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Introduction

Community renewable energy (RE) has emerged over the past five years in the UK as a new theme of government policy and a substantial focus for local activity on the ground. A complex infrastructure of national programmes and networks for promoting and supporting a ‘community approach’ to technology installation has emerged, driven by multiple policy agendas (Walker et al 2007). There has a rapid growth in both the number and diversity of local projects extending across multiple renewables energy technologies, purposes, organisational structures and ownership models. Whilst it is not clear, or agreed, what community RE does or should constitute and therefore what makes it different to other approaches, the use of the term embodies implications and assumptions about the nature and quality of relationships between people and organisations that are part of ‘the community’ and the social arrangements under which energy technology is to be implemented.  A community approach, it has been argued, will change the experience and outcomes of energy technology implementation, in ways which can, for example, avoid the recent history of opposition to wind farm development (xxxx), promote locally appropriate and beneficial technology trajectories (xxxxx) and generate greater understanding and support for renewable energy investments (xxxx).  
In this paper we consider how trust (as a problematically multifaceted abstraction; Metlay 1999, Misztal 1996, Luhmann 1988) is implicated in the different meanings given to community in RE programmes and projects, and in the qualities and outcomes that are implied or assumed by taking a community approach. We examine how these meanings play out in examples of projects on the ground, focusing on two contrasting cases in which the relationships between those involved locally have exhibited different patterns of cohesiveness and fracture. We suggest that whilst interpersonal and social trust are functional for the development of community RE and potentially can be enhanced by the adoption of a community approach, this cannot be either assured or assumed under the wide diversity of contexts, conditions and arrangements under which community RE is being pursued and practised.
Our discussion draws on a project funded by the UK Economic and Social Research Council as part of the Sustainable Technologies Programme
. This has sought to evaluate the role of community initiatives in the implementation and embedding of sustainable energy technologies in the UK through an analysis of policy documentation, the construction of a database of renewable energy community projects, interviews with key actors at national and regional levels and case studies of project development in Wales and the North of England.  In this paper we draw on both the analysis of national and regional interviews and on the case study research. 
Giving Meaning to Community Renewable Energy
What the ‘community’ in community RE means and how it is different from other types of renewable energy implementation is not at all clearly defined or agreed. The various central and regional government programmes set up in the UK to support and fund community renewable energy projects each apply a diversity of definitions and criteria with different underlying rationales (see Walker et al 2007 for further discussion).  Activists networks, local organisations and local people working on the ground use it to mean different things in different places, constructing boundaries for pragmatic, strategic and normative reasons around what community renewable energy should or shouldn’t include – in some cases drawing boundaries quite narrowly, in others more expansively, and in others seeking to defer or avoid definition so as to ‘make it up as we go along’. This diversity and ambiguity of meaning is not surprising (given the slipperiness of the concept of community and the range of technologies, contexts and motives involved) or indeed problematic. We argue elsewhere (ibid) that ‘community RE’ has a functional malleability (Gledhill 1994) providing a flexible space which activities, interests and objectives of various forms can productively occupy. 

Within this diversity of meaning, and the debates which at times unfold around what constitutes a ‘true’, ‘real’ or ‘core’ community project (to quote various of our  interviewees), it is possible to identify two discursive resources which are used to give a distinctive and normative quality to community implementation of renewable energy.  The first is a process dimension, concerned with how the project is developed and run, who is involved and has influence; and second an outcome dimension concerned with how the outcomes of the project are distributed, who benefits in economic, social or environmental terms. In both respects, what is seen as making community RE distinctive is the local and the collective character of the process used and/or the outcomes achieved. 
[Figure 1 here]

Figure 1 combines these two dimensions to visually represent three different perspectives that we have seen being taken. View A is expansive and flexible in which projects with many different combinations of process and outcome and degrees of local collectivity are considered to count as community projects. The entire upper right quadrant of Figure 1 may therefore be represented as their community RE ‘space’. Standard private sector projects fall outside of this in which the process of project development is carried out by distant organisations and managers and outcomes fall to shareholders and energy customers in general, rather than particularly to local people. For View B the key necessary characteristic is that there are locally beneficial outcomes (e.g. in the form of energy services, economic gains, jobs, social or educational benefits) achieved not just for an individual household or business, but to some degree collectively for all people in the area and/or the communal facilities they make use of – the process through which projects are developed to achieve this is of secondary importance.  Under View C, which is perhaps more ‘purist’ and aligned with the ideologies of the grassroots alternative technology movement (Smith 2006), it is the local and collective qualities of both the process of project development and its outcomes that are crucial - so for a project to be labelled as ‘community’ it has to be one that is conceived, led and managed by local people and/or partnerships of local organisations in a cooperative endeavour.  .
Social Relationships, Trust and Community Renewable Energy
Both of these dimensions assume in some sense that communities do exist and can function as both the site of collective activity and the recipients of collective benefits. The process dimension also though embodies implications and assumptions about the nature and quality of relationships between people and organisations within a ‘community’ which enables them to work collectively, consensually and effectively towards a common goal.  Here both interpersonal (in other people) and social trust (in institutions) are implicated in a number of ways.  Much of the literature on civic engagement argues that trust is both a necessary characteristic and a potential outcome of cooperative behaviours.  Puttnam (1993) for example sees interpersonal trust as fundamental to civic engagement, to how people live and cooperate in close knit communities, and a necessary basis for developing trust in broader social systems - ‘trust lubricates cooperation and cooperation builds trust’ (ibid pg 171).  Mitzal (1996) similarly sees trust as having an important role in building mutual respect and reciprocity, fostering collaboration and building social capital. 

In these ways being able to draw on and enhance the reserves of ‘thick trust’ (Williams 1998) which are seen to exist between people and between people and local institutions within communities, is part of what makes a community approach distinctive, desirable and attractive for those advocating its use and development.  Trusting social relationships support and enable cooperation, communication and commitment such that projects can be developed and technologies installed in ways which are locally appropriate, consensual rather than divisive, and with collective benefits to the fore.  Working as and for the community through civic engagement can enhance trust between people and organisations, an outcome which both builds local capacity for future and further collective action, and, it is argued, wider societal trust in renewable energy technologies from the bottom up. 
Themes of such form can be seen within the policy and activist narratives that have shaped the development and emergence of community RE in the UK. These narratives include explanations for the intensity of opposition to utility-led/developed, large scale wind farms and the search for better more consensual ways of implementing such projects (xxxxx); arguments for the effectiveness and integrity of local grassroots and bottom up approaches to pursuing sustainability (xxxx); and accounts of rural regeneration which rest success upon the building of local social capital and the re establishment of a sense of local collective community endeavour (xxxx).  Through such narratives, cooperation, cohesiveness and trust are not just implicated as a characteristic of a community approach to renewable energy, but also as an outcome of local level activity which will have benefits in the future at both the local and other levels of analysis. As one of our interviewees put it: 

xxxxxx 

Community and Trust in Practice

The narratives and accounts that we have engaged with so far are predicated on the basis that ‘communities’ can and do exist, in an unproblematic form and within many of the positive qualities with which they are readily associated.  However, in both everyday experience and academic analysis such easy assumptions are problematic.
When we asked people living near to community renewable energy projects to write down what the term ‘community’ meant to them (as part of a wider questionnaire) many provided definitions of a classic positive form (including expectations about trust relationships as discussed above). For example:
  ‘people who are willing to support and work for the common welfare and good’ 
‘where people live together in harmony with different cultures and interests, but with a strong feeling of trust and respect for one another’.
However, others expressed more jaundiced and sceptical views of community either not really existing (at least in current conditions), as fractured between those who are ‘in’ and ‘out’, or as something far less rosy and comfortable. For example, 

‘people of the village and surrounding area who live and work in the area and are involved in things that go on in the area.  Not people who buy houses and use them 1 or 2 weekends a month and keep themselves to themselves’  

‘nothing now, as most people are too self centred’ 

 ‘bunch of nosey people slagging each other off behind their backs’
These more critical takes on community, clearly reflect much of what has been written in the academic literature about the realities of community (both historical and contemporary) and what can be hidden behind discourses which enrol its benighted, rose coloured presumptions and associations (e.g.  Herbert 2005, Dalby and Mackenzie 1997). Whilst appearing inclusive community can also be deeply exclusionary, marginalising those who are seen as not fitting (Williams 1976, Harvey 1996, Young xxx). Places and communities are not synomynous - there can rather be multiple overlapping communities in a place (Kearns & Forrest, 1998; Jones 2003) and extended and constructed communities of interest that transcend physical delineations (Delanty 2003, Wilmot 1987, Lave & Wenger, 1991).  Communities can be transient and dynamic and fracture as events unfold and relationships evolve. 
These perspective clearly problematise the normative sense in which community is being attached to renewable energy (rhetorically and practically) and the extent to which the implications and assumptions around trust and productive social relations are likely to exist in practice and/or be produced as outcomes of a community RE project  - and in aggregation from community RE programmes as a whole. 
We were able to explore these questions in our case study research on 6 community renewable energy projects.   
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