about kind of interlinked practices. And so, like kind of how different 

actions that we take are linked in to other ones and so you know for a long time it was. It was kind of 

stop driving your car to work, can you get people out of their cars when they're going to work? Get 

them on the bus, but then you have to think about how kind of going to work is interlinked with 

dropping your kids at school or getting your shopping. And so, it's not just a case of I'll get the bus to 

work because you also need to get your child from school on the way. And if you don't have a car then 
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that means like 2 bus trips and then you know and you need some way to carry your shopping home. 

So, it's understanding people’s lives in a much more kind of again holistic whole systems way. Which is 

much more accurate, but it's much more difficult than to come up with policies because it's so much 

more complicated. And so I think they're kind of we're at the stage of understanding the complexity, but 

not necessarily then the next stage of knowing how we can then influence things efficiently within that 

kind of complex system.” (Interview 11, Policy expert)  

 

The importance of facilitation was also raised throughout community perspectives, especially from 

the perspective of actors supporting community energy and public participation in the energy 

transition. One key discourse from these perspectives was framing this facilitation as ‘hand holding’. 

These actors are key facilitate leaders in the Scottish energy transition and public participation in it, 

but also other actors were highlighted in key facilitative roles.  

 

“I think our service… we're really lucky to have the capacity. They really give specific tailored service 

to projects and again it is a case of a bit of hand holding whole way through a project. And I think 

maybe where it can be lacking is where a community doesn't have the capacity there already, and 

again, it's just reliance on voluntary timing contributions.” (Interview 7, Community energy expert) 

 

7.5.2 Community Actors are Key Facilitative Leaders in the Energy Transition 
 

“But this is not a call to enable community groups to generate more energy per se, but to create a 

policy, regulatory and support environment that empowers them to drive the reduction and flexible 

management of energy demand at a local level, across Scotland. In other words, to help groups do 

what they do best: to inspire, support and motivate local people to act for our collective best interest.”  

(Community Energy Scotland, 2020) 

 

The responsibility for inspiring individuals to take a more active and responsible role in the energy 

transition was argued to fall also on community groups. Their role was championed in many of the 

discourses as the key for inspiring members of the local community, putting them in a key leadership 

role in the polycentric facilitation of community involvement. These discourses emerged from a vast 

range of stakeholders, but most commonly from the perspective of organisations supporting 

community energy. In a similar way, also individuals were envisioned as actors who can help 

themselves by becoming more aware and engaged.  

 

This discourse is connected to the problematisation of the limited capacity of support organisations 

and community groups, and distrust. Setting community actors in the leadership role, 

responsibilisation of them, represents a key technology. The key rationalities connected to this can be 

summarised as polycentric facilitation, and responsibilisation, an understanding that the reach of 
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governmental actors is limited in facilitating involvement of the wider public, and therefore the 

facilitative roles need to be shared. Setting community actors in the leadership roles were also argued 

to support the goal of just transition.  

 

“Much has been made of the significance of community-led action to mitigate the impacts of the 

COVID crisis at a local level, reflecting the hitherto undervalued but key role and local reach of 

community anchor organisations - as well as testing their ability to ‘deliver’. By the same token, these 

organisations could now be empowered to mobilise their communities in a more rapid and more just 

transition to a low carbon and resilient energy system.” (Community Energy Scotland, 2020) 

 

7.5.3 Public Participation in the Energy Transition Faces Many Barriers 
 

The analysed data (Table 27) highlighted many key barriers for different types of public involvement 

in the energy transition. As the list of these problematisations is long, it is provided as a Table 28. Key 

technology for overcoming these barriers can be summarised under the term facilitation. A number of 

rationalities were connected to these problematisations.  

 



164 

 

Table 28: Barriers to public involvement, Scotland 

Barrier Explanation 

 

Complexity The energy system and participation in it was described as complex in 

the data, and this complexity as a challenge for public participation in 

different form.  

Costs of house retrofit The cost of house retrofit was described as a barrier to public 

participation in decarbonisation of housing. This connects to micro-

generation in Scotland.  

Decreased viability of community 

energy projects 

Decreased viability of community projects was commonly 

problematised in the data. This is discussed in Section 7.6.1. 

Difficulty of projects Community projects were described as difficult to implement. This 

connects to other identified barriers.  

Emotional burden  Public participation in decision-making processes, especially when the 

participants hold critical views, was described as emotionally 

exhausting.  

Exclusion of critical groups Critical groups also shared experiences of being excluded from 

participatory processes, and how this hindered their participation.  

Capacity of communities Limited capacity (financial, expertise, workforce, time) of community 

groups was a commonly raised challenge for community participation in 

different forms.  

Financial capacity of individuals  Limited financial capacity of individuals was often raised as a barrier in 

the data.  

Grid capacity  The Scottish grid is limited especially in rural areas, and this, and the 

costs of enforcing the grid, were raised as a significant barrier for 

community projects.  

Inaccessibility of language  The complexity of policy and expert language was raised as a key 

barrier for participation of non-experts.  

Lack of awareness  As highlighted in Section 7.3, lack of awareness was commonly 

problematised challenge for public involvement.  

Lack of right to local supply  Lack of right to local supply was commonly problematised in the data. 

This is discussed in Section 7.6.1. 

Lack of successes Critical community groups raised lack of successes in their efforts as a 

significant barrier decreasing motivation.  

Lack of time and volunteer 

workforce 

The volunteer workforce of community groups was raised as a challenge 

for participation of community groups, limiting capacity of these 

groups. See Sections 7.6.2 and 7.6.3. 

Lack of trust Lack of trust was raised as a barrier for participation. This was key 

element of for example the Energy Consumer Action Plan (The Scottish 

Government, 2019b).  

Limited incentives Limited incentives for participation was raised as a barrier for 

participation through adoption of products and behavioural change.  

Low financial returns Low financial return was raised as a barrier for public participation in 

energy generation. This was raised as a challenge for incentivisation as 

well as for gaining loans. 

Structural barriers Structural barriers were raised as a key challenge for public participation 

in energy generation (grid) as well as through adoption of products and 

behavioural change.  

UK policy  UK policy was raised as a key challenge for the Scottish energy 

transition. This is discussed in section 7.6.1. 

Unfair power dynamics Unfair power dynamics were raised as a key barrier for public 

participation in all forms. This was raised especially by critical 

community groups and in the consultation for the Good Practice 

Guidelines (Section 7.6.2 and 7.6.3).  

 

To elaborate on some of the key barriers, a few of these are discussed here in more detail. Firstly, the 

environment and support for community energy in Scotland has been going through a significant 
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change and this has resulted in many changes to the role of the public in the energy transition. Many 

of the barriers such as those related to financial capacity, resources, and grid capacity have been 

created or worsened by this shift. This is also connected to the problematisations of UK policy, and 

the problematisation of lack of right to local supply. The shifting environment for community energy 

in Scotland is discussed as its own case example in Section 7.6.1.  

 

“And I think the challenge of the changes that are happening at the moment in the UK system as well 

make is very difficult to make a business case to some community energy projects. Particularly in an 

environment at the moment where subsidies are being removed, particularly the feed-in tariff in the UK 

was removed recently and replaced with the smart export guarantee. I don’t know if you are aware of 

these, but the smart export guarantee not being as generous as its predecessor the feed-in tariff so that 

makes it a little more difficult for groups to make a business case for generation projects.” 

(Interview 4, Community energy expert) 

 

Secondly, low energy efficiency of housing, and need for other energy efficiency measure, is a key 

problematisation also in the official Scottish energy transition discourse. The Scottish Government 

has ambitions to significantly improve the energy efficiency of housing. The Heat in Buildings 

Strategy aims to transform the heating systems of more than 1 million homes and 50,000 non-

domestic buildings to low and zero emissions by 2030 (The Scottish Government, 2021b). Individuals 

and communities are supported to adopt house retrofit measures with awareness raising and funding, 

for example through CARES and the Net Zero Scotland website (The Scottish Government, 2021d). 

This challenge relates to many of the identified barriers, such as financial capacity, lack of incentives, 

and the structural barriers.  

“Progress to date has been based on the easier measures, but the bulk of households in the ‘able to 

pay’ sector have not been addressed and there needs to be a different approach to encourage 

householders to act – and there is little incentive for private landlords to act either.”  

(Community Energy Scotland, 2020) 

 

Another key element of these barriers can be elaborated by highlighting the perspective of groups 

aiming to participate in decision-making processes. These groups often participate in objection of 

developments or policies, which is an often problematised issue in relation to the energy transition, 

and was highlighted by the awareness theme discourses. The perspectives of these groups highlighted 

exhaustiveness of this participation, caused by lack of resources, capacity, volunteer workforce, 

exclusion, language, and recognition of being labelled with negative subjectification, such as a 

NIMBY. Additionally, many community groups active in environmental issues in in the category of 

participation in decision-making processes largely do not participate in activities which could provide 

financial revenue.  
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“Resources. often you know us, and the communities involved, we're doing this in spare time, free 

voluntary time. That sort of thing compared to the developers who have all that you know resources at 

hand. They are rich, so it's very much a David and Goliath situation.”  

(Interview 1, Community group member) 

 

Lastly, the challenges around communication and language require further elaboration. Despite the 

government focus on accessibility of communication, challenges with communication were still 

problematised in the Scottish discourses. The interviews conducted with policy experts highlighted 

that communication is recognised as a key issue in the Scottish Government, but that there are still 

many challenges with accessibility of communication, as showcased in the citation below about a 

discussion on public consultations.  

 

“I don't think it's necessarily the process that's off putting, but it's the content of the consultation 

documents and the fact that you have to, well, A) you have to a know that the consultation is 

happening, which you'd only know about that if you either like followed the citizen space website, 

which is where they're all posted, or you were like linked into the right Twitter accounts or whatever. 

So, you have to be in the loop already to hear that it's even happening. And then you have to be 

motivated to read often a 20, 30, 40, 50-page consultation document. They can go into a lot of like deep 

technical detail and then you have to feel confident enough to be able to give kind of intelligent answer 

an, so I don't think it's necessarily like the actual kind of process of responding that's the issue. It's 

much more the accessibility.” (Interview 11, Policy expert) 

 

The lack of shared language and communication challenges were problematised also from the 

community perspectives, with many of the participants suggesting that greater responsibility should 

be put on developers and the government for effective communication. Instead, the community 

perspectives argued that the responsibility is often put on the public. Some of the consultation 

submissions also raised the problematisation that policy documents are not written in a language that a 

normal person could understand.  

 

“I've just written a blog post and I've written a poem using all the acronyms. And even the guy in that 

you know University had to look up some of the acronyms that I used in that. And you know 

communities are supposed to get their heads round it. It’s terrible. I have nearly been driven to tears 

trying to understand this stuff. And then to hand it over to communities” (Interview 1, Community 

group member) 

 

“No when these articles are written there are not written in a way that a common fisherman like myself 

it’s very hard to make sense of the impact that could affect the fishing areas and stocks.”  

(Consultation submissions to the Scottish Government Good Practice Guidelines for community 

benefits and shared ownership) 
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7.5.4 Mitigation of Vulnerabilities is a Key Part of Facilitating the Energy Transition 
 

“We will make sure that the benefits are universal, and that change works for everyone across our 

society – preventing new forms of social exclusion amongst those less well equipped to take ad-vantage 

of opportunities created by changing markets and smart technologies.”(The Scottish Government, 

2017) 

 

Empowerment is also linked to the idea of vulnerable consumers, and the mitigation of this 

vulnerability. This discourse is linked to the problematisation of vulnerability, the inequal capacity of 

actors. Key technologies include consumer protection, targeted support, and responsibilisation to 

protect oneself. These discourses were connected to the rationality of just transition and connection of 

the role of consumers to protection.  

 

This was represented as an integral part of the consumer empowerment in the Scottish policy 

discourses, with lack of empowerment, and disengagement, framed as vulnerability. Recognition that 

consumers need to change their behaviours and be empowered to participate in collective efforts to 

fight climate change and answer the energy transition are accompanied by a problematisation of 

vulnerable consumers. Disengaged people are framed as vulnerable due to them not being able to take 

advantage of emerging opportunities and support mechanisms. More commonly framed as vulnerable 

actors, such as those in energy poverty, and those most vulnerable to climate change, are also 

highlighted in the Scottish energy transition policy. Key solution to these is policies designed to 

consider the protection of vulnerable consumers, to mitigate their losses. Some examples of this in 

Scotland include introduction of a Consumer Scotland, to protect consumer rights. This discourse 

frames consumers in general as vulnerable, as something to be protected.  

 

“Any one of us can, through a change in circumstances, become vulnerable at any time. When we find 

ourselves in a vulnerable situation, we depend on water and energy more than ever.”  

(The Scottish Government, 2019b) 

 

Interestingly, Scotland has recently been given more devolved powers in consumer advice and 

advocacy. This may provide a key rationality for the consumer framing as well as consumer 

protection focus. Even though the consumer framing focuses on protection, the rationality that 

consumers need to protect themselves is also highlighted. The discourse that the facilitation actions 

aim to make it possible for consumers to help themselves appeared commonly in the official 

discourses, but also in other data, such as from the community support organisation perspective. This 

is articulated in relation to issues such as changing suppliers and the overall local-based approach 

taken by the Scottish Government. This highlights that empowering the local energy systems is 
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necessary because local people are best placed to answer local problems, highlighting that a central 

goal to this is to empower local actors to become facilitative leaders.  

 

The empowerment theme showcased how need for facilitation is understood in the Scottish case 

discourses, and how this is connected to systems thinking. A vast number of barriers were identified 

in relation to public participation in the Scottish energy transition. Some of the discourses highlighted 

responsibilisation of the public, such as those setting community actors in key facilitative roles, and 

those highlighting sharing the responsibility for protection with individuals themselves. The 

responsibilisation of individuals is further discussed in Section 8.2. The next sections will review case 

examples on the Scottish energy transition context to further highlight the strategies of awareness 

raising, inspiring, and empowerment as well as how these are viewed from different stakeholder 

perspectives.  

 

7.6  Case Examples  

 

To further elaborate on the governance of public involvement in the Scottish energy transition, this 

section reviews four key facilitative measures to involve public in the transition. Section 7.6.1 begins 

with discussion on the shifting environment for community energy in Scotland. Sections 7.6.2 and 

7.6.3 review the consultation process for the Good Practice Principles on community benefits (The 

Scottish Government, 2019d) and shared ownership (The Scottish Government, 2019c). The 

consultation processes gave significant insights into the debates between stakeholders, as the 

consultations presented a forum where the stakeholders are debating the same issues in the same 

context.  
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7.6.1 Shifting Environment for Community Energy in Scotland  
 

 

 

Figure 20: Data on community energy, Scotland 

 

“To date, much of the impetus behind the development of community renewables in Scotland has been 

economic; community groups have seen renewable energy generation as an ethical, sustainable and 

lucrative means to ensure a long-term income stream for supporting their local charitable activities. 

This has had great benefits for local resilience in some communities and has had notable successes, as 

is clear from the progress towards the Scottish Government’s 2020 target for community and locally 

owned generation. It would be wrong to claim that carbon and climate have not been factors 

influencing the development of these generation projects, but it would also be naïve to assume this has 

been the principal motivation in all cases. And the benefits have been far from universal.”  

(Community Energy Scotland, 2020) 

 

Scotland has a long history of supporting community energy. The key measure to support community 

energy projects in Scotland is the CARES scheme, which is administered by Local Energy Scotland 

(Local Energy Scotland, 2016). Charitable organisations, without direct government support also exist 

for the same purpose. Figure 20 illustrates the key data on community energy in the Scottish case. 

Even though community energy was a key topic in the data, it is not a key measure in how public 

involvement in the Scottish energy transition is facilitated. Most recently, community energy in 

Scotland has faced more challenges and many of the analysed discourses highlighted a major change 

in relation to community participation in energy generation. Still, Scotland has ambitions to increase 

locally owned energy, with the goal of 2 GW of community and locally owned energy by 2030 (The 

Scottish Government, 2017, p. 42). 
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“…if you talk about kind of commitment and this sort of attitude of developers and the attitude of the 

Scottish Government to make it work, it is really high. So, I think it's really well supported. It’s 

politically well supported. It's always been well funded, and it’s been well funded for a long period of 

time” (Interview 11, Policy expert) 

 

One interesting aspect in the discourses around community energy in Scotland is the concept of Local 

Energy Systems (The Scottish Government, 2021c). Community energy operates withing this 

territory, but the arena is not saved solely for it. Local energy involves a range of actors, from public, 

private and community sectors (The Scottish Government, 2021c, p. 25). The determining feature is 

locality. Local energy is defined as operating for the benefit of local people, and as separate from but 

complimentary to the national system (The Scottish Government, 2021c, p. 21). Another key element 

of the local energy systems is to prioritise commercially viable projects, which can be replicated at a 

scale (The Scottish Government, 2021c, p. 25). Here it is important to note the decreasing viability of 

community energy projects, and that the goals of locally owned energy do not refer to solely 

community owned energy. This element of the Local Energy System concept has faced some critique, 

and has been argued to be a move away from community energy (Community Energy Scotland, 2020; 

see also Slee, 2020).  

 

“Community energy differs from, and adds to, the local energy concept as it is fundamentally about 

strengthening communities and improving lives in a way which builds enthusiasm for more sustainable 

behaviour, rather than the more opaque ‘local energy’ which is not anchored in community wellbeing 

and so has less traction with normal people.” (Community Energy England et al., 2019) 

 

Despite the strong history of community participation in renewable energy, and this having been 

highlighted also in the analysed discourses, also an opposite perspective was widely voiced, that of 

increasing challenges to community energy. One key issue raised throughout the data in terms of the 

energy industry and community energy was the influence of UK policy and the end of the FiT 

Scheme. In the analysed discourses the responsibility on the decreased viability of renewable energy 

developments caused by the end of the scheme was placed on the UK, with the efforts of Scotland in 

supporting community energy highlighted (see section 7.2). This framing may be connected to the 

Scottish ambitions for independence (Slee & Harnmeijer, 2017).  

 

“The period since 2015 has seen a significant reversal in policy support for the sector to such an extent 

that community energy groups, and wider stakeholders, now see the Government as actively dissuading 

communities from working together and exploring opportunities to develop local low carbon projects. 

The gap between FiT closure & the new measure coming in with no retrospective registration allowed, 
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means that there will be a further slowdown in new small-scale renewable development coming 

forward, unfortunately reinforcing the negative policy signals sent from BEIS.”  

(Community Energy England et al., 2019) 

 

A change in the support and financial viability of projects throughout UK has impacted both the 

renewable energy industry and community energy. The analysed community energy support 

organisation events and interviews highlighted that the viability of community projects has decreased, 

making it harder to make the business case for them. This is argued to have led to a change in the 

purpose and motivation for community energy projects (Section 7.4 discourses). Previously, 

especially with the initial FiT payments, community energy projects could have been about financial 

revenue. Now with the decreased tariffs, the emphasis is on sustainability, fighting climate change, 

and providing services to the locality 

 

The FiT scheme was replaced after a year gap with Smart Export Guarantee (SEG). The shift to the 

SEG aligned with the changes in support for renewable energy towards market-based approaches 

identifiable throughout developed countries (Grashof, 2021). The SEG is a market-based scheme, 

with the level of payments determined by suppliers. This feature was problematised by community 

perspective due to the uncertainty of prices (Community Energy England et al., 2019) (Figure 21). 

This accompanied by a rationality that the SEG is not effective for increasing small-scale generation. 

Moreover, the community perspective discourses argued that support for micro and small-scale 

generation has potential to alleviate fuel poverty and that this is missed with the SEG (Community 

Energy England et al., 2019, p. 4) (Figure 21). Setting mandatory requirements for the length and 

level of the SEG was proposed as a solution to this risk (Community Energy England et al., 2019).  

 

 

Figure 21: The Smart Export Guarantee should have minimum requirements 

 

“For the SEG to have value, suppliers must be mandated to offer term contracts which are sufficient to 

secure project development finance. Without this, we suspect that most suppliers will simply offer the 
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minimum legal requirement, knowing that it unlikely to be taken up.” (Community Energy England et 

al., 2019) 

 

In addition to the change in subsidies, also another obstacle was highlighted in the discourses (Figure 

22). Communities in Scotland are not able to sell electricity straight to the grid or sell or share it to the 

local area. Instead, they can sell back to the suppliers and receive the supplier determined smart 

export guarantee. This was highlighted as a limiting factor in the data. During the research project, 

there was a campaign ‘Power to People’ to propose a bill, Local Electricity Bill, to change this 

situation7.  

 

“It needs. I think it needs the local authorities the government to be the establishment to stop thinking 

and to stop thinking in terms of a big National Grid and big power stations because all the 

infrastructure is built around them at the most. And that's the legacy. That's the past. That's what was 

there. But but life is moved on. And and it there is the principal will. “  

(Interview 5, Community energy project member) 

 

Figure 22: Legal right to local supply 

 

“But this is not a call to enable community groups to generate more energy per se, but to create a 

policy, regulatory and support environment that empowers them to drive the reduction and flexible 

management of energy demand at a local level, across Scotland. In other words, to help groups do 

what they do best: to inspire, support and motivate local people to act for our collective best interest.” 

(Community Energy Scotland, 2020) 

 

The shifting environment for community energy in Scotland indicates that the purpose of community 

participation in electricity generation in Scotland is changing from communities gaining revenue from 

it to community energy being a tool of energy demand side control. In these discourses, the 

 

7 https://powerforpeople.org.uk/take-action-leb (accessed 24.11.2021) 
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importance of community groups to take upon the role of facilitation, to inspire, support, and motivate 

local people to act for collective interest, was highlighted. This demand side control focus was 

highlighted for example in the Energy Consumer Action Plan (The Scottish Government, 2019b) and 

in a report on community energy (Community Energy Scotland, 2020). 

 

“The role of community energy may be most important not in terms of community owned energy 

generation but in enabling the transformation of energy demand, enabling energy users to become 

active and empowered components forming a new ‘local’ layer in our energy system.” 

(Community Energy Scotland, 2020) 

 

This section elaborated on the changing environment for community energy in Scotland, a shift from 

community energy towards demand side control. In addition to the demand side control, also shared 

ownership has been advanced as the future of community energy. Based on the Good Practice 

Principles on Shared Ownership (The Scottish Government, 2019c), and the consultation on the 

principles, this is facing some challenges. The next section will investigate the case of shared 

ownership in Scotland more closely.  

 

7.6.2 Shared Ownership Consultation  
 

 

 

Figure 23: Data on shared ownership, Scotland 

 

As mentioned in the previous sections, shared ownership is increasingly fostered as the future of 

public participation in energy generation in Scotland. Recently, the Scottish Government Good 

Practice Principles for Shared Ownership of Onshore Renewable Energy Developments (The Scottish 
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Government, 2019c) went through a public consultation, which presented a great opportunity to 

investigate varying stakeholder perspectives on the topic. The consultation process on the Good 

Practice Principles  included discourse on both shared ownership and community benefit (The 

Scottish Government, 2019c, 2019d). This section reviews the shared ownership part of the 

consultation process. Some of the public events also discussed the topic of shared ownership (Figure 

23). As the consultation on guidelines on shared ownership and community benefits was combined, 

some of the discussion relates to both.  

 

Community involvement in renewable energy developments a risk to the industry? 

 

“But I think in most cases it's simply being capacity. The developers, particularly in that period, when 

the government just cut all the subsidies. They just stopped. You know if somebody left for another job 

or got promoted or something like that, they just didn't replace them. The capacity of the developers 

dropped hugely in for about five or six years I would say, and it's only in the last two or three years 

they've started picking up again.” (Interview 9, Renewable energy industry expert)  

 

Developer submissions to the consultation had one common problematisation, that additional costs 

such as shared ownership and community benefits are risks to the viability of the industry (Figure 24). 

This was discussed alongside a reference to decreased security of the industry. This problematisation 

frames shared ownership arrangements as an additional cost with limited benefit. With the changed 

support environment for renewables in Scotland, such voluntary arrangements were argued to not be 

sensible from business perspective.  

 

The rationality highlighting that shared ownership only benefits the community and is an additional 

cost was commonly accompanied with the rationality that as such the costs would end up being paid 

by the end consumer in the form of increased electricity prices. This overall perspective led to the 

proposal of a strategy that there should be no obligation on developers to offer shared ownership and 

this voluntary nature should be highlighted in the guidelines document (Figure 24).  
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Figure 24: There should be no obligation for developers to offer shared ownership 

 

 

“None form a compelling business case for additional investment in money and time in the 

economically challenging environment that renewable energy companies are currently operating in”  

(Shared ownership consultation submission) 

 

Communities as civil society actors with increasing responsibilities 

 

Figure 25: Capacity of communities as a key challenge 

 

The guidance does not address the availability of personnel to undertake the work on behalf of the 

community, in addition to skills and expertise, and that this resource is generally voluntary and limited 

as a result” (Shared ownership consultation submission)  

 

Some of the key problematisations emerging in the consultation submissions related to the imbalances 

between community groups and developers, and the limited capacity of community groups (Figure 

25). Key rationalities in the Scottish Government discourses included that communities are expected 

to use the income from shared ownership for benefit of the local community (The Scottish 

Technology: 

There should be no 

obligation for 

developers to offer 

shared ownership  

Technologies: 

Clear communication 

of investment risks, 

independent financial 

advice, and CARES 

support 



176 

 

Government, 2019c). Simultaneously, the policy document highlighted the responsibility of the local 

community to produce a Community Action Plan to guide the use of revenue from shared ownership 

and community benefits (The Scottish Government, 2019c).  

 

The consultation submissions and other community perspective data on the other hand highlighted 

problematisations when it comes to community capacity (see Section 7.5). In the submissions, 

community groups were described as being at the bottom of the financial hierarchy, without much 

decision-making power. Communities also struggle with sourcing capital, and this was raised as 

another challenge for communities to undertake the responsibility of creating the Community Action 

Plan, while often also being staffed by volunteers. 

 

 

“And third-party assistance. I think this is absolutely key for all communities. Every community 

organisation has different sets of skills or different people involved with different expertise. But there 

will almost always be a gap.”  

(Public event 4, Community support organisation event, Community energy expert) 

 

The problematisation of a gap in the knowledge, expertise and resources of communities was often 

voiced in relation to shared ownership arrangements, highlighting an imbalance between the 

developer and the community when it comes to skills and capacity. This perspective was often 

accompanied with the argument for a need for third party support for communities to be able to 

undertake shared ownership arrangements. Here again, the role of CARES was highlighted.  

 

Voluntary nature of the guidelines is a risk to fairness 

 

 

Figure 26: Voluntary nature of the guidelines as a risk to fairness 
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The Scottish Government Good Practice Principles are voluntary in nature. This raised a 

problematisation in the consultation submissions on whether the guidelines would be followed (Figure 

26). This relates to both elements of the guidelines, shared ownership, and community benefits. This 

concern led to the suggestion that the guidelines should be compulsory to protect the fairness of 

processes. These discourses were also accompanied by a problematisation of the current situation with 

arguments that developers have too much say in shared ownership arrangements and the use of 

community benefits.  

 

 

 

 

 

Social expectations 

 

 

Figure 27: Developer concerns over social expectations 

 

In comparison, one key problematisation in the developer submissions was that social expectations 

should be managed (Figure 27). This goes beyond just setting the guidelines officially as voluntary, to 

setting the social expectations to follow this as well. The prevalence of this perspective in the 

consultation submissions suggests that developers see these expectations as a significant risk or that 

they expect not to be able to comply with them. This problematisation resulted in a suggestion that the 

Scottish Government manages these expectations by highlighting the voluntary nature of the 

guidelines.  

 

“We are concerned that the Scottish Government’s proposal to set financial target for contributions to 

the local community risks setting an expectation for communities of automatic, extra-contractual 

payments; despite statements in the guidance that Community Benefit Schemes are voluntary. – it is 

important that it is emphasised that this is not a state mandated payment (i.e. a tax).”  
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(Shared ownership consultation submission) 

 

Official rationalities 

 

The Scottish Government has ambitious goals for shared ownership and locally and community 

owned renewable energy projects. For 2020, a date already passed, the Scottish Government had a 

goal that at least half of newly consented renewable energy projects will have an element of shared 

ownership. The Scottish Government also has the before-discussed goal of 2 GW of community and 

locally owner energy by 2030. Shared ownership is expected to be a key measure to achieve these 

goals (The Scottish Government, 2019c, p. 4). As shared ownership faced debated in the consultation 

submissions, this calls for investigating the final scheme, and the ‘results’ of this debate. This section 

reviews some of the key elements of the Good Practice Principles (The Scottish Government, 2019c). 

Firstly, determining the rationalities within the Good Practice Principles was aided by thee being 

directly stated in the document (The Scottish Government, 2019c, p. 9). 

 

It should be noted that shared ownership is framed as an addition to community engagement and a 

way to support the partnership between the developer and the community. Additionally, shared 

ownership is seen as a way to generate income and create a lasting legacy in the community (The 

Scottish Government, 2019c, p. 9). Interestingly, the stated rationales argue that developers benefit 

from shared ownership arrangements by understanding local needs better and gaining support for their 

project, but this was not raised in the developer submissions.  

 

The guidelines set the purpose of shared ownership for community groups to be to support community 

development, to create a lasting legacy. This perspective problematises the arrangements were only 

the individuals in a position to invest are able to benefit from shared ownership.  

 

“Shared Ownership should support community development in the broader sense that is why we define 

Shared Ownership as “any structure involving a community group as a financial partner”, not 

individuals, (within the geographical area of the project) who are in a position to invest”  

(The Scottish Government, 2019c, p. 10) 

 

The profits of shared ownership are guided towards developing the local area. At the same time, many 

stakeholders in the submissions highlighted that the source of capital for community groups is not 

clear, and the investment involves significant risk and possibility of losing the investment. This 

element is highlighted in the final policy document (The Scottish Government, 2019c, p. 13). 
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Another key issue requiring further attention in the official perspective is the question of inclusion. 

Based on the guidelines, people objecting to a project can still participate in discussions about shared 

ownership opportunity (The Scottish Government, 2019c, p. 23). There is also some indication that 

they would not be excluded from any shared ownership offers. Still, the guidelines remain voluntary, 

which can mean that exclusionary practices are possible.  

 

“In summary, the renewable energy businesses should make it clear to the community that they can 

consider any shared ownership opportunity, and still take an independent view of the development in 

planning.” (The Scottish Government, 2019c, p. 10) 

 

When the varying perspectives on shared ownership represented in this consultation are compared, 

this raises questions over the feasibility of shared ownership being the future of community 

participation in electricity generation in Scotland. The Scottish Government lacks levers, such as a 

support scheme, through which the Good Practice Principles could be made mandatory. 

Simultaneously, the developer responses highlight that the incentive for shared ownership is missing 

for them, and instead it is perceived as an added cost decreasing viability of projects. The next 

sections will review the other side of the consultation process, the discussion on community benefits.  

 

7.6.3 Community Benefits Consultation  
 

 

 

Figure 28: Data on community benefits, Scotland 

 

The consultation process on the Development Guidelines (The Scottish Government, 2019d) included 

discourse on both shared ownership and community benefit. This section focuses on discourses 
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around community benefits in the consultation process, and reflects on additional data discussing 

community benefits, event recordings, reports, and interviews (Figure 28). 

 

The discussion on community benefits in Scotland revolves around what community benefits are and 

what is their purpose. The consultation process represented a conflict between developer and 

community perspectives on community benefits. From the community perspectives, community 

benefits are a compensation for the use of community’s resources or for the impact caused to 

community by the development. From the developer perspective on the other hand, community 

benefits are a voluntary benevolent fund. The policy perspective on the other hand appears to take a 

middle position, while appearing to cater more to the industry concerns.  

 

Community Action Plan and Lasting Legacy  

 

The Good Practice Principles introduced Community Action Plan (CAP) as a tool for facilitating 

community participation in the decision-making processes around community benefits (The Scottish 

Government, 2019d). This is a plan that communities are expected to produce to determine local 

needs. The discourses highlighted that developing the plan is a community responsibility, and they 

can receive advice and help through CARES. As highlighted in previous sections, community 

capacity is a common challenge, and this came up also in relation to the CAP, and the discourses 

raised problematisations over how this process is financed and who will undertake the work of 

developing the plan. Discourses in the public events highlighted the volunteer nature of participating 

in decision-making on the use of community benefits.  

 

“So it's almost kind of like a job. It's a volunteer job, but you're being really, really clear about what's 

involved in the role and what's not involved in the role. And what the expectations are.”  

(Public event 3, Community support organisation event on Community benefits governance, 

Community energy expert) 

 

The developer perspective included problematisation in relation to expectations that developers would 

take responsibility in creating the CAP, and asked for the guidelines to highlight that this is not a 

developer responsibility (Figure 29). This was accompanied by a broader problematisation of 

additional responsibilities set for developers, and an argument that renewable energy developers 

should be treated more like any other business. The community perspectives on the other hand argued 

that the CAP should not be funded using the community benefits.  
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The purpose of community benefits, as well as the income from shared ownership arrangements, is 

stated to be to create a lasting legacy (The Scottish Government, 2019d). The rationales for this or 

what this mean are not elaborated on in the guidelines, but it is defined as follows: 

 

“It is important to focus on achieving a lasting legacy for a community – the outcome – and not the process” 

 (The Scottish Government, 2019d, p. 22) 

 

 

Figure 29: Community Action Plan and responsibility 

 

Community benefits as a compensation 

 

 

Figure 30: Community benefits as compensation, Scotland  

 

The rationality that the purpose of community benefits is to be a compensation for the community was 

common in the community perspective discourses (Figure 30). This related to both perspectives that 

developments cause losses to communities and that renewable energy projects use community 

resources. This was accompanied by the perspectives that the proposed 5000£/Mw should be a 
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minimum, which should be enforced to ensure transparency and trust, and that the benefit should be 

aimed towards those most affected.  

 

 

 

“Actually if you're developing a renewable project in a community, it would be good practise to have a 

community benefit fund that can then support community projects, support projects within the local 

community, because you know it's a community asset that's being used to generate the energy.” 

(Interview 6, Community energy expert) 

 

Community benefits as flexible benevolent funds and risk to the industry  

 

 

Figure 31: Flexible community benefits, Scotland 

 

The official perspective (The Scottish Government, 2019d) and the industry perspectives on the other 

hand highlighted flexible community benefits (Figure 31).  From these discourses it appears to mean 

that the benefits do not need to be a monetary fund, but can instead be also other benefits for the 

locality.  

 

“We want to promote a more flexible approach to discussions about community benefits in future – a 

process which allows both renewable energy businesses and communities to identify clearly the best 

and most meaningful community benefits options and packages.” (The Scottish Government, 2019d, p. 

6) 

 

Another key rationality from the developer perspective was that renewable energy developments 

already provide a number of benefits, such as employment of local people, decarbonisation, and 

improvement of the economy. Any additional community benefits were described as charitable, 

voluntary benevolent funds up to the discretion of the developer. Many of the developer submissions 
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argued that instead of setting the social expectation of 5000£/Mw for community benefits, instead 

these wide range of benefits should be taken into consideration or seen as equivalent to the suggested 

amount.  

 

“[redacted] agrees that the revised Good Practice Principles (GPPs) will ensure that communities 

continue to benefit from renewable projects. However, given the continued emphasis on £5,00/MW (or 

equivalent) rather than a smaller sum, we believe Scottish communities as a whole will receive less in 

community benefit, although communities where developments can still happen will receive 

proportionately more under these GPPs.” (Community benefits consultation submission)  

 

These points were raised alongside problematisations, and rationalities related to the changed 

environment for the energy industry and that community benefits are an additional cost decreasing 

viability of projects. Some of the submissions argued that the suggested level of benefits would mean 

that less projects would be viable and Scottish communities would receive less community benefits as 

a whole. The submissions also raised the perspective that the flexible benefits could end up bringing 

more value to the community than a monetary fund. This was accompanied by the rationality the 

additional cost would lead to higher energy prices which would be paid ultimately by the consumers. 

It was also argued that lowering energy prices brings better benefits to consumers than benevolent 

funds, and that a flexible and holistic approach is the best approach to community benefit. The 

guiding rationality was that the costs of providing community benefits outweigh the benefits, 

especially in a non-subsidised market.  

 

“It is also worth bearing in mind the broader social cost of community benefit. All costs of energy 

development (including community benefit) are ultimately paid for by energy billpayers. Community 

benefit will push up the costs of onshore wind development and this cost will fall on the energy 

billpayer.” (Community benefits consultation submission) 

 

“If community benefit were to be delivered as cash payments at £5,000/MW on an onshore renewable 

energy project selling power at c.£45/MWh, the payment would represent c.4% of the project’s revenue 

(assuming load factor of 35%). This is likely to represent a large portion of the project’s profit margin, 

and a significant diversion of profits into optional benevolent funds would be unacceptable to project’s 

shareholders (irrespective of the shareholder’s status as a company, private individual, or charity)”  

 (Community benefits consultation submission) 

 

Additionally, the point was raised that other sectors should be treated the same as the renewable 

energy sector, and there are no reasons why community benefits should not become a standard for all 

developments. Some of the developer submissions problematised this issue, that why there are so 

many more expectations on renewable energy developments compared to other developments. 
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“We see no reason why Community Benefit Schemes should be limited to the renewable energy sector. 

As profit margins have decreased across the industry, we are still committed to being responsible 

neighbours, and communicating the benefits that our projects to local communities effectively. Sectors 

receiving significant Government support, and/or those with high profit margins on projects, are better 

placed than renewable energy projects to offer Community Benefit Schemes to their local 

communities.” (Community benefits consultation submission) 

 

Concerns over voluntary nature of the guidelines 

 

 

Figure 32: Community concerns over the voluntary nature of the guidelines 

 

The fear that developers will ‘game’ the voluntary system was raised by the community perspective in 

relation to both the community benefits and shared ownership (Figure 32). These submissions raised 

concern over essential parts of the development to be counted as community benefit without 

recognition of this by the community. The community perspectives also argued that developers have 

too much say in how community benefits are used and that communities should be making the 

decisions on that. That rationality that the flexibility caters to developers instead of being for the 

benefit of communities was also voiced. 

 

“Necessary construction or maintenance tracks should not be re-branded as legacy “community path 

networks”, with construction costs included as part of Community Benefit. Essential site remediation at 

the end of the construction period should not be passed off as a Community Benefit under the terms 

“environmental improvement” or “habitat creation”.  (Community benefits consultation submission) 
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Social expectations 

 

 

Figure 33: Developer concern over social expectations 

 

Similarly to the shared ownership discourse, the need to highlight that the suggested measures are not 

mandatory for developers was also raised often in the consultation submissions on the community 

benefit (Figure 33). This was raised alongside highlighting the need to consider flexible community 

benefits and the changed support for.  

 

“Without this change, communities will expect the £5,000 per MW to be delivered, despite the GPPs 

state that the funding is voluntary and to be at the developers’ discretion. By reducing the amount 

recommended I the GPPs to £1,500 per MW, it would allow developers to contribute the full amount 

rather than unrealistically building up communities’ expectations and facing criticism when they are 

not able to commit to £5,000 per MW.” (Community benefits consultation submission) 

 

Official perspective 

 

The Guidelines recognise the discrepancy between the developer and community perspectives on 

community benefits (The Scottish Government, 2019d, p. 4). In many ways the official stance 

supported the concerns raised by the developers. The guidelines highlighted that community benefits 

or shared ownership are not a planning concern and that the guidelines are voluntary. The statement 

that community benefits are not a material consideration in the planning permission is stated multiple 

times throughout the document (almost every page). 

 

“They are voluntary arrangements offered by renewable energy businesses to communities located 

near developments, and are not a material consideration in a planning application.”  

(The Scottish Government, 2019d, p. 4) 
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In addition, the guidelines also adopted the flexible perspective to community benefits raised by the 

developers and made it clear that developers hold no responsibility with helping communities 

producing the CAP (The Scottish Government, 2019d, p. 20). 

 

“While we will continue at a national level to promote a community benefits value of equivalent to 

£5,000 per installed MW per year, we do understand that some renewable energy businesses will seek 

to offer a more flexible package of benefits in keeping with their ambition to offer the lowest cost 

energy for consumers.” (The Scottish Government, 2019d, p. 11) 

 

On the other hand, some aspects of the guidelines appeared to also mitigate the concerns raised by the 

community perspectives. The guidelines for example highlight that community benefits should not be 

tied to acceptance of developments, and that communities need to have say in how community 

benefits are used. Still, the proposed role of communities in decision-making processes appears to be 

limited to consultation by the developer and communication of wishes through the CAP.  

 

“Contributing to community benefits discussions does not affect an individual’s, community or 

organisation’s right to express a view on the development proposals, and objecting to or supporting 

the development does not affect their right to discuss the community benefits proposals. There should 

be no implication that support for the development is contingent on the existence or size of a 

community benefits package.” (The Scottish Government, 2019d, p. 11) 

 

As the provision of community benefit is voluntary for developers, and the guidelines do not make 

any remarks on the topic, it is up to developer discretion to decide who is excluded from receiving 

benefits (The Scottish Government, 2019d, p. 21). The perspective that those objecting to 

developments should not receive community benefits was voiced in the interviews.  

 

“They invite applications for projects and for grants from the local community themselves. We 

supervise that. Well supervise is probably not quite the right word... We oversee that to make sure that 

they're not spending, for example, anti wind farm campaigns or political donations which you know we 

clear that that's not the spirit of it, and so they administer the money.” (Interview 8, Renewable energy 

industry expert) 

 

The case of the community benefits discussed in this section highlighted a debate on the purpose of 

community benefits, showing conflict between the community and developer perspectives. The 

consultation process also gives insights on the governance of public participation, which will be 

discussed, combined with the Irish case, in Section 8.4. The next section will conclude the Scottish 

case analysis.  
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7.7  Conclusion of the Scottish Case Study  

 

This chapter outlined the Scottish case analysis, starting with a discussion on the context for public 

participation in the Scottish energy transition, characterised by a long history of public participation 

which has been changing in the recent years towards greater focus on demand side control. Next, 

section 7.2 described the rhetorical analysis of the Scottish Energy Consumer role, introducing key 

elements of the role, which is important for understanding the overall governance of public 

participation in the Scottish energy transition. Sections 7.3 – 7.5 outline the analysis of key 

problematisations, technologies, and rationalities under the key themes: awareness raising, inspiring, 

and empowerment. Section 7.6 gave an overview of case examples of the most recent measures to 

facilitate public involvement in the Scottish energy transition.  

 

The analysis indicated a number of key elements for the Scottish case. Firstly, the environment for 

public participation in Scotland is changing, with challenged support for community energy, and a 

shift towards demand side control and behavioural change focus. This shift was connected to UK-

level policy changes, as well as Scotland’s increased devolved powers in consumer advice and 

advocacy. Shared ownership was advanced as the future of community energy in Scotland, but the 

consultation for the Good Practice Principles (The Scottish Government, 2019c) indicated challenges 

for this. These challenges included capacity of community groups and willingness of the renewable 

energy industry to undertake shared ownership arrangements.  

 

The analysis (of both the rhetoric as well as power dynamics) indicated that the discourses on public 

participation in Scotland align with the concept of responsibilisation. The analysed discourses 

indicated a number of challenges as well as opportunities. Firstly, the key challenges included deficit 

framing of the public, questions about power-knowledge dynamics, challenges for participation in 

decision-making processes, and a number of challenges for public participation when it is framed as 

volunteer activity. Moreover, some of the discourses highlighted resistance to public involvement, as 

was the case in shared ownership and community benefit discourses. The analysis also indicated 

similar opportunities for public involvement as identified from the Irish case,  and these will be 

discussed in Chapter Eight. Next, Chapter Eight will bring together the insights from the two case 

studies and the reviewed literature on the role of the public in the energy transition. This synthesis 

will further elaborate on the identified key challenges and discuss opportunities. 
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8. Interplay   

 

Involving the public in the energy transition is a crucial part of an effective approach to the transition 

of the energy system. How this is being done is significant for the success of adopted approaches. 

Individual discourses alone do not give enough information on the effectiveness of facilitation, or on 

power dynamics and conflict, but by analysing the interplay between different perspectives, how they 

conflict, support, or are otherwise related to each other, gives more insights into these complex 

dynamics. It also allows this research to make some significant contributions on how we understand 

public participation in the energy transition. This section discusses key elements of the interplay 

between the different problematisations, technologies, and rationalities arising from the discourses. 

This investigation of the interplay will help elaborate how the public involvement in the energy 

transition is being governed in Ireland and Scotland. 

 

The interplay concept was introduced into this thesis to overcome some challenges of the 

governmentality approach when considering the energy transition. Governmentality has been equalled 

to a coherent whole (Brady, 2014; Laes & Bombaerts, 2022), and has thus faced critique over 

omnipresence of power and lack of individual freedom (McKee, 2009). By placing power and conflict 

into the relations between actors (Ettlinger, 2011), interplay, highlights the complex and dynamic 

nature of power, as well as the role all actors play in creation of power. Conflict has also been a key 

question for the energy transition (McIlroy et al., 2021), and this is emphasised by the understanding 

of the challenge as systemic, and a need for society-wide action (Määttä, 2021b). The WoS approach 

is adopted in this thesis to emphasise the need for a society-wide collaboration, but the approach has 

been lacking in its understanding of conflict (Määttä, 2021b). Therefore, the interplay concept 

undertakes an important role in the research design, by answering the fourth research objective: To 

synthesise the insights from the research process to identify overall challenges and opportunities for 

public involvement in the energy transition. 

 

The discourses on public involvement in the energy transition in Ireland and Scotland included many 

shared features, such as the set of discourses which can be summarised under the awareness raising, 

inspiring, and empowerment themes. The first section of this chapter reviews the themes, and 

identifies a number of challenges highlighted by the key discourses. Section 8.2 discusses the two key 

roles given to the public in the case studies, that of the Irish Energy Citizens and Scottish Energy 

Consumers, and how the key discourses related to these represent responsibilisation of individuals. 

This is then followed by a discussion on the romanticised ideal of communities connected to public 

involvement in the energy transition. Section 8.4 reviews the discourses on community benefits, and 

the implications of these discourses, and proposes new ways to frame community benefits. Sections 
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8.5 and 8.6 discuss the interconnected topics of the persistency of the deficit framing in the energy 

transition discourses, and the communication practices of the energy transition. Both of the case 

studies show great interest in public involvement and an approach which has features of the WoS 

approach (Määttä, 2021b). The last sections will reflect on first the WoS approach (Section 8.7) and 

then the governmentality approach and the Interplay concept (Section 8.8).  

 

8.1  Awareness Raising, Inspiring, and Empowerment 

 

Inclusivity is a key element of an effective energy system transition. Therefore, leaving actors outside 

the transition is a barrier for achieving the needed transformation of our societies. The discourses 

analysed for this research displayed fast changing environment for public involvement in the energy 

transition, facilitated by strategies to inform, inspire, and empower the public to become more 

responsible and active participants. Many of the analysed discourses incorporate the ideas of society-

wide action and taking a WoS approach. However, contrasting trajectories were visible, such as those 

that create barriers for greater public involvement and exclusion of individuals. This section takes a 

closer look into the awareness raising, inspiring, and empowerment themes.  

 

It is important to note that aiming to raise awareness, inspire, and empower the public to take more 

active roles in the transition is facilitative, and systems oriented in nature, at least in theory. However, 

from the perspective that energy system reaches out to all sectors of society, and everyone is a 

stakeholder, some of the identified discourses in relation to the awareness raising, inspiring, and 

empowerment appear concerning. These challenges are also systemic in nature.  

 

Firstly, the problematisation of public participation when it does not align with the consensus (e.g. 

objection of renewable energy developments) raised some excluding practices. The prevalence of the 

deficit framing of the public has been understood to be a barrier for public involvement for more than 

a decade (Devine-Wright, 2007). The analysed discourses indicate that this remains a key element of 

the current approach. The idea that the public is ‘misinformed’ or lacks information was prevalent in 

the discourses, especially in the cases of objection or disagreement. These discourses presented 

negative subjectification (misinformed, loud) for individuals to disincentivise such participation. 

From the community perspectives, this delegitimisation of their viewpoints, in addition to exclusion, 

was problematised, negatively impacting their trust and participation in the system.  

 

Simultaneously, it is clear that the energy transition is a complex challenge, and it is not easy for the 

public to understand the required measures and extent of changes. This challenge with complexity 

was highlighted by a vast range of stakeholder group perspectives in the data. To facilitate public 
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participation, mitigation of the inaccessibility of language, and expertise required by some forms of 

participation is necessary, but it also clear that the negative rationalities and assumptions behind this 

are counterproductive. This indicates that facilitation of the complexity of the energy transition 

processes is not necessarily problematic, but the underlying rationalities remain as ones that challenge 

public involvement.   

 

Indeed, awareness raising alone is clearly not enough. The analysis highlighted further challenges in 

relation to the Inspiring theme. In both countries, the community actors appear motivated by 

environmental protection, a desire to be ‘green’ and sustainable, as well as doing good for the 

community, but simultaneously also motivations for financial revenue were voiced. Moreover, 

capacity challenges were a commonly raised problematisation, indicating that financial revenue may 

be necessary for public involvement. Still, in both countries, the official perspective was that public 

participation is for the common good (of environment, or of community). In Scotland, this was less 

explicit, but a focus on the common good was still discernible, especially through the use of revenue 

from community benefits and shared ownership, and the idea of lasting legacy (The Scottish 

Government, 2019c, 2019d). Overall, the focus on perceiving community actors as charitable 

volunteer actors, when compared to the challenges raised for public involvement and increasing 

responsibilities, raises concern over whether this will worsen the barriers for public involvement.  

 

The most promising developments include the strategies of empowerment, removing barriers and 

incentivising action. In the official discourses of both countries, it also appears to be recognised that a 

just transition and mitigation of vulnerabilities is a key element of empowerment, although the extent 

of the understanding of this may be more limited than discussed in Section 3.2. Still, as highlighted by 

the analysis, there remain significant barriers for public involvement. During the interviews, some of 

the participants were asked whether there is a high demand for support for community energy projects 

(either energy generation or energy efficiency). The answer was always yes, with often accompanied 

statement that there is more demand that there is supply. It could be argued that these challenges are a 

result of incompatibility between the energy system and the public and instead of trying to change the 

public or focus on ‘hand holding’, it is more feasible to target changes towards the system itself. The 

discourses around language posed one clear example of how approaches could be more system-

oriented, and this will be discussed in Section 8.6. In theory the strategy to raise awareness, inspire, 

and empower is such a systemic solution, but as highlighted by practical examples, it is not easy to 

implement.  

 

The other sections of this chapter go more in detail into these identified challenges to public 

involvement. The next section discusses the Irish Energy Citizen and Scottish Energy Consumer roles.   
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8.2  Citizen or Consumer? 

 

One of the most obvious differences between the two case studies is the different framings given to 

the public. In Ireland, the most prevalent framing is that of energy citizens. In Scotland, the most 

prevalent framing is energy consumer. This section discusses the differences between these two ways 

of framing the role of the public. One thing to note here is that the energy citizen and consumer were 

not the only roles given to the public in the analysed discourses. In both countries, the public was 

described as citizens, consumers, member of the community, misinformed, loud participants, and with 

many adjectives, such as active, responsible, confident, and empowered. 

 

First of all, both roles for the public represent responsibilisation (Ejdus, 2018; Joseph, 2010; 

Löwenheim, 2007; Szulecki, 2018), and include significant responsibility. In the Irish case, the 

responsibilisation through involvement (Burchell, 1993) is highlighted with the focus on the idea that 

the public needs to benefit from the transition, setting involvement (and benefit) as a reward and 

responsibility as a price. The use of moral obligations as a tool of responsibilisation (Joseph, 2010) is 

also strongly represented in the Irish discourses, with the emphasis on collective good. Ireland also 

provides examples of the use of linking desirable behaviour to government support (Löwenheim, 

2007) with the micro-generation scheme (towards the public), and with the RESS auctions (towards 

the industry and the public). The initial Micro-Generation Scheme (Government of Ireland, 2021) set 

the post-works BER requirement as a price for access to the premium tariff. The RESS auctions’ 

include a number of mandatory elements, such as the mandatory level of community benefits in order 

to access the support.  

 

In Scotland, a key element of the responsibilisation is that people are responsible to protect 

themselves while also being under the protection of the government (Löwenheim, 2007), as the 

energy consumer role has a significant element of protection. Additionally, with the focus on demand 

side control, Szulecki’s (Szulecki, 2018) argument that smart technologies are ways to govern people 

through their freedom, is also central to the responsibilisation of the Scottish Energy Consumers. 

Additionally, both countries responsibilise the public through emphasising collective responsibility 

(Burchell, 1993; Joseph, 2010), formation of partnerships (Löwenheim, 2007), and the use of training, 

advising, monitoring, and capacity building (Ejdus, 2018). Both countries also represented 

responsibilisation with shifting the responsibility for facilitative leadership to community actors.  

 

As highlighted through the rhetorical analysis, the public is persuaded to take these more active roles 

through highlighting this responsibility to act for the collective good. Alongside emphasising 

responsibility, also balancing fear and hope were prevalent in the analysed rhetoric. Fear was 
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emphasised through discourses on climate change and the high cost of inaction. This use of risk 

knowledge has been identified as a central tool of responsibilisation (Löwenheim, 2007) as well as 

consensus-making (Swyngedouw, 2010a). Despite the use of different key roles, the rhetorical 

analysis did not provide significant differences between the two countries, beyond the Scottish case 

having an element of shifting responsibilities to the UK government and industry actors.  

 

The analysis of problematisations, technologies, and rationalities provided some points of difference 

between the two countries. Firstly, the trajectory of change was different between the two countries. 

Ireland portrayed a rising interest towards public involvement, and a significant focus on the idea that 

public needs to benefit from the transition. With this focus, public involvement includes also 

significant interest in public involvement in energy generation, a represented through the Micro-

Generation Scheme (Government of Ireland, 2021; Määttä, 2021a), and the RESS auctions having 

significant community elements (DCENR, 2021a; Government of Ireland, 2019). The Irish discourses 

also included a significant emphasis on collective good.  

 

In Scotland on the other hand, interest in public involvement in energy generation appears to be 

declining, and this is influenced by the UK-level policy changes. Shared ownership was advanced as 

the future of public involvement in energy generation, but as represented through the analysis of the 

public consultation on the Good Practice Principles (The Scottish Government, 2019c), this faces 

resistance from the industry perspective. The latest policy in Scotland connects community energy in 

to the idea of local energy systems, which emphasise viability and commercialisation of projects, 

includes a range of stakeholders, and works as a complementary element to the national energy 

system (The Scottish Government, 2021c). This has been critiqued as a move away from community 

energy (Slee, 2020). The emphasis of public involvement in the Scottish energy transition appears to 

be shifting towards demand side control and behavioural change, both of which emphasise the role of 

the Scottish public as consumers. The rationalities of the motivation of the public in Scotland do not 

emphasise collective good as strongly as the Irish discourses, even though this was included in the 

motivations. Instead, the assumptions of the motivations of the public in the Scottish discourses 

include a vast range of motivations.   

 

Despite these differences, the two countries shared the same goal of moving towards society-wide 

involvement to answer the universal challenge of climate change, and both countries have elements of 

a WoS approach (Määttä, 2021b). Some of the differences between the countries have important 

context factors to consider. In Scotland, the emphasis on the consumer framing has most likely been 

influenced by Scotland being given additional devolved powers in consumer advice and advocacy in 

2016. The Scottish discourses also highlighted a difference between the Scottish and the UK ambition 

when it comes to public involvement, and an emphasis that the Scottish Government will use the 
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powers available to it to advance this. The consumer framing, and demand side control focus, might 

be a decision based on the powers available for Scotland. Additionally, as public participation in 

energy generation has a long history in Scotland, it is a less problematised issue.  

 

On the Irish case, the emerging role of the Irish Energy Citizens has also been interpreted in a 

different light. Lennon et al. (2020) argue that the idea of Irish energy citizenship relies on an 

assumption that individuals are motivated by financial gain, and is a marketing strategy instead of the 

needed shift in understanding of the energy transition.  The analysis of present research on the other 

hand highlights a strong emphasis on community values and collective good as assumptions of 

community motivations, and the micro-generation scheme even represented an explicit limitation of 

financial revenue as an opportunity. With the advancement of the idea that public needs to benefit 

from the transition, the Irish energy citizenship goes beyond the consumption choices of individuals. 

This emphasis of national responsibility as citizens can also be connected to the recognition of 

opposition as a challenge around the time the White Paper and the idea of the Irish Energy Citizens 

was introduced. This increasing problematisation of opposition is connected to the controversial 

Midlands energy export project (BIM Ireland, 2014; Brennan et al., 2017). One key problematisation 

related to the project was that the public would not have benefitted from the project, despite having to 

host it. 

 

With the consumer framing of the Scottish energy transition discourses, and the increased emphasis 

on behavioural change and demand side control, it could be argued that this frames the role of the 

public through their consumption choices. A different view is taken here. Scotland has stronger 

emphasis on the role of consumption, but nevertheless, also other forms of public involvement are 

supported. Additionally, even the forms of participation often categorised as consumption, such as 

adoption of new more sustainable products, are connected with multitude of other changes in the 

everyday lives of individuals, hold more meaning than merely consumption. These small steps are 

part of the overall process of changing our system, society, into a less carbon intensive one.  

 

As a summary, the two case studies differ most significantly when it comes to the key roles given to 

the public. In addition, the Irish discourses highlight the common good motivations more prevalently, 

and also have an emphasis on the idea that public needs to benefit from the energy transition. Ireland 

also increasingly fosters public participation in energy generation. Scotland on the other hand frames 

the public as energy consumers, and focuses on the issues of consumer protection, and participation in 

demand side control. Scotland also is supporting the idea of local energy systems, which includes 

range of actors instead of only community energy. Still, despite the different emphasis, the Irish 

Energy Citizens and Scottish Energy Consumer’s roles are not fundamentally different when 

compared to the goal of Involvement. Both emphasise the need to involve the public in the energy 
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transition as key stakeholders. Section 8.7 will further discuss whether all three types of involvement 

are required. Moreover, instead of the differences between the two case studies, a more significant 

issue came to be some of the similarities, which highlight broader implications for public involvement 

in the energy transition. Both countries advanced an idea of public participation through idealised 

subjectification of public as actors working for the common good. The implications of this are 

discussed in the next section.  

 

8.3  Romanticised Idea of Community  

 

Public involvement in the energy transition is embedded in both practical and normative reasoning 

(see Chapter 3). There are many different assumptions of the motivations of community and 

individual participation in the energy transition, and what this involvement is about. The ideals 

connected to community involvement in the analysed discourses highlighted a power dynamic which 

may be contributing to key barriers.  

 

The passive framing of the role of public in the energy transition has framed the public as a barrier to 

progress (e.g. Ryghaug et al., 2018; Wolsink, 2000). As has become evident also in other research 

(Campos & Marín-González, 2020; Määttä, 2021b; Schlosberg & Coles, 2016) the public is 

increasingly having a more active role in the energy transition. The motivations to involve the public 

more closely in the energy transition resonate with both practical reasoning related to demand side 

management and energy efficiency (Directive (EU) 2018/844, 2018; Haley et al., 2020; Home & 

Projects, 2021). On the other hand, also many moral reasonings and goals are voiced. Public 

involvement in the energy transition, particularly in energy generation, is seen to result in more 

democratic and just transition (Szulecki, 2018; Szulecki & Overland, 2020), to result in economic, 

social, and environmental benefits to society (Campos & Marín-González, 2020; Directive (EU) 

2018/2001, 2018), and greater acceptance of the transition (Seidl et al., 2019; Stadelmann-steffen & 

Dermont, 2021).  

 

As highlighted in Section 3.3.2 community participation in energy generation has often been 

separated from the main energy transition processes, described as an innovative and inspiring bottom-

up movement and grassroot action (van Veelen & van der Horst, 2018; Walker & Devine-Wright, 

2008). This provides a contrast to the neoliberal energy transition rationalities focusing on 

competition and cost-effectiveness (e.g. Feola, 2020). Community participation in energy generation 

has also been seen as inseparable from the communitarian ideals, community values and volunteer 

workforce were community energy has originated (Laes & Bombaerts, 2022). As argued previously in 



195 

 

this thesis, this separates communities as actors outside the dominant energy transition processes. This 

was further highlighted by the results of the analysis.  

 

Both case studies enforce the idea of charitable community actors who work for the common good 

without reward or at a personal cost. The idealised subjectification of a community was especially 

clear in the Irish case, where the idea of communities acting for the environmental, economic, and 

social benefit of the community was explicitly enforced, following the European-wide approach. In 

Scotland there used to be a greater chance for financial profit, but a shift towards environmental and 

community development focus was highlighted in the analysed discourses.  

 

The measures aiming for citizen involvement in both countries are heavily relying on volunteer 

workers and good of the community motivations, with the main aim of facilitative measures appearing 

to make citizen participation possible, not profitable, or attractive. This relies heavily on the 

assumption that communities around Ireland and Scotland are willing to volunteer their time, money, 

and efforts for sustainable action without financial returns, motivated by community development and 

climate change. On the other hand, also opposite roles are described, that of a misinformed, loud, and 

selfish individuals who hinders progress to fight climate change. This negative alternative image 

further incentivises the wanted type of involvement.  

 

In both countries the benefit from participation in energy generation is aimed towards the whole of the 

community benefitting, while still requiring major efforts from the individuals volunteering. It is 

questionable if such assumptions are based on real community motivations, at least on the larger scale 

as attempted, and whether there will be the needed level of uptake for these schemes. The Irish Micro-

Generation Scheme consultation for example highlighted public willingness to use financial revenue 

from micro-generation to help with fuel poverty and other costs of low-income households. Climate 

change has become a more prevalent issue in the public eye, with many wanting to act and being 

highly motivated, as highlighted in the community perspective discourses of both case studies. 

However, even if the motivation exists on the large scale assumed in these policies, in many cases the 

uptake of the volunteer work is unviable for individuals to do alongside their work and lives, 

especially when it requires personal investment and the emotional burdens highlighted by the 

interview participants of this study. 

 

It became evident through the common problematisation of community capacity, that financial profit 

may be necessary to facilitate public involvement. The involvement of individuals in the market, 

which works with market mentality, while simultaneously expecting these individuals to be motivated 

by non-financial incentives appears to create many challenges for a collaborative energy transition.  
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The cases on community benefits in both countries elaborate this dynamic. In both countries, the use 

of community benefits is limited to community development, and the community groups are often 

staffed by volunteer staff who may be undertaking this work alongside their everyday jobs and lives. 

At the same time, to rightfully support community participation in decision-making processes around 

the use of community benefits, the community groups are expected to take upon more extensive role 

with the Fund Committee (DCENR, 2021a) and the Community Action Plans (The Scottish 

Government, 2019d). With these more extensive roles, the groups already struggling with capacity 

become even more encumbered.  

 

The cases on shared ownership in both case studies also display the challenges between two 

conflicting roles for community groups. In both countries, shared ownership arrangements are 

challenged by the developers and community groups having vastly different capacities and expertise. 

At the same time, these arrangements require community groups to work like a business entity. In 

Ireland, shared ownership has not been yet introduced in the RESS auctions scheme, despite 

intentions to do so, as it has been challenging to agree on a way to implement this. In Scotland, the 

consultation on Good Practice Principles showed that community participation in these arrangements 

relies heavily on external support and that developers do not see these as mutually benefitting 

arrangements.  

 

This raises many questions, such as whether this more extensive role is feasible for communities to 

undertake if the capacity challenges are not mitigated. It is also not clear, why community groups are 

limited from financial profit. Some feasible reasons behind this can be a sense of unfairness, if only 

those who can afford participation will benefit from it, causing conflict in the community and 

increased unfairness in the energy transition. This can also be based on the roots of the community 

energy movement in community development, and the rationality that this is inseparable part of public 

involvement in energy generation. Moreover, this can also be a result of unbalanced power dynamics, 

as it has been argued that community energy actors lack the power to influence decision-making 

processes (Mignon & Rüdinger, 2016). From a more critical perspective, this also be an indication of 

a desire to seem like public involvement is supported but not wanting to provide the needed 

investment to overcome the barriers to this.  

 

Removing these more extensive roles would not be a suitable solution. The scope of the challenge of 

the energy transition calls for public involvement in multitude of ways, including in decision-making 

processes. This participation in decision-making processes around the community benefits is 

important, due to it involving funds created to share benefits of the energy transition with 

communities. Some of the consultation submissions also highlighted bad experiences, of how the 
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funds may be used for something the community does not want or need if the community is not 

sufficiently involved in the process.  

 

The analysed discourses indicate that community groups are in a challenging situation. They are 

simultaneously taking upon new level of responsibilities requiring significant expertise and capacity, 

and remaining as mostly charitable actors working for the common good. With this in mind, it is clear 

why there is a high demand for support for community groups. Both case studies indicate that this 

support is increasing. Both case studies have government supported, as well as charitable 

organisations dedicated to supporting community involvement in the energy transition. Both countries 

also have a range of funding sources available for community projects. In Ireland, the key actors 

include SEAI, who run a number of initiatives, such as the SEC programme. In Scotland, the key 

actors include Local Energy Scotland, which manages the CARES scheme. The responsibility of 

community groups to also undertake these types of facilitative roles was highlighted in the data. The 

dynamics discussed in this section outline the systemic nature of barriers to public involvement, 

calling for a systemic approach to mitigate these. In ways, the support given by these organisation 

does not represent solutions aiming at the system, but rather measures aiming to mitigate the gaps in 

the system, meaning the root causes of challenges are not addressed.  

 

Moreover, as the challenge of the energy transition requires changing the whole system, society, it 

requires as wide range of participation as possible (Määttä, 2021b). It has been shown in previous 

research that most people are not ‘active citizens’ (Inch, 2015). Also, as the approach to frame public 

in the role of charitable actors is adopted throughout EU countries (Directive (EU) 2018/2001, 2018; 

Directive (EU) 2019/944, 2019), and the collectivistic and individualistic emphasis of these cultures 

vary, this raises questions over the feasibility of this framing, and questions over how many people 

will identify in these roles of charitable actors working for the common good. As highlighted in this 

section, community groups face capacity challenges. Community benefits represent an opportunity to 

mitigate the capacity challenges, but the discussion also raised some fundamental questions, as will be 

elaborated in the next section.  

 

8.4  The Purpose of Community Benefits 

 

The discourses around community benefits in both case studies further elaborate the conflicts in 

perspectives arising from issues of path dependency of the energy system which was not created for 

public involvement. The discourses around community benefits were similar in both case studies, with 

clear distinction between how they are perceived from the developer and community perspectives, 

and similar rationalities on the purpose of community benefits. There is one difference between the 
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case studies, which can be explained by the support schemes behind the community benefits. For 

Scotland, there is no scheme to enforce community benefits, but there does exist social pressure from 

transparency of a community benefits register. In Ireland on the other hand, community benefits are 

incorporated as a requirement in the RESS scheme, making it possible to make them mandatory.  

 

The case study discourses on community benefits debated their purpose. Firstly, the community 

perspectives argued for seeing community benefits as a compensation (see also Cowell et al., 2011). 

This compensation was framed as either a compensation for the use of the land area or the local wind 

(or other renewable) resource. This compensation perspective is also connected to another issue, with 

which the topic becomes more muddled, perceived damage from the development. Community 

benefits were also framed as a compensation for the damage caused by renewable energy 

developments to the community, but there is no consensus on whether there is any damage, what 

damage there is, or how to calculate this. This debate is also skewed by power dynamics in relation to 

knowledge, with community perspectives often delegitimised as highlighted in the discourses of 

‘misinformed’ or ‘loud individuals’ (see also Lennon & Scott, 2015; Swyngedouw, 2010a). 

 

Within the developer perspectives, the view was common that community benefits are an additional 

cost, which can be a risk to the viability of projects. These were also framed as voluntary gifts in the 

Scottish case study. Within these perspectives it was common to operationalise community benefits 

for a purpose, such as gaining acceptance to the development and gaining social licence to operate, 

which makes planning permission, construction, and operation of projects smoother. The view that 

community benefits can buy acceptance is common, but is shown not to be effective in fostering 

perceived distributive justice (Knauf, 2022). Presenting community benefits as fixes (Harvey, 2001) 

has also often resulted in them being seen as ‘bribes’ (Walker et al., 2014, 2017). Similar perspectives 

were raised in the analysed data.  

 

With the nature of the energy transition and its role in answering the most pressing challenge for 

humanity, climate change, renewable energy industries are in a novel position. Historically, they have 

been able to operate more like any other industry, but as the public awareness on climate change and a 

just transition have increased, and social acceptance has been recognised as a more significant 

element, the collective significance of energy has become highlighted. The recent living cost crisis 

has put an even greater emphasis on energy. This has resulted in additional expectations for the 

operation of the energy industry, going beyond traditional business perspective of maximising profit, 

neoliberal rationalities. Based on the analysed data, the transition of the industry in this sense is taking 

place unevenly, with some recognising this distinct role, and others arguing that renewable energy 

industries should be treated the same as any other industries, resisting this perspective. This discourse 
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was raised in relation to the community benefits and shared ownership discussion, and more 

prominently in the Scottish case.  

 

The debate around community benefits also highlights the challenge of inclusion in the energy 

transition. Community benefits are framed as a way to share benefits with local communities. 

Simultaneously, the data indicated that some actors may be excluded from receiving these benefits. In 

the official discourses the excluded groups included for example political and religious groups 

(DCENR, 2021b; The Scottish Government, 2019d). In the analysed renewable energy industry 

discourses on the other hand, it was often stated that developers do not want to give benefits to those 

objecting to their operation or renewable energy. 

 

The Scottish Government Good Practice Principles highlighted that receiving community benefits 

should not be tied to approval of the project (The Scottish Government, 2019d). In Ireland, the 

community benefits are tied to RESS auctions, and to be eligible for the auctions, the projects need to 

already have a planning permission. Therefore, the question of objection was not discussed in the 

Community Benefits Handbook (DCENR, 2021a). The lack of enforcement of the Scottish 

Government Guidelines, and the lack of direct discussion on the topic in the Irish Government 

Handbook indicate that there remains room for developer objections in who can receive community 

benefits. This is more visibly the case in Scotland, as more of the decision-making power lies with the 

developers. Research has also shown that community benefit arrangements are heterogeneous (Kerr et 

al., 2017). It is important to note here that the analysed data also showcased an opposite perspective 

calling for using community benefits as a way to gain acceptance by providing them to neutral and 

negative groups.  

 

“.. We oversee that to make sure that they're not spending, for example, anti wind farm campaigns or 

political donations which, you know, we clear that that's not the spirit of it, and so they administer the 

money.” (Interview 8, Renewable energy industry expert, Scotland) 

 

Taken into consideration the perspective being raised in the analyse data that developers do not want 

to give benefits to those opposing their operation or renewable energy in general, it is interesting to 

look at a few other connected elements emerging from the data. If the perspective that some need to 

be excluded from receiving the benefits is accepted as valid, this still raises the question of how to 

identify such groups without explicitly tying the benefits to approval of developments, setting them as 

bribery. As highlighted by the collected data for this research and the identified discourses of 

community groups, the distinction between anti- and pro-renewables groups is not as clear cut as is 

often perceived. The analysis showcased that many of the groups who object to renewable energy 

developments are motivated by environmental protection and democracy, procedural justice. The 
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activities of groups objecting renewable energy can also include actions supporting other 

sustainability goals. This common ground between the goals of the energy transition and these groups 

could be a basis for a more productive agonistic instead of an antagonistic approach. What is meant 

by this is working together towards answering the collective crisis of climate change, while still 

disagreeing on some of the measures. The solution for how this could be done can lie in the 

understanding that anti-renewable and anti-environment are not synonyms. 

 

Within the most dominant discourses, community benefits are based on a limited perspective of the 

role of the community as actors being impacted by the transition (compensation perspective) or being 

an obstacle to it (social acceptance perspective). With a more systemic perspective to public 

Involvement in the energy transition, community benefits could represent a way to integrate 

facilitative measures together to support policy implementation. Many of the measures through which 

the public can become involved in the transition suffer from capacity challenges as the ways to 

participate require resources community groups have challenges in accessing. Therefore, community 

benefits could be a way to provide community groups with the needed resources, and there are some 

indications that this is happening, especially in Ireland where some of these benefits are guided 

towards house retrofitting (DCENR, 2021a, p. 31). However, if community benefits were to be used 

to alleviate capacity challenges, they should be clearly framed in such a way.  

 

Additionally, the elements limiting inclusivity should be removed to foster inclusive involvement and 

distributive justice. With the consensus focus indicated by the analysed discourses, as well as research 

on the energy transition (e.g. Holden, 2011; Rydin, 2003), the idea that those objecting to renewable 

energy developments should access community benefits can appear radical. Still, the WoS approach 

perspective of society-wide action, highlights that exclusion is a question of effectiveness, and that the 

exclusion of those who disagree should not be accepted as valid. Simultaneously, community benefits 

and their purpose may need to be fundamentally re-negotiated as they are based on the idea of the 

public being impacted by the energy transition or an obstacle to it instead of being a key stakeholder 

in it.   

 

Another key challenge emerging from the analysed discourses was the persistency of the deficit 

framing of the public. The next section will elaborate how the deficit framing impacts public 

involvement in the energy transition.  

 

8.5  The ‘Gap’: Persistence of the Deficit Framing  
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Conflict is an integral part of the energy transition processes (Cowell et al., 2011; Cuppen & Pesch, 

2021; McIlroy et al., 2021). Recognition of such conflicts are often suppressed through the emphasis 

on ways to reach consensus and change objectors to supporters (Ahteensuu, 2012; Määttä, 2021b). 

Consensus was highlighted as a goal of collaborative actions in the analysed discourses (see also 

Määttä, 2021b).  

 

The analysed discourses highlighted roles given to the public in cases where their participation does 

not align with the goal of consensus. Often this was discussed with an idea that there is a ‘gap’ in the 

knowledge, expertise, willingness, or capacity of the public, and any disagreements were explained by 

this gap. This was a key rationality behind the awareness raising theme discourse. This indicates a 

deficit framing of the public (Ahteensuu, 2012; Devine-Wright, 2007), which has been identified as a 

significant barrier to public involvement (Devine-Wright, 2007). Simultaneously, the need for 

awareness raising is a necessary element of the energy transition processes which have struggled from 

the complexity of processes and language.  

 

Even though the policy language in both countries emphasises collaborative action and inclusion 

(Määttä, 2021b), the analysed discourses indicated subtle ways of exclusion, as was highlighted in 

relation to the community benefits discussion (Section 8.4), the awareness raising theme, and reported 

by critical community groups. Some of the community perspectives on the other hand called for the 

option of ‘no’ to be put on the table for communities and argued that this is a requirement for true 

participation. The community perspectives raised an interesting question in relation to this, why are 

the negative impacts reported by communities often framed as ‘misinformation’ instead of being more 

legitimately recognised forms of evidence. Recognition of the delegitimatisation of the public, non-

expert views, is not new (Lennon & Scott, 2015; Swyngedouw, 2010a). It is also a clear example of 

power/knowledge dynamics in the energy transition (Foucault, 1980), as the knowledge of 

communities is framed as ‘wrong’ knowledge, excluding them from decision-making processes.  

 

During the data collection, some stakeholder groups were hard to reach for this research as they are 

concerned about mis-representation due to previous experiences of collaborating with researchers, 

developers and other actors and being problematised. The research interviews included discussion on 

this in relation to the exhaustive participation, and multiple challenges critical groups face. The 

groups in both case countries reported environmental protection and democracy as their key 

motivations. Environmental protection here often referred to protection of the local wildlife (birds, 

squirrels etc.) or the woodland or generally the natural state of the area. Democracy referred to right to 

have their say on developments happening on their locality and procedural fairness. These groups 

worked in voluntary capacity, in many ways represent the idealised image of charitable community 
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actors motivated by community development and protection of the environment. As argued in the 

previous section, there could be scope for productive agonism based on these shared values.  

 

How to integrate conflict in the energy transition is a challenge highlighted by the energy transition 

research (Cuppen & Pesch, 2021).Still, the question remains, how could the option of ‘no’ be added to 

the table while simultaneously still aiming for an effective approach, as is required taken into 

consideration the scope of the challenge on climate change. Cuppen and Pesch (2021) have displayed 

that conflict can lead to learning and be a key part of societal assessment on renewable energy. They 

highlight that ignoring this conflict or problematising it leads to missed opportunities for 

democratising and thus improving decision-making processes (Cuppen & Pesch, 2021). This 

involvement on the other hand can result in people changing their views, but it should not be the main 

goal of it (Cuppen & Pesch, 2021, pp. 166–167).  

 

Taken into consideration these points raised by (Cuppen & Pesch, 2021), and the need for society-

wide action (Määttä, 2021b), reconciling conflict is one of the greatest challenges for the energy 

transition and decarbonisation. Introducing an agonistic instead of an antagonistic approach has been 

advanced as a solution (Barry & Ellis, 2011; Mouffe, 1993a, 2016; Rydin, 2003). Deliberation is one 

commonly adopted solution to answer this dilemma (Devaney et al., 2020; Torney, 2021), but as 

highlighted previously, this still includes the goal of changing people’s attitudes, and could therefore 

be described as a ‘conflict denying’ approach. Another proposed approach is to use conflict as a basis 

for politization of discussion, and build critical debate on this (Barry & Ellis, 2011).  

 

This section calls for a greater acceptance of conflict in energy transition processes, by highlighting 

how denying conflict can lead to exclusion of actors. Still, the extent of this discussion is on calling 

for such an approach, as this research did not identify what exactly such as approach could be. Still, 

this research does highlight parts of the solution, such as understanding that anti-renewable and anti-

environment are not synonyms, and the need for a renewed understanding of the energy transition as a 

systemic challenge, interlinked with other decarbonisation challenges. As such, the avenues for 

collaboration go beyond renewable energy developments. The next section will discuss another 

element of a possible solution, language. 

 

8.6  Does It Have to Be so Complicated? 

 

One of the interview participants told a story about a conference, where a community member had 

answered an offer of training on expert language with a counteroffer of training the experts to talk in 

the language of communities. This story represents a good example of how the responsibility over 
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language and gaining understanding is often placed on the communities and individuals, framing them 

as misinformed, instead of targeting the language as a challenge to overcome.  

 

“But this gentleman says, he stands up sand says. Yes, but is that all your language there?  

You know what does that actually mean?  

 

So this guy from the Scottish Government says, uhm, well yeah, that's a good point, but maybe we 

would have to organise some training for communities so we can understand it. The better language is 

in this table.  

 

I've got a better idea.  

 

And she just says, what is that?  

 

We'll teach you our language and you know what? We're not even charging for it, so the government 

will save thousands. And what's more, if it is for us, if it is meant to be for us, for those communities 

that you are looking to empower, it should be in our language.  

 

She just didn't know where to look. I felt sorry, for all I know, because she's just a messenger, you 

know.” (Interview 2, Community group member, Scotland) 

 

Challenges with a lack of shared language and understanding were problematised from all stakeholder 

group perspectives. The problematisation of lack of understanding and knowledge of the public 

indicates that the responsibility on this is put on the public. Also, when investigating the adopted 

strategies, the main emphasis is on providing the needed knowledge to the public, and this is a key 

element of the work of public participation support organisations work. The story above highlights the 

underlying rationality that the responsibility for this is put on the public instead of focusing on 

improving the language to make it more understandable. It is important to note here that the analysed 

discourses also highlighted some measures aiming for improving the communication. Still, the lack of 

understanding of the public was a common problematisation in the analysed discourses of both case 

studies.  

 

It cannot be highlighted enough that to involve a wider range of actors, official documents need to be 

understandable and accessible also for non-expert readers. This barrier is detrimental, making 

effective public consultation impossible. It also greatly disincentivises the public from participation. 

The data collection of this thesis also highlights challenges with access to information, as the public 

information on the consultation processes for the Irish Micro-Generation Scheme (Government of 

Ireland, 2021) and the Community Benefit Handbook (DCENR, 2021a) required a Freedom of 
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Information request to obtain, and even then the researcher was declined access to all submissions. 

This indicates challenges also for transparency of information. 

 

In this regard, the Scottish case displays some great initiatives to achieve greater accessibility of 

information. These include the Net Zero Scotland website and attention to readability of consultation 

documents. Scotland also provides consultation submissions freely on their website. Despite these 

initiatives, more is needed, as highlighted by these problematisations emerging also in the Scottish 

community perspectives. Ireland has much to improve on this issue, as highlighted for example by the 

Micro-Generation Scheme consultation process, which was hindered by a lack of shared 

understanding on the elements of the scheme under consultation (Määttä, 2021a). SEAI is undertaking 

work in Ireland to raise public awareness, and these efforts should be embedded in the energy 

transition by all actors. Ireland is also introducing new Open Government Principles which emphasise 

public participation (Department of Public Expenditure and Reform, 2021). 

 

So far, communities and individuals have carried the responsibility for educating themselves and 

learning the needed expertise. The results of this research indicate a need to shift this responsibility to 

the experts, and to raise the expectation for them to modify their communication fit for purpose, with 

the purpose being greater stakeholder involvement in the energy transition. Moreover, blurring the 

line between expert and non-expert, ‘them’ and ‘us’, would result in a more fundamental change to 

the energy system, as has been argued by for example research on citizen science (McAteer & 

Flannery, 2022). One key element in blurring this line is to remove the artificial barrier created by 

‘expert-language’.  

 

Despite many promising new developments, the context for participation can be seen to be 

challenging for public involvement. This is further supported by the high demand for support for 

facilitating public involvement. The solution to rely on external support represents a ‘plaster’ solution 

which does not tackle the root of the problem, as the structural context of the energy system is 

unsuited to greater public involvement. It has not been created this in mind, nor does everyone share 

the goal of society-wide involvement. Problematising the language used instead of the non-expertise 

of the new audiences would on the other hand represent a system focused approach. Recently, greater 

attention in both policy and research has been given for how to improve the accessibility of 

communication to share knowledge with wide range of actors (Cvitanovic et al., 2021; Flye et al., 

2021; McAteer & Flannery, 2022). 

 

This section aimed to highlight the detrimental barrier that language can create for participation, 

which becomes especially highlighted when adopting the governmentality approach (Foucault, 1980). 

Improving the accessibility of language is a relatively easy solution to improve participation practices, 
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but requires stakeholder willingness to do so, and recognition of the importance of society-wide 

action. The next section will reflect on the implications of the results of the research for achieving 

society-wide action, a WoS approach.  

 

8.7  Reflecting on the WoS Approach 

 

The WoS approach was adopted in the present study to combine emerging elements of governance of 

public involvement in the energy transition, the systemic nature of the crisis underpinning the need for 

the transition, need for systemic solutions, facilitation, policy integration, inclusivity, and shared 

responsibility. This section reflects on the WoS approach concept, and how it was represented in the 

analysed discourses.  

 

Crisis and shared responsibility 

Firstly, crisis is clearly at the centre of approaches to climate change. The comprehensive crisis of 

climate change clearly resonates with how a ‘crisis’ is understood in relation to the WoS approach, it 

impacts everyone and requires society-wide action. This was evident in the analysis of rhetoric of 

energy consumers and citizens, as well as the underlying reasoning why collaborative efforts are 

required (see also Määttä, 2021b). In general, both case studies represented an increasing interest in 

public involvement in the energy transition and sharing responsibility with the wider society. As 

highlighted by the analysis of responsibilisation techniques (Section 8.2), responsibilisation provides a 

fitting label for the role of the public in the energy transition.  

 

Questions remain as to what form this involvement should take and the differences between the 

countries were based on this. It could also be argued that the differences between the countries are 

based on their respective systems, and the fitting of public involvement into these systems. In 

Scotland, the shifting support for renewable energy, emerging from UK policy, and ambitions for 

independence may have been some of the key reasons why the focus was on behavioural change and 

demand side management. In Ireland, the reason for advancing that the public needs to benefit from 

the energy transition may be linked to public opposition, and EU-level policy influence. Nevertheless, 

both countries included facilitation for the public to participate through the three forms of 

involvement, through adoption of products and behavioural change, through energy generation, and in 

decision-making processes.  

 

In terms of the WoS approach, it could be argued that all three forms of public involvement may not 

always be necessary to answer a comprehensive challenge and the system-wide change, as the 

approach is context specific. However, in the energy transition research, all three forms of 
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involvement have been identified as crucial for addressing the energy transition challenges. Firstly, 

involvement through adoption of products and practices is crucial to answer challenges of house 

retrofit, energy efficiency, and demand side control (Directive (EU) 2018/844, 2018; Haley et al., 

2020). Involvement in energy generation is also recognised as an important part of the energy 

transition processes and sharing efforts and benefits fairly between stakeholders (Heffron, 2022; 

Sovacool & Dworkin, 2015). Participation in decision-making processes resonates with procedural 

justice (Heffron, 2022; Heffron & McCauley, 2017), and lack of engagement has been recognised as a 

key barrier for the transition (Flannery et al., 2018). 

 

Simultaneously, some of the discourses also highlighted resistance and concern over the increasing 

involvement of the public from industry perspectives. This became evident from the analysed 

consultation processes and was represented more prevalently in the Scottish discourses. These 

discourses included concerns over added costs caused by measures to involve the public in energy 

generation through community benefits or shared ownership arrangements, and the impact of this on 

the viability of projects. These represent a narrow perspective to the economics of the situation, and 

maintaining of the status quo, resisting the change towards an involved public. This was followed by 

rationality that any added costs to developers will eventually be paid by energy consumers, framing 

public through their role as energy consumers. Some developer responses to the consultations also 

questioned why renewable energy industry have added responsibilities other businesses do not. The 

role of the renewable energy industries in facilitating public involvement in the energy transition is 

crucial if public is truly to become a key stakeholder in the energy transition processes instead of a 

separated part of it. Therefore, this resistance to public involvement, as well as the attempts to 

dominate knowledge about the energy transition and the public, poses a significant risk to the energy 

transition and calls for greater emphasis in facilitating developer interest in public involvement.  

 

Inclusivity 

As highlighted in Chapter 3, the dominant energy transition rationalities, as well as political discourse 

in general, represent neoliberalism (Bloomfield, 2019; Laes & Bombaerts, 2022). This was also 

discernible from the analysis of the case studies, and discourses highlighting that there are ‘winners 

and losers’ to the transition, as well as the introduction of competition and market -based approaches. 

In addition, as highlighted previously, some of the developer perspectives resisted additional 

responsibilities put to the renewable energy industry. The WoS approach, especially with the 

inclusivity characteristic, poses a challenge to neoliberal rationalities, as it puts inclusivity, instead of 

cost-effectiveness, as a key measurement of effectiveness. 

 

The results of the analysis highlighted barriers to public involvement in the energy transition. These 

resonate with the existing research on the topic, which has also recognised the barriers of deficit 
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framing (Devine-Wright, 2007), grid capacity challenges (Fahy et al., 2019), lack or deficiency of 

policies (Devine-Wright, 2007; Strachan et al., 2015; Watson, 2020), volunteer nature of the work 

(Watson, 2020), access to funding (Mignon & Rüdinger, 2016; Slee & Harnmeijer, 2017), and 

exhaustiveness of participation (Inch, 2015; Inch et al., 2017). The need to compete with and act as 

market actors has also been recognised as a barrier (Grashof, 2019). All these barriers were raised in 

the analysed discourses, decreasing the inclusivity, and therefore effectiveness, of the Irish and 

Scottish energy transition approaches. 

 

Public participation in decision-making processes has been especially challenged. Awareness raising 

is key to collaborative action, as is highlighted by the common problematisation of language in the 

analysed data. Simultaneously, agonism, allowing conflict to exist as a part of the energy transition 

processes, is a key element of a more effective collaboration (Cuppen & Pesch, 2021; McIlroy et al., 

2021). The crucial element is how this is being done, and the data raised some concerns related to the 

problematisation of the public instead of the language. These problematisations of the public represent 

a deficit framing approach (Ahteensuu, 2012), and exclude these participants from collaborative 

action through delegitimatisation. Furthermore, the data on community benefits indicates that some 

actors may be excluded from receiving community benefits. The groups focusing on public 

involvement in decision-making processes in general did not appear as a target for support 

mechanisms, and they reported difficulties with access to funding and experiences of exclusion. On 

the other hand, the data also showed that these groups are close to the ideal given for public 

involvement in the energy transition.  

 

The inclusivity characteristic calls for seeing these excluding practices as key barriers for the energy 

transition and the needed transformative action. Simultaneously, even though the justice dimensions 

of the energy transition are gaining increasing attention, inclusivity contradicts the dominant 

neoliberal ideas of competition, and the idea of ‘winners and losers’ as an acceptable outcome. The 

energy transition includes winners and losers, but as the transition (changing of the system) needs to 

take place throughout the system, this means exclusion hinders this change, leaving parts of the 

system carbon locked-in. These carbon locked-in parts of the system, such as people not having 

access to smart meters, micro-generation, house-retrofitting and other solutions, creates groups of 

people who are in an increased risk of vulnerabilities such as energy poverty, and health impacts of 

insufficient heating. This calls for mitigating the unequal resources of actors and facilitating 

participation of as wide range of actors as possible. Therefore, fully incorporating the idea of 

inclusivity into the energy transition rationalities requires questioning the current dominant ways of 

thinking about the energy transition.  

 

Leadership and systems thinking  
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As is recognised already in existing energy transition research, the governance of the energy transition 

and climate change have become increasingly facilitative, polycentric, and collaborative (Määttä, 

2021b; Nochta & Skelcher, 2020). This facilitative and polycentric coordination, involving a vast 

range of stakeholders, became evident also in the analysed discourses.  

 

One key finding in relation to this was that the leaders of the energy transition include actors at all 

levels, from the governments to government supported organisations, to community leaders and 

groups. This sharing of the leadership role with the public was a key element of responsibilisation of 

them. In addition to these community actors, both countries had official institutions dedicated for 

supporting public involvement in the energy transition, SEAI and Local Energy Scotland. 

 

The analysed discourses also indicate that both countries have adopted elements of a Whole-of-

Government approach to the energy transition, with integration of energy and climate policies. 

Ireland’s Micro-Generation Scheme and the RESS auctions design provide key examples of this. The 

Micro-Generation Scheme (Government of Ireland, 2021), and the BER requirement represented 

policy integration and using one policy scheme to support another policy goal. Still, as was 

represented through the consultation submissions and subsequent removal of the element from the 

scheme, in this case this integration resulted in a risk to inclusivity of the scheme. The RESS auctions 

design also represents integration of policy goals as the support through the auctions is tied with 

requirements for providing community benefits, which in turn contribute to increased sustainability of 

communities.  

 

The Scottish case was the opposite, as there was no incentive to the community benefits or shared 

ownership initiative. As a result, the community benefits and shared ownership remain voluntary, and 

the energy industry argued that they lack incentive to introduce these. Still, the Scottish Government 

has other elements of a Whole-of-Government approach, which are visible for example through the 

Energy Consumer Action Plan (The Scottish Government, 2019b), which combines approaches to 

public participation in relation to both the energy transition and climate change. These examples from 

the case studies emphasise that taking a whole-of-government and integrated approach is crucial but 

also hard to implement. The examples of the Irish Micro-Generation Scheme and the Scottish Good 

Practice Principles also represent interesting perspectives to the systems thinking characteristic, as it 

could be argued that they are lacking in their systemic reflection.  

 

As highlighted in the first section of this chapter, the key themes of aiming to raise awareness, inspire, 

and empower the public, as well as introduction of measures to facilitate public involvement, 

represent a systemic perspective to the energy transition. On the other hand, research has raised 

concern over over-reliance on the belief that people act ‘rationally’ (Frederiks et al., 2015), and this 
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emerged in the data, and is connected to the main assumptions behind facilitation. Therefore, this is a 

risk that should be taken into consideration in facilitation.  

 

Moreover, ignoring of conflict has been highlighted as a key downfall of the WoS approach (Määttä, 

2021b), and the analysed discourses highlighted some concerns in relation to this. The framing of the 

public as ‘misinformed’ or ‘loud’, represents the problematisation of individuals instead of the 

system-oriented solutions highlighted by the WoS approach. As elaborated by the data, this tends to 

create exclusion and barriers to involvement instead of facilitating it. Moreover, as highlighted in the 

previous section, some facilitative measures for public involvement include elements to exclude 

participation of certain groups, with the aim for consensus and removing conflict from the equation. 

With these findings, present research reiterates that the ignoring of inherent conflict is one of the key 

challenges for the governance of the energy transition (see also Cuppen & Pesch, 2021), and the 

problematisation of individuals creates and re-creates this problem, calling for a more systemic 

perspective. More agonistic approach, allowing for this conflict to exist while still working 

collaboratively towards answering a collective challenge, which in its systemic nature has many 

avenues of through which action can be taken.  

 

Lastly, research on the WoS approach in relation to the energy transition (Määttä, 2021b) has focused 

on theoretical reflection, but as highlighted by the empirical investigation of this thesis, it resonates on 

the developments to foster more active public involvement in the energy transition. This calls for a 

more practice-oriented model of the WoS approach to support the realisation of the approach from 

discourses to practice. The literature on the WoS approach related to other topics has focused on the 

practical side of the approach (Papademetriou & Benton, 2016; Wignjadiputro et al., 2020) but this 

has been hindered by a lack of concrete definition for what the WoS approach is (Määttä, 2021b). 

This more concrete definition (Määttä, 2021b) could be utilised to create a practical model for what 

the characteristics of the approach mean in practice and how they can be used to support 

policymaking for the energy system transition. Furthermore, the timing for creating such a model is 

opportune as with the recent few years, the world has experienced the most extensive empirical 

experiment of the WoS approach in practice, the global responses to the COVID-19 pandemic. This 

empirical evidence, such as how to create drastic re-allocations of finance and to limit operations of 

actors in the name of common good, can guide what the approach could mean in practice when 

adopted to the decarbonisation of the society. 

 

In summary, the research indicates that elements of the WoS approach are visible at the very least on 

official discourse level. Still, many of the identified challenges indicate that there exists a more 

systematic barriers for achieving the goal of society-wide action and inclusivity required to answer the 

collective crisis of climate change.   
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8.8  Reflecting on the Interplay Concept  

 

This chapter has demonstrated the use of the interplay as a governmentality analytical tool. It has 

elaborated on how investigating the connections between problematisations, technologies, and 

rationalities within and between stakeholder groups can highlight key challenges and opportunities 

which would not have been visible otherwise. As highlighted at the beginning of this chapter, the 

interplay concept was adopted to fulfil an important role in the research design, to answer the fourth 

research objective. This section briefly reflects on the benefits of using interplay to investigate the 

complex power dynamics of the energy transition.  

 

Firstly, to review the usefulness of the problematisation, technologies, and rationalities as analytical 

tools, the benefits and difficulties with the approach are summarised here. The analytical tools were 

useful for identifying elements of power dynamics, explaining discourses as representations of power. 

The use of the tools also separated different elements of these power dynamics, giving them the 

needed nuance required when investigating complex challenges. On the other hand, the use of these 

tools required significant skill from the researcher as the representation of problematisations, 

technologies, and rationalities is not always clear in discourses. Some interpretation of meanings is 

necessary, but at the same time, attention should be paid for that the perspectives of stakeholders are 

not misrepresented. Also, sometimes some parts of the power dynamic are visible, while others are 

hidden. For example, in some of the discourses it was easy to identify problematisation and 

rationalities, but without a clear connection to technologies (see also Ettlinger, 2011). The interplay 

concept emerged as a critical tool for synthesising the diverse power dynamics, to identify challenges 

and opportunities for public involvement in the energy transition.  

 

The analysis of the connections between stakeholder group discourses in this chapter highlighted 

several challenges and opportunities raising from these connections. The challenges firstly include the 

deficit framing of the public, and how this can hinder public participation in decision-making 

processes. As certain types of public participation are problematised, this results in ‘technologies’ to 

limit participation. The investigation of community group perspectives highlighted that this has 

decreased trust in the system, resulting in further resistance.  

 

As highlighted in Section 8.3, another key challenge came from the mismatch of setting the public in 

idealised subjectification of actors working for the common good, and the capacity challenges and 

increasing responsibilities given to the public. This showcases conflict between key rationalities and 

therefore challenges to adopted solutions. The conflicting rationalities can be described as a conflict 
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between the goal of greater public involvement and communities as charitable actors, which in turn 

results in increasing capacity challenges when the public is given more responsibilities.  

 

Moreover, some of the connections between the stakeholder perspectives also highlighted lack of a 

systemic approach, such as with language and the problematisation of actors instead of the language 

itself. Lastly, the discourses also indicated some resistance to public involvement as was evident in 

the discourses around consensus, community benefits and shared ownership. All these challenges 

were identified as a result of the investigation of connections, interplay.  

 

The analysis also indicated opportunities arising from the connections (interplay). Firstly, the 

awareness raising, inspiring, and empowerment do represent system-oriented solutions and facilitation 

of public involvement, but as highlighted by this chapter, this requires critically evaluating key 

rationalities. Secondly, community benefits represent an opportunity to mitigate capacity challenges 

community groups face. Here again, the mismatch between different perspectives is a key issue 

hindering this. Third, the analysis indicated that even with cases of disagreement, other shared values 

between actors can work as a starting point on which agonistic but still collaborative action can be 

taken. Lastly, improving on the language and communications related to the energy transition 

processes represents an effective and relatively easy way to improve facilitation of public involvement 

in the transition, and the problematisation of communication was a shared problematisation between 

the stakeholder groups. Overall, the analysis of the connections between power dynamics indicated 

that the public holds less power in getting their perspectives accepted by others, and that the 

domination over knowledge in the energy transition practices works to displace the public from being 

perceived as a key stakeholder.  

 

These challenges and opportunities were identified because of the investigation of connections 

between problematisations, technologies, and rationalities. This thesis has elaborated a number of 

other reasons for why interplay is a useful concept to connect to the existing governmentality 

analytical tools. The interplay concept answers key challenges that governmentality has faced in 

relation to omnipresence of power as it highlights how all actors are part of creating power dynamics. 

It overrides the perspective that power is inescapable by highlighting how actors have the freedom to 

act in relation to power dynamics (Foucault, 1982a). It also highlights the relational nature of power 

(Foucault, 1991), by emphasising these relations. Lastly, conflict is integral to the energy transition 

processes (Cowell et al., 2011; Cuppen & Pesch, 2021; McIlroy et al., 2021). With the concept of 

interplay it becomes highlighted that all people are part of creating these power relations (see also 

Ettlinger, 2011), and conflict is in the connections between problematisations, technologies, and 

rationalities. This understanding of power and conflict in the energy transition helps to alleviate the 

antagonistic nature of transition processes, bringing challenges, and opportunities to light, and 
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allowing for disagreement to exist. The interplay concept is one of the key contributions of this thesis. 

This thesis resulted also in several other contributions, and identification of future research avenues. 

The next chapter will conclude the thesis.  
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9. Conclusions 

 

To summarise the key message of this thesis, the energy transition reaches out to all aspects of 

society, making everyone a stakeholder. For this collective effort to be possible, it needs to truly be 

inclusive, meaning mitigation of unequal resources and exclusion. Governments, and other actors in 

polycentric governance, need to take actions to facilitate the involvement of the society, and at the 

root of this is the understanding that this challenge is systemic, it is connected to other challenges, and 

does not have linear causality of singular solutions. Putting these aspects of energy system transition 

together, it becomes clear that the emerging energy transition governance has elements of a Whole-of-

Society Approach (Määttä, 2021b).  

 

The main aim of this thesis was to evaluate emerging governance arrangements that facilitate public 

involvement in the energy transition. This mission was pursued through four objectives, and different 

chapters of the thesis were aimed at fulfilling each objective (Table 29). The first objective was 

answered by the combination of the governmentality approach, the system-wide perspective to the 

energy transition, public involvement, and the WoS approach.  The second objective was fulfilled by 

creating a multi-stakeholder, and discourse focused research design based on the theoretical framing. 

The third objective was fulfilled by the analysis of the key energy transition discourses. Lastly, the 

final objective was fulfilled by the investigation of interplay.  

 

Table 29: Objectives and chapters 

Objective Chapters 

To develop an appropriate theoretical framing to evaluate the governance of the public 

in the energy system transition.  

 

Chapters 2 – 4  

To create an appropriate research design to investigate diverse stakeholder group 

discourses on public involvement in the energy transition.  

 

Chapter 5 

Using a governmentality approach to highlight the power dynamics operating in the 

cases of the energy transition.  

 

Chapters 6 and 7 

To synthesise the insights from the research process to identify overall challenges and 

opportunities for public involvement in the energy transition.   

 

Chapter 8 

 

The overall contributions of this research can be divided into three categories. Firstly, the research has 

a number of theoretical contributions. This research develops theoretical understanding of public 

involvement in the energy transition by conceptualisation of involvement, and emphasis on the 

importance of inclusive involvement for the effectiveness of the transition. This research also 

advances a novel concept for understanding this governance approach, a Whole-of-Society Approach. 

Lastly, the research also contributed theoretically to the understanding of the governmentality 
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approach by advancing a novel analytical tool, interplay. Interplay was introduced to conceptualise 

conflict as connections between stakeholder problematisations, technologies, and rationalities, aiming 

to allow for a more agonistic approach where the focus is not on the actors but on relations.  

 

The second category of contributions have to do with the research design and data collection. The 

challenges of the COVID-19 pandemic for empirical data collection were overcome by utilising novel 

forms of data. During 2020-2021, face-to-face public gatherings were prohibited to limit the spread of 

the virus. This caused challenges for empirical research, but these were overcome with the 

identification and utilisation of novel data sources, public event recordings and Freedom of 

Information requests. These methodological choices provide a contribution to understanding research 

challenges and solutions when there are restrictions to empirical research or access to information. 

 

The third category of contributions of the research has to do with the empirical investigation of the 

emerging more active roles of the public. With the WoS approach and systems focused lens, it 

becomes evident that the involvement of the wider society in the energy transition is not only a moral 

duty but also necessity to reach an effective and system-wide transition. As the use of carbon reaches 

out to everyday life throughout society, the required transition also needs to reach throughout the 

system to change the system. The analysed discourses indicated awareness raising, inspiring, and 

empowerment as suitable themes for the implemented strategies to facilitate public involvement, but 

closer look into these discourses indicated possible challenges, but also opportunities.  

 

The analysis indicated a number of challenges and opportunities, which were outlined in Chapter 

Eight. The challenges firstly include the deficit framing of the public, and how this can hinder public 

participation in decision-making processes. Another key challenge came from the mismatch of setting 

the public in idealised subjectification of actors working for the common good, and the capacity 

challenges and increasing responsibilities given to the public. Some of the discourses also highlighted 

lack of a systemic approach, such as with language and the problematisation of actors instead of the 

language itself. Lastly, the discourses also indicated some resistance to public involvement as was 

evident in the discourses around participation, community benefits and shared ownership.  

 

The analysis also indicates opportunities. Firstly, the awareness raising, inspiring, and empowerment 

themes do represent system-oriented solutions and facilitation of public involvement, but this requires 

questioning underlying rationalities and acknowledging that singular solutions are not enough. 

Secondly, community benefits represent an opportunity to mitigate some of the capacity challenges 

that community groups face. Third, the analysis indicated shared values could be a route for more 

productive agonistic practices. Lastly, improving on the language and communications related to the 
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energy transition processes, by questioning who these are written for, represents an effective and 

relatively easy way to improve facilitation of public involvement in the transition.  

 

Lastly, the research contributes to understanding of wider implications for public participation in the 

energy transition. Firstly, the results of the study indicate that adoption of the ‘charitable actor’ 

framing for public participation can hinder society-wide involvement. This raises questions for the 

feasibility of the EU-wide approach to public participation, and how well it fits with the systemic 

nature of the challenge, which calls for seeing everyone as a stakeholder and the capacity challenges 

public participation faces. Secondly, the challenges and resistance to public participation indicate 

more fundamental structural challenges to public participation, stemming from the neoliberal energy 

system. Without a more fundamental transition of the neoliberalist rationalities of the transition, 

society-wide participation or recognition of the collective nature of the crisis and the implications of 

this will not be achieved. Seeing the public in a key stakeholder role, and securing true inclusivity, do 

not fit with the dominant neoliberal rationalities of accepting the division of actors into winners and 

losers. In the collective challenge of climate change, exclusion results in lack of action, which will 

result in negative impacts to everyone.  

 

Highlighting the impact exclusion has for collective action for decarbonisation is especially relevant 

in 2022 in UK and Ireland, as these countries are facing increased inflation and a living cost crisis. As 

people are struggling with paying for basic amenities, decarbonisation efforts from the public are most 

likely going to decrease. Simultaneously, many of these actions would help to mitigate the challenge, 

especially with increased cost of oil, gas, and electricity. Those with micro-generation and energy 

efficient housing are less impacted by the crisis, and it is now more important than ever that the 

impact of injustice for decarbonisation is recognised (see also Green & Healy, 2022).  

 

With the broad research topic, the research has some unavoidable limitations. Firstly, research which 

embraces complexity and relationality of social issues is inevitably imperfect and incomplete. This is 

unavoidable when complexity is not ignored but does not mean that the results of the research have no 

broader relevance. Instead, embracing complexity brings the results closer to ‘truth’ as reality is 

complex. Still, due to this relationality and complexity, this research presents a starting point for 

understanding of how public involvement is governed. There are many more research avenues which 

could be investigated in relation to public involvement and the WoS approach. With this complexity 

in mind, some framing decisions need to be taken by the researcher. This means the results are created 

within these frames, which are unavoidably limited.  

 

Secondly, practical limitations of the research meant that the full scope of participation (e.g. that 

envisaged by Pallett et al. 2019) could not be included. What was missed was the more informal or 
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less visible forms of involvement, such as climate strikes or behavioural change from the perspective 

of ordinary people not actively participating in the dominant energy transition discourses. However, 

understanding that the scope of involvement of the public in the energy transition reaches out to all 

aspects of society was a key lens through which the research was designed, and data analysed.  

 

Third, practical limitations of the research also resulted in some stakeholder groups being under-

represented. This related especially to the general public, the people envisaged to transform into 

responsible, active participants in the energy transition. Operationalising research in such a scope 

while simultaneously not compromising on the depth of analysis was deemed impossible for this 

research, and the depth of analysis was chosen as the priority. What is meant by this is that 

methodology which could have encompassed a representative take of the Irish and Scottish public, 

such as questionnaires or using national quantitative databases was not adopted as this was not 

deemed as suitable data for understanding power dynamics.  

 

There are many further research avenues, which were highlighted by the analysis. These are discussed 

next. Firstly, the analysis, as well as the roots of, calls for international level analysis (beyond looking 

at the WoS approach in WHO and UN grey literature). It has been hinted throughout the wider use of 

the WoS approach term in political discourse and practical guidance as well as other research that the 

WoS approach has its origins in international governance (Määttä, 2021b). Furthermore, the impact of 

European directives evident in the emergence of the new role for the public in Ireland, makes it clear 

that the approach is international. Still, this international level has not been investigated with this lens. 

Therefore, many outstanding questions remain on the origins of the emergence of a more active public 

role and whether the current measures are effective. The present research indicates that the EU-wide 

approach of self-consumerism and acting for the environmental, economic, and social benefit may 

face some challenges in implementation. Therefore, it is important to conduct more research 

investigating how this approach came to be adopted and how effective it will be in fostering more 

active public involvement.  

 

The analysis calls for an investigation of whether the WoS approach and involvement interact with 

wider set of historical and political contexts, and what different forms the approach can take under 

different conditions. It is also interesting to contemplate whether the emerging offshore renewables 

expansion may represent a shift towards an approach of creating distance between the public and the 

energy transition, at least in terms of commercial renewables operation. On the other hand, there are 

no distancing solutions when it comes to retrofitting of homes or other energy efficiency solutions. 

Additionally, the Scottish case indicates that the future of public involvement in the energy transition 

may be to limit their participation on demand side control.  
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Furthermore, the apparent challenges between ground reality and the approach to frame individuals as 

charity actors calls questions over how much volunteerism public participation can rely on. A critical 

take on this could be that the adopted approach is chosen as a tokenism for involvement while 

simultaneously limiting this involvement with significant barriers, indicating that involvement is not 

in actuality a wanted outcome. This interplay between perspectives on the role of the public can also 

be seen to arise from the conflicting framework of a centralised power system and the emerging new 

understanding of the energy transition, collision between neoliberal structures and a just and 

collaborative energy transition. Nevertheless, further inspection of the capacity challenges with public 

involvement is necessary to reconsider the EU-wide approach of the role of the public as actors 

excluded from financial profit. There is also a need for wider recognition that the energy transition 

requires society-wide action, and exclusion is a key barrier to the transition. This research indicated 

that the needed society-wide transformation will not be achieved without transfiguration of the 

context, the structural factors which constrain seeing everyone as a key stakeholder in the transition.  
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