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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
This deliverable presents an improved version of the theoretical framework outlined in Deliverable
5.1. Both deliverables have the goal of improving the understanding of actors involved in
participation and engagement processes as part of power grid infrastructure planning. It should be
noted that both frameworks developed in WP5 are not exclusive – they are complementary to each
other.
Results presented here are based on: an extensive literature review and the outcome of the
implementation of three INSPIRE-Grid case studies (WP6) in which we gathered data and findings
generated throughout the interaction with stakeholders. Additionally, we incorporated insights
formulated in WP2.
Deliverable 5.4 focuses on specific elements that have not been addressed in the previous
stakeholder attitude framework, namely trust, its dimensions and social capital. Before describing
these new elements we draw on the difference between the terms “acceptance” and “acceptability”.
Whereas acceptance can be understood as a form of behavior or reaction to an object or technology
that already exists (evaluation ex-post), acceptability represents an attitude towards a given issue
before its implementation (evaluation ex-ante). Since INSPIRE-Grid deals to a large extent with
stakeholder engagement and involvement in the grid development process before the construction
phase, in this deliverable we adopt this distinction and concentrate on the attitude dimension.
The first new factor we add to the revised stakeholder attitude framework is trust. It is widely
acknowledged that trust is a necessary component for fostering acceptability. But how trust works
on the acceptability-side in power grid planning is not fully understood. We distinguish three forms
of trust: general trust in society, trust in public institutions and/or in government and interpersonal
trust. General trust in society is seen to be crucial especially for the willingness of people affected
by a project to support the idea of the “public good” – understood as wealth, security of electricity
supply or climate protection. The subjective importance of the “public good” increases the
motivation of stakeholders to desist from their own interests in the name of the collective interest.
Institutional trust is needed to lower conflicts in the early phases of the projects. When stakeholders
have the impression the regulator and the TSO are legitimized by democratic control and are acting
for the public good or there are sufficient democratic possibilities to influence the direction of
energy policy, the engagement process for a specific project is less likely to become an arena for
competing visions of the energy system. However, the most important form of trust in the grid
planning context is interpersonal trust, developed mainly between the project manager and
stakeholders. We found out that if stakeholders do not have a huge trust in institutions or general
trust in society, a trustful relationship with the project manager can partially (but of course not
necessarily) compensate it.
Additionally, we discuss the concept of social capital as a frame to better understand existing
networks of relationships around stakeholder engagement processes in grid development, with trust
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as an important pillar. The careful analysis of such relations in the affected communities and their
links to different levels of governance, may unveil different concerns, needs and values. It can be
helpful in foreseeing potential conflictual situations or the mobilization capacity at the local level.
And a properly conducted engagement process (see Deliverable 5.2) may also contribute to the
development of higher social capital stocks.
Finally, we present a first idea for theoretically structuring formal and informal aspects of
stakeholder engagement. The common differentiation (narrow view) defines the formal
participation process as legally binding measures, which encompass the planning and permitting
procedures. Through the narrow view the informal participation is understood as any other
participation framework or tools, which are not legally binding in the process. The broad view takes
a different perspective. From this perspective formal participation includes aspects of all official
rules and roles that are inherent to a participation process, no matter whether it is a legally binding
and a regulated process or any other form of public participation (bus tours, field visits, world café
etc.) and independently from the stage at which the project is in. Informal participation comprises
aspects existing outside of organizational, formalized and institutionalized contexts and structures
(like e.g. trust), which exist at three levels at the same time: interpersonal; social; and as being
reflected in interactions with public institutions.
This Deliverable puts attention to often underestimated “soft elements” of stakeholder engagement
in grid extension projects. We propose an approach to observe these elements, as they are very
important for the functioning of the participation process. Considerations presented in this
document will be used as a base for the preparation of the Deliverable 5.3 “Final handbook of
guidelines”.
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1

INTRODUCTION

The basic assumption underpinning the INSPIRE-Grid project was that there exist a number of
reasons for public opposition to the development of new energy infrastructure, namely the new
transmission power lines. Such reasons include: i) the lack of trustworthiness in the relationships
between Transmission System Operators (TSOs), other stakeholders and the general public; ii) the
difficulty in comparing the benefits of new energy infrastructure, which are typically at a national or
global level, with the impacts, which are mostly felt at the local level; iii) the perception that
stakeholder concerns are often neglected by TSOs; iv) the lack of tools to facilitate the stakeholder
engagement participation process; and v) the fragility, or the complexity, of the participatory
processes itself. Within the INSPIRE-Grid project, Work Package 5 (WP5) was designed to analyse
and enhance the stakeholder engagement and participation process and thus addressed items (i), (iii)
and (iv) in the above list. One of first tasks of this WP was to develop a theoretical framework to
improve the understanding of actors involved in the participation and engagement process for new
transmission line development. Such conceptual work was completed in the Deliverable 5.1, which
concentrated on the different meanings stakeholders attribute to the same issue throughout
participation. The starting point for development of that theoretical framework was the notion that
actors are continuously engaged in sense-making of a specific situation by subjectively interpreting
the data available to them, what is influenced to a large extent by individual values and beliefs they
present.
The goal of this deliverable is similar as of Deliverable 5.1 – it should serve to improve the
understanding of actors involved in participation and engagement processes. Results presented here
are based on: the extensive literature review, the outcome of the implementation of three INSPIREGrid case studies (WP6) in which we gathered data and findings generated throughout the
interaction with stakeholders. Additionally, it also incorporates insights formulated in the WP2. The
starting point here is akin as in Deliverable 5.1 (sense-making of a specific situation), what
constituted the foundation for the development of these conceptual considerations. Thus,
Deliverable 5.4 presents the improved theoretical stakeholders’ attitude framework, which focuses
on specific selected elements that have not been addressed in the previous work, namely trust, its
dimensions and social capital.
To understand actors involved in participation and engagement processes it is important to know the
chain starting with their values and then leading to the (potential) acceptance of the new
transmission lines. One must be aware that values are not the only determinants influencing
attitudes. Therefore, this theoretical framework offers a more comprehensive analysis of
stakeholders’ attitudes and trust. Moreover, it proposes a distinction between different potential
attitudes towards grid extension, which are very often used interchangeably in the literature to
describe the same response. It is also the first attempt to order different responses and behaviors,
which can occur in the context of the new power lines development or grid extensions. It should be
noted that both frameworks developed in WP5 are not exclusive – they are complementary to each
other.
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This deliverable is structured as followed: after the introduction, first we will summarize the
findings of Deliverable 5.1, which proposed a generic scheme how values become attitudes and
introduced a stakeholder attitude framework that was explained with help of two example project
typologies. Second, we will amend and differentiate this generic scheme with findings from the
literature to arrive at a better understanding of the mechanisms that determine positive or negative
responses of stakeholders to new grid infrastructure, before presenting a simplified version that
concentrates only on the factors influencing attitudes. Here, insights from the fieldwork in the three
case studies (WP6) led us to introduce trust as a new factor in the scheme, which will be discussed
in depth in chapter number four. In subsequent chapter we propose the concept of social capital as a
frame to better understand networks of relationships that exist around stakeholder engagement
processes in grid development, where trust plays a very important role. Finally, in our outlook in
chapter 6, we will present first ideas for theoretically structuring formal and informal aspects of
stakeholder engagement and, related to that, identify further research needs.

Improved Theoretical Framework

Page 11-49

2

BACKGROUND

In order to follow the logic standing behind the improved version of the theoretical framework, it is
worth mentioning shortly the construction and the content of Deliverable 5.1, which was used as a
basis for this report.
Before presenting the stakeholder attitude framework, Deliverable 5.1 introduced key concepts
(values, beliefs and attitudes) used for understanding stakeholders’ responses towards new
transmission power lines and grid extension projects. According to this work, values can be thought
of as being abstract, moral principles that give meaning to behaviour and that can be applied to
many different situations. Values incorporate deeper concerns about what people think is important
and unlike needs, they are less biological and more culturally prescribed. Needs can be derived
from concerns, however there is not always such a direct link between needs and concerns and they
may influence each other as well (Deliverable 2.1). Beliefs refer to how people perceive the world
as it is. When combined, values and beliefs can be thought of as creating an evaluative belief, which
is understood as a belief that one thing is better than something else (e.g. renewable energy is better
than non-renewable energy). Values, beliefs and evaluative beliefs combine to form attitudes, which
themselves relate to attitude objects (e.g. a new transmission line or a national energy policy)
(Deliverable 5.1). All above mentioned categories are also presented in the glossary of INSPIREGrid key concepts and terms (Deliverable 6.1). The relation between these four concepts is
schematically shown in the figure below, using the example of the health of the environment as a
starting point-value.
Attitude

Support the development of new transmission lines to allow more renewable energy on the
power grid.

Evaluative belief

Renewable energy is better for the environment than non-renewable energy.

Beliefs

With new transmission, the amount of
renewable energy in the power grid can be
increased.

Value

Health of the environment.

Without new transmission, non-renewable
energy from fossil fuels will continue to
dominate the power grid.

Table 1: Vertical structure of a hypothetical attitude toward grid expansion (Deliverable 5.1, p.11)

Ultimately, Deliverable 5.1 points to behaviour as action that manifests different attitudes.
Understanding attitudes can help predict behaviour, but one should remember that attitudes do not
alone determine behaviour, since situational, context-specific factors and social constraints play an
important role as well.
As the next step the framework presents the sets of determinants, which comprise two primary
categories: project characteristics and stakeholder characteristics. These sets contain four subcategories, or groups of factors. The project characteristics enhances: the purpose of the project (e.g.
the increase of the renewable energy’s share on the grid); the scale of the project (local, national and
international); landscape factors (distinction between urban and rural areas); and stakeholders
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themselves. The stakeholders characteristics distinguishes: the past local experience (to which
extent stakeholders are already familiar with transmission line development); concerns (e.g.
electromagnetic radiation, visual impacts, reduction in property prices); the general societal values
(e.g. wisdom, true friendship, happiness etc.); and energy specific values (e.g. efficiency,
environmental protection, affordability or social justice). The third, cross-cutting, category is related
to the temporal characteristics of the project. All variables are in detail discussed in Deliverable 5.1.
In order to demonstrate how the framework could be used to categorise transmission projects, a
description of two example project typologies was provided at the end of this deliverable. The table
below exposes these examples and integrates all components of the framework to demonstrate how
different projects could be analysed.
Characteristic
Purpose
Scale
Landscape
Stakeholders

Past local experience

Example typology 1
New line to connect new sources of
renewable energy
Regional
Rural – likely to include nature
reserves, forests, farmland
TSO
National/regional policy makers
Regulators
Permitting authorities
Local elected officials
Environmental NGOs
Power producer
Adjacent rural communities
Land owners
Land users
Local citizens’ initiatives
None

Concerns

Visual impacts
Environmental impacts

Relevant societal values

Happiness
Equality
Freedom
National security
A world of beauty

Relevant energy system values

Availability and affordability
Autonomy and freedom
Social justice
Fairness, honesty and transparency
Long-term trajectories
Improvement and quality
Reliability
Reduced use of fossil fuels
Environmental protection
Nature and naturalness

Example typology 2
Upgrade to an existing line to
increase capacity
Local
Urban – residential
TSO
National/regional policy makers
Regulators
Permitting authorities
Local elected officials
Adjacent urban communities
Local citizens’ initiatives

Previous experience with the
existing line
Visual impacts
Health impacts – EMF
Property values
Happiness
Equality
Freedom
Family security
A world of beauty
A comfortable life
Availability and affordability
Autonomy and freedom
Social justice
Fairness, honesty and transparency
Long-term trajectories
Improvement and quality
Reliability
Safety

Table 2: Example project typologies (Deliverable 5.1)
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This short summary gives an overview of what has been already discussed in the INSPIRE-Grid
theoretical framework. Altogether it aimed to assist in the development of a more effective
engagement process, which would better address stakeholder needs and concerns. However, this
framework rather has a descriptive character and using it during the interaction with stakeholders
and case studies implementation revealed that it is insufficient for understanding the stakeholders’
attitude towards new transmission power lines. Therefore, the research approach was changed and
the starting point of the improved theoretical framework has been shifted from “acceptance” to
“acceptability”, as a desired, potential attitude towards the extension of the grid. These
considerations will be presented in following chapters.
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3

FRAMING OF THEORETICAL INSIGHTS

In recent years the phenomenon of the public responses to the new energy infrastructure has been an
area of extensive research and it has been tackled from many different perspectives, like: sociopsychological aspects of affected citizens, justice issues, landscape issues or images, visualizations,
understandings and associations of the energy infrastructure (Batel and Devine-Wright 2014; Cain
and Nelson 2013; Cotton and Devine-Wright 2013; Devine-Wright 2009; 2012; Devine-Wright and
Devine-Wright 2009; Gross 2007; Keir et al. 2014; Soini et al. 2011; Walker et al. 2010; Wolsink
2007). Among this literature the issue of (public) acceptance has gained special attention (Cowell
2010; Friedl and Reichl 2016; Huijts et al. 2012; Rau et al. 2012; Sovacool and Ratan 2012;
Wolsink 2012; Wüstenhagen et al. 2007; Zoellner et al. 2008). Despite concentrating on different
aspects (like these listed above), scholars usually aimed at understanding why there is a lack of
public acceptance for energy infrastructure. Yet, some of them have noticed that actually much of
the work discussing this issue, deals with an unspecified definition of what acceptance is, how to
compare it among studies, how to distinguish it from other responses (like for example support) and
how it should be measured (Aas et al. 2014; Batel et al. 2013; Devine-Wright 2008; Huijts et al.
2012a; 2012b).
All these questions would go far beyond the scope of this deliverable. Here the aim is to look from
an alternative perspective on the “soft factors” related to stakeholder engagement, understood here
as preconditions of stakeholders’ attitudes towards grid extension projects, and potentially leading
to acceptance as a “desired” outcome of the stakeholders’ engagement process. Some of these soft
factors, identified as values (determined by needs and concerns), distributive justice and procedural
justice have been already addressed in other parts of the INSPIRE-Grid project (WP2 and WP5).
However, in our context trust and its dimensions as well as social capital have not been discussed in
a comprehensive manner. In order to understand their role we want to provide a conceptual
understanding of how the abovementioned “soft elements” interplay first and then determine
attitudes of stakeholders engaged in the participation process.
Batel et al. (2013) provide a useful distinction between two terms interchangeably used in the
literature dedicated to public responses towards energy infrastructure, namely between
“acceptance” and “support” (see also Aas et al. 2014). According to Batel et al. (2013) the term
“acceptance” can be understood as a state regarded as proper, normal or inevitable. It implies a
general assumption that even if something is not ideal, it is probably the best compromise available.
Although they argue that “support” is more action-oriented than “acceptance”, at the same time they
refer to the definition that “acceptance” means the act of accepting, so something which is actionoriented as well (ibid.: 2). Huijts et al. (2012a, 2012b) clearly state that “acceptance” is the behavior
in the reaction to the technology, whereas the equivalent attitude towards the technology is called
the “acceptability”. This is in line with the definition of an attitude presented in Deliverable 5.1,
saying that attitudes are always associated with an object (e.g. a transmission line). “Acceptability”
is related to the process of making all the best acceptable to the greatest number of people
(Twitchen 2014). Moreover, “acceptability” refers to a given issue before its implementation
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(evaluation ex-ante), whereas “acceptance” refers to a response on this issue after it has been
accomplished (evaluation ex-post) (Cowell et al. 2011; Schuitema et al. 2010). Since INSPIRE-Grid
deals to a larger extent with the process of stakeholders’ engagement and involvement, in this
deliverable we adopt the clear distinction between “acceptability” and “acceptance” as,
respectively, attitude and behavior. Regarding the notion of “support”, we remain in the line of
Deliverable 5.1 presenting it also as an attitude (unlike as e.g. Batel et al. 2013 and Rau et al. 2012).
Respectively, an adequate behavior to an attitude is the promotion (of the use of a technology)
(Huijts et al. 2012a: 526). In addition, “support” is understood as a stronger expression than
“acceptability”. These considerations combined with the Figure 1 can be illustrated in a following
chain:

Figure 1: The logic chain explaining the relation between values and behaviour

The introduced model is an initial version of a theoretical framework explaining the relation
between values, attitudes and behaviours that stakeholders present towards new transmission lines.
In this context, it is important to underline that values themselves are influenced by needs and
concerns that stakeholders have (Deliverable 5.1). They represent broad plethora of issues, which
can be assigned to broader categories, like for example social, ecological or political aspects. The
interrelation between them is complex: sometimes needs can be derived directly from concerns, but
this is not always the case (for more detailed discussion about needs and concerns see Deliverable
2.1). Nevertheless they influence stakeholders’ values, which afterwards have impact on their
beliefs and attitudes.
Moreover, very important categories which complete the theoretical framework are the dimensions
of appraisal (here understood also as the evaluative belief) and (re)action (see also Deliverable 2.1).
Dimensions of the former can range from positive to negative and the latter from passivity to
activity. Basing on the conceptual work present in Rau et al. (2012) and Schweizer-Ries (2008) one
can distuinguish different levels of attitudes and behaviours depending on the combination of
different degrees of the appraisal and the (re)action. For example: a positive appraisal combined
with little activity can lead to approval; a negative appraisal combined with little activity can lead to
rejection, and a negative appraisal combined with a lot of activity can lead to resistance. These
combinations are further complemented with terms which have been considered in the literature as
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different responses towards the energy infrastructure (in both categories: attitudes and behaviours)
(see for example: Devine-Wright 2008; Huijts et al. 2012a; 2012b; Wüstenhagen et al. 2007). These
responses are: attitudes – adoption, tolerance, objection, opposition, and behaviours – using,
endorsement, indifference, connivance, ignorance, disuse and protests. We did not follow strictly
the same definitions present in the current research1, especially in the case where there is no
agreement between scholars which responses can be understood only as attitude or only as
behavior. Sometimes, some of these responses are even presented as different modes of acceptance
itself (see for example Schweizer-Ries 2008). When there are only few clear statements what can be
defined explicitly (like described differences between “acceptance”, “acceptability” and “support”),
the rest depends to a large extent on individual interpretations. Therefore, we wanted to propose a
first attempt of ordering these responses according to the dimensions of the evaluative belief and the
(re)action2. Additionally, it is important to note, that attitude itself does not lead to a certain
behavior directly – before any action will be taken an intention to behave must occur (Huijts et al.
2012a; 2012b). Even if a stakeholder strongly supports a given energy infrastructure, the intention
to behave must take place, before the same stakeholder would actively promote this object. This
discrepancy has been addressed in investigations on the local-national gap (for example a strong
support for renewable energy technologies at the general level, but a lack of such support,
reinforced by opposition at the local level) (see also Batel and Devine-Wright 2015; Bell et a. 2005;
2013). All these considerations complementing the theoretical framework are reflected in the figure
below:

1

For example, Huijts et al. (2012a) and Schweizer-Ries (2008) argue that tolerance is an effect of a positive appraisal
and a passive reaction. We suggest that in comparison to all these responses, tolerance results from a combination of
neutral appraisal and neutral reaction.
2
However, keeping in mind the need to address the conceptual challenge of defining clearly all of these responses in the
future research.
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Figure 2:

The theoretical framework explaining different attitudes
towards transmission lines and an adequate behaviour.

One must remember that there are more factors determining different attitudes towards transmission
lines and grid extenstion. Huijts et al. (2012a) developed a theoretical framework explaining the
acceptance of the new technology, where the acceptance itself is placed at the end of the chain.
According to them, next to the attitude, also social and personal norms, as well as perceived
behavioral control influence the intention to behave (accept) a new technology. From the point of
view of this deliverable it is more important to look what, next to values (as presented in the text),
determines attitudes. The authors list respectively: distributive fairness (or: distributive justice),
porcedural fairness (or: procedural justice) and perceived benefits, perceived risks, perceived costs,
negative affect and positive affect, where all five last aspects are influenced by trust (Huijts et al.
2012a: 530; see also Deliverable 2.3: 8). The combination of elements considered in this work with
the developed framework so far leads to the following visualization of factors determining different
attitudes and resulting in different behaviours.
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Figure 3: A schematic representation of factors determining attitudes
towards new power lines.

If we want to simplify this theoretical framework and look closer only on the initial factors which
determine attitudes towards grid extension projects, we see that there are four main components,
which are crucial in the formulation of a specific response: values (influenced by concerns and
needs), distributive fairness, procedural fairness and trust, whereas the last two elements are
strongly interrelating with each other. In the work conducted so far in INSPIRE-Grid, values,
concerns, needs, distributive justice and procedural justice have been addressed comprehensively in
WP2 and WP5. However, the issue of trust has not been acknowledged sufficiently, therefore the
improved version of the stakeholders’ attitude framework accentuates its focus on this aspect. We
will not address perceived benefits, perceived risks, perceived costs, negative affect and positive
affect, because these elements are sufficiently discussed by Huijts et al. (2012a) and they are
determined by trust. Moreover, in this deliverable we want to concentrate specifically on this initial
factor, which then lead to specific attitudes. The extensive literature review on the acceptance and
acceptability of the new technologies, development of the energy infrastructure (renewables as well
as power lines), participation processes, management of resources, land use planning, governance
and organizational and administrational structures enabled us to identify trust as a common
determinant influencing stakeholders’ responses towards involvement and engagement in the
decision-making process, what correlates with responses towards new transmission power lines. In
the following sections we will discuss trust and its three dimensions: interpersonal trust, generalized
(social) trust and trust in public institutions. Moreover, we will also dedicate a separate section to
the concept of social capital in the context of power line planning processes. It can be seen as an
overarching category, in which stakeholders’ engagement and responses towards infrastructural
projects are structured. The simplified version of the theoretical framework is presented below.
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Figure 4: The simplified version of the stakeholders’ attitude
framework showing the initial determinants of
attitudes towards new power lines.

4

TRUST

It is broadly acknowledged that in the modern world for solving environmental, technological and
social problems, as well as for resource management, economic cooperation or good governance,
many actors from different networks, scales and levels must participate and cooperate. In such
complex settings in order to achieve satisfying outcomes trust is a key (i.e. Batt 2008; Berardo
2009; Börzel 1997; Cuppen 2012; Devine-Wright et al. 2001; Höppner 2009; Klijn et al. 2010;
Lowndes and Wilson 2001; Lyon 2000; Ostrom 2010a; 2010b; Poortinga and Pidgeon 2005; Rydin
2006; Rydin and Holman 2004; Teles 2012).
Many empirical studies found that trust is a pivotal element for the acceptance of a new technology,
as in the case of genetically modified food (Poortinga and Pidgeon 2005) or EMF resulting from
mobile phones’ base stations (Siegrist et al. 2003), to list only two of them (see also Huijts el al.
2012a). In a similar vein many authors working on the development of energy infrastructure
mention trust as a necessary component for fostering acceptance (Aas et al. 2014; Aitken 2010; Bell
et al. 2005; Cain and Nelson 2013; Cotton and Devine-Wright 2013; Devine-Wright 2012; DevineWright and Howes 2010; Elliot and Wadley 2012; Ellis et al. 2007; Friedl and Reichl 2016; Keir et
al. 2014; Komendantova et al. 2015; Knudsen et al. 2015; Lienert et al. 2015; Toke et al. 2008;
Walker et al. 2010; Wolsink 2012; Wüstenhagen et al. 2007). However, they refer to many different
types of trust, which can be related to trust in the relevant company, in a project developer, in other
members of the community and/or cooperative and in public authorities responsible for the
decision-making process. They do not provide an approach which would structure the
understanding of trust in the systematic way and which would clearly state what trust is. Therefore
this deliverable aims to bring more clarity into the issue of trust and explain why it is important in
the context of grid extension.
Trust is understood as a complex and multidimensional concept (Berardo 2009; Höppner 2009;
Laurian 2009; Straten et al. 2002) and there is no ruling agreement how it should be defined and
measured (Sharp et al. 2013; Siegrist 2010). Here we adopt the definition of trust proposed by
Rousseau et al. (1998: 395) explaining it as “a psychological state comprising the intention to
accept vulnerability based upon positive expectations of the intentions or behavior of another”.
Laurian (2009: 371) explains trust with a simple model, where actor A (trustor) assesses
subjectively that actor B (trustee) will act as agreed with her/him, under condition that B’s behavior
affects A and the latter does not have capacities to monitor B. In other words, “trust is a positive
expectation of B’s competence and willingness to do what A needs” (ibid.). In a similar vein
Siegrist et al. (2003: 706) underline “the willingness to make oneself vulnerable to another based on
a judgment of similarity of intentions or values”, where the basis for such judgment is the
assumption that the person to be trusted would act as the trusting person would.
Such explanations place the interpersonal relations between trustor and trustee embedded in a
complex network of social relations, norms and values into the centre. This embeddedness is
reflected in both actors’ open and vulnerable positions, in mutual considering of interests of both
sides and in significant reduction of uncertainty and complexity of issues, in regard to which such
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interaction takes place (Berardo 2009; Klijn et al. 2010; Laurian 2009; Lyon 2000; Siegrist et al.
2003; Switzer et al. 2013; van Ark and Edelenbos 2005). Trust can be understood as an
phenomenon that is elusive, dynamic, mutable, context dependent and responsive to this contextual
change (Goudge and Wilson 2005; Höppner 2009; Leach and Sabatier 2005; Tait 2011). Taking
into account the broader context and the specificity of a given engagement process is therefore
critical when analysing trust.
Moreover, trust reflects few distinct elements. First, it is the rule of reciprocity, characterized by a
positive feedback loop: when the trustor trusts the trustee, the latter one is encouraged to be
trustworthy (Laurian 2009; Lyon 2000; Ostrom 2010a; Switzer et al. 2013; Teles 2012). Second,
trust is asymmetrical – generating, building and maintaining trust is a complex, long-term
undertaking, but it can be destroyed fast and easily and negative events can have a much stronger
impact than positive (Laurian 2009; Lyon 2000; Siegrist et al. 2003; Switzer et al. 2013). Third, it is
characterized by a confirmatory tendency, which implies that actors will believe more information
that is in line with their prior beliefs than a contradictory one (Laurian 2009; Switzer et al. 2013).
Last not but least, trust is closely related to issues of power relations, uncertainty and risk (Berardo
2009; Hovik et al. 2010; Meadowcroft 2009; Laurian 2009, Stein and Harper 2003; Tait 2011).
Scholars distinguish and refer to three different dimensions of trust: interpersonal trust (between
individuals), generalized (social) trust addressed to a broader society and trust in public institutions/
government (Hardin 1998; Höppner 2009; Klijn et al. 2010; Larzelere and Huston 1980; Laurian
2009; Leach and Sabatier 2005; Marquart-Pyatt and Petrzelka 2009; Miller 1974; Rousseau et al.
1998; Straten et al. 2002; Switzer et al. 2013; Tait 2011). All of them represent distinct features, but
at the same time they are characterized by many overlaps and cross-cutting links, therefore it is
challenging to find clear border indicators between individual-to-individual trust relationship,
individual-to-group trust relationship and to individual-to-institution trust relationship (Hardin
1998; Tait 2011).
In the following sub-sections we will discuss each of the three dimensions of trust and we will show
how they are reflected in the transmission lines development context.
4.1. Interpersonal Trust
After having analysed the data from the three case studies, we conclude that the most important
form of trust in the grid planning context is interpersonal trust, developed mainly between the
project manager and the stakeholders engaged in the process. Generally speaking, it develops
between individuals, very often through firsthand contact in which they get to know each other.
This form of trust holds emotional features as loyalty, empathy or concern (Tait 2011).
Even the best suited and designed decision-making processes, using the most sophisticated
engagement tools, will be not successful if they will be not accompanied by an appropriate behavior
of a person perceived as the owner of an involvement process (see also Lowndes et al. 2006). Many
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of studies in the past have acknowledged the crucial role of certain individuals in collaborative
planning and participatory decision-making processes, which have been responsible for
interpersonal trust building and its maintenance with engaged stakeholders (Höppner 2009; Klijn et
al. 2010; Tait 2011; Van Ark and Edelenbos 2005). Ostrom (2000) refers to them as public
entrepreneurs, whereas Reed (2008) calls them facilitators. During the process they work as
“catalyst” and “engine” for the trust creation (Switzer et al. 2013; van Ark and Edelenbos 2005).
They can be found among civil servants, planning officers, public authorities or coming from
outside as independent persons. However in the transmission line development context they are
mostly project managers.
Their tasks related to trust-building activities start from the very beginning of the engagement
process, where they need to identify all possible affected stakeholders and, accordingly, their issues,
beliefs and concerns in the multi-level (supranational, national, regional, local) contexts
(Deliverable 2.1; Raven et al. 2009). The engagement process conducted by them should fulfill the
principle of inclusiveness (Deliverable 5.2), which would also deal with minimizing the feeling of
disproportionate positions between stakeholders and a TSO, potentially leading even to nonparticipation (Haß et al. 2014). In case of any dispute or the conflict between stakeholders project
managers can play a role of a mediator (Laurian 2009; Lyon 2000). They are expected to call
attention to stakeholders’ different perspectives, values and beliefs, what contributes to the creation
of an agreement on a shared vision about the project and the process (Laurian 2009; Leach and
Sabatier 2005; Reed 2008; Switzer et al. 2013). This task can be challenging since project managers
tend to present a different perspective on the decision-making process than affected stakeholders
(Keir et al. 2014), what calls for the support of the overall communication, enabling constant
(re)interpretation and explanation of discussed issues (Hovik et al. 2010; Switzer et al. 2013).
By high density of interactions with different stakeholders, project managers optimize the
functioning of the stakeholders’ network and enhance the degree of trust they present to the network
(Devine-Wright et al. 2001; van Ark and Edelenbos 2005). Creating trust relationships requires that
project managers will not only involve stakeholders, but they will also involve themselves and will
be visible, available and accessible for stakeholders (Raven et al. 2009; Reed 2008). As van Ark
and Edelenbos (2005: 282) described it in their empirical work “the degree of trust has increased
due to (…) strong involvement and his skills in process management”. The consistent checking if
engaged stakeholders feel respected and as having an appropriate level of control over the final
outcome also contributes to trust-building (Leach and Sabatier 2005), as well as ensuring that a
body responsible for organizing the decision-making process will act in stakeholders’ best interest
(Wolsink 2012). A project manager is also a peculiar “bridge”, which connects different levels of
the decision-making process. This is important in the context of the information flow and mutual
understanding and by the fact that sometimes the public available (governmental) information is
outdated (Scott and Huq 2014). It might happen that a project manager will need to explain to local
citizens details of the European or the national energy policy, justifying the grid extension, at the
same time informing the respective decision-makers about the public responses or concerns at the
local level.
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However, interpersonal trust is a delicate matter. It should not be interpreted as a service mentality
to satisfy every possible request from stakeholders (Tait 2011). That could lead to expectations that
are not always possible to meet and could create distrust in the end. Also do close interpersonal
relations bear the danger of patronage and corruption, when linkages become too strong. Therefore
transparent communication and equal standards are mandatory.
During the fieldwork in the two Norwegian case studies it became apparent that
stakeholders, who had a negative opinion about the TSO at the beginning of the power line
development process, changed their attitude when project managers were able to establish a
trustful interpersonal relationship with stakeholders.
“The initial [attitude] was negative. But as we got older3 we got more information about it,
it was more sensible. And I also think [the project manager] did a good job. I think she
came from outside [the TSO]. So she was not part of this old, big […], [TSO]. And she was
very open-minded. I think she wanted to spread information, instead of sitting tight on it.”
(Private stakeholder in the Bamble-Rød case study)
These relationships were based on a transparent and active information policy on the side of
the TSO, stakeholder contact on eye-level, listening to stakeholders’ needs, openness for
compromise, personal communication skills of the project manager, and mutual respect.

Figure 5: Empirical findings from case studies: Interpersonal trust

4.2 Generalized (Social) Trust
Generalized trust “refers to a person’s belief about the character of people in the aggregate”
(Larzelere and Huston 1980: 596). It is rooted in interpersonal trust and it is based on personal and
other people’s experiences in trust situations, as well as on the mass media communication (Straten
et al. 2002). Lyon (2000: 664-5) conceptualizes relationships of trust and cooperation in
communities as contracts relying on information on reputations, moral norms and sanctions, where
the latter include not only the “loss” of trust, but can include also sanctions exacted by formal
institutions. In this sense generalized trust is formed on knowledge of social values, norms and
ethical and social behavioral codes. Therefore, shared values and norms in the society make
individuals more predictable, even when one does not have any specific information or past
experience with other actor (Switzer et al. 2013: 1155). Social trust has significant overlaps with

3

This expression is written down literally from transcribed interviews and it should be interpreted here as “once we got
further in the process”.
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interpersonal trust, because it determines how individuals react in interpersonal trust situations
(Leach and Sabatier 2005; Straten et al. 2002).
No matter how we understand and define community, generalized trust is a substantive element of
building qualified social relationships between people, which connect citizens and create the feeling
of collectiveness (Walker 2011). Moreover, it enables the creation and maintenance of social bonds
and group identity (Laurian 2009). Collective relations of trust reduce transaction costs and the
potential risk, because individuals are able to trust society members to act as expected and in
consequence, they do not need to invest in controlling others (Klijn et al. 2010; Lyon 2000; Ostrom
2000; van Ark and Edelenbos 2005).
General trust in society is seen to be crucial especially for the willingness of affected people to
support the idea of the “public good” (Tait 2011) or the “common good” (Dietz et al. 2003). It can
be understood as reflected in many aspects, like wealth, security of electricity supply or climate
protection and it is strongly related to the question of the purpose for the power line. That in turn
links general trust to trust in public institutions (see the sub-section below). The power line that
aims to serve the broader community or society is likely to increase the motivation of stakeholders
to desist from own interests in the name of the collective interest.
Moreover, the decision-process itself may generate social trust among stakeholders. Working in a
group of people (or a task oriented-team) makes individuals more likely to adopt norms generated
by the collectivity than by single individuals (Ostrom 2010b). Effectively engaged stakeholders can
learn to trust to one another (among and between many individuals at the same time) and they can
constantly monitor their own decisions, what can help avoiding the highest possible number of
conflicts and gaining the broadest possible agreement (Ostrom 2010a). It allows to avoid shortages
in communication and information flows (Scott and Huq 2014), struggles which are damaging for
the community (Gross 2007; Walker et al. 2010) or might be negative for neighbouring
communities (Zoellner et al. 2008). The generalized trust is also closely related to the concept of
social capital, but this will be emphasized in chapter 5.
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In the Norwegian case studies, most stakeholders accepted some personal disadvantages
caused by new or upgraded power lines as they were perceived to be built for the utility of the
whole society.
“It is impossible not to support it. Because as long as we need electricity we need lines.”
(NGO representative, Aurland-Sogndal case study)
“But then again we want to have the utility of enough electricity, so I think that’s something
you have to accept and minimize the damage.“
(Private stakeholder, Bamble-Rød case study)
“Well, of course we would prefer not to have it [the power line] but as an association we see
the necessity to have it and as an association we can’t say we don’t want to have it and the
neighbor can take it, so we saw the need for it.”
(NGO representative, Bamble-Rød case study)
The capability of affected people to sacrifice their own particular interests, or ability to accept
what not the best line alternative for them, is - not very surprising - high in a country like
Norway4, where community, equality and civic participation are highly valued (OECD 2016).
This shared value of community by individuals and groups, and owners of different functions
could be described as a pre-existent form of trust in society that facilitated establishing trustful
relationships between stakeholders and the project manager and the TSO in general.
In contrast, the findings from the French case study showed that stakeholders involved in the
decision-making process identify the lack of strong social bonds as a big obstacle in successful
organization of the participation processes regarding infrastructural investments.
“I think we have some of trouble in France ... to change our ways of seeing things and take
more account of what is around us. I think we are a people who are relatively self-centered.
Less than the Nordic countries or places like that.”
(NGO representative, Cergy-Persan case study)
Figure 6: Empirical findings from case studies: General trust

4.3 Trust in Public Institutions
Laurian (2009) argues that, similarly as in case of generalized trust, shared values are the ground to
trust in public institutions and governments. This is in line with Miller’s (1974: 989) definition of
trust in government presenting it as “the belief that the government is operating according to one’s

4

It should be noted that Norway remains a peculiar country also in the context of social attitudes towards spatial
planning, landscape, environment and land use change (see also: Daugstad 2008; Vorkinn and Riese 2001).
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normative expectations of how government should function”. Despite these similarities, trust in
government is a different kind of trust than interpersonal and generalized trust (Hardin 1998). Since
public institutions introduce “the rules of the game”, trust in them influences significantly the
perceived legitimacy of these institutions (Hough et al. 2010; Höppner 2009; Switzer et al. 2013).
Especially at the local level, where the project is realized, trust relations between the public officials
and other affected stakeholders are important and they work as a “self-reinforcing cycle”. On the
one hand the staff of public institutions needs to work in citizens’ interest to gain their trust (Hardin
1998) and on the other hand the higher stocks of trust in public officials have a positive influence on
the improvement of the administrational units’ functioning (Teles 2012). Moreover, since local civil
servants present higher levels of trust to the project partners on the ground in comparison to civil
servants at higher levels of governance (Klijn et al. 2010), do trustworthy relations make
stakeholders more likely to engage in local issues (Marquart-Pyatt and Petrzelka 2009). Such
involvement, in turn, develops strong relations between stakeholders and public institutions and its
leaders (Teles 2012). Local civil servants and authorities, however, do not start from a doomed
position, because there exists a certain level of trust between them and other stakeholders (Switzer
et al. 2013). Trust given to local public institutions can also reduce the feeling that local civil
servants and authorities work has a technical and bureaucratic character and it is more beneficial for
powerful groups (Tait 2011).
The trust relationship to public institutions at the local level can be responsive to trust in public
institutions at the higher levels of governance, thus they may represent a wider social and political
context (Tait 2011). For example, trust in governments and its institutions influences the acceptance
for the implementation of environmental projects and policies (Kollman and Reichl 2015). This
aspect is visible in studies on the conflicts over new energy infrastructure in Germany. These
studies demonstrate that the national level’s contradictive deliberations about different political
energy-system visions create distrust to the government and results in forming opposition at the
local level (Neukirch 2015; Richter et al. 2016; Fahrenkrug et al. 2016). In this context government
institutions and planning authorities are perceived incoherent in the pursuit of the overreaching goal
of the “energy transition” (Energiewende), which aims to step out from the electricity production
based on nuclear and coal-fired power plants. Instead of that, they are perceived to push for a
certain political-ideological concept of an energy system that is partly preserving centralized fossilfuel structures with the help of new power lines (Neukirch 2015). Of course, it can work also in
another direction, where different stakeholders may not support the energy system based on the
renewable energy sources (Sovacool and Ratan 2012).
It shows that trust in public institutions responsible for development of the new power lines is
needed to lower conflicts about the actual purpose of a project (the need definition), which is the
crucial stage of the grid extension planning (Komendantova et al. 2015; Sataøen et al. 2015). Many
of the affected stakeholders (mostly citizens) do not have enough capacities to validate the need of
such infrastructures, so they have to trust the relevant institution providing data for its justification
(Komendantova et al. 2015). The distrust to these institutions, can in consequence raise the issue
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about the legitimacy of the general planning process and planning decisions (Tait 2011). This, in
consequence, can be later on reflected in the questioned legitimacy of the participation process, and
contributing to the lack of acceptability for the new infrastructure. This is closely linked to the
discreditation of the overall country’s energy policy, for example in which direction it should go
(Neukirch 2015) or what are the current energy policy goals, like in Norway5 (Gullberg 2013;
Gullberg et al. 2014). In this case trust in public institutions can reduce tensions resulting from
different political energy strategies. It is true especially since it is very challenging to change
stakeholders’ attitudes, when they initially held some position regarding the energy system
(Komendantova et al. 2015; Lienert at al. 2015). Trust in public institutions can also help in
minimizing the cognitive dissonance if the globally (or nationally) produced knowledge is
confronted with the local experiences (Devine-Wright 2013; Scott and Huq 2014). For example, if a
given power line aims to integrate electricity produced from RES what contributes to overall GHG
emissions’ reduction, it is a result of calculations carried out nationally and coming from national
legislation, which additionally is obliged by international agreements (e.g. the Kyoto Protocol).
Since most of the impacts of a new power line are visible at the local level, it might raise questions
about the relevance of dealing with climate change since its consequences are difficult to detect in
the small scale at the local level.
It should therefore also be underlined that trust in public institutions or government is not related
only to energy policy and its goals, but it is embedded in a wider context like the politicoadministrational regimes (Sataøen et al. 2015), the political culture of a country or the general
identification with the democratic system. One of the German studies argues that the current
conflicts over the energy infrastructure “possibly represent a contemporary basic phenomenon of
the political-legal-societal consensus: it is not understood nor accepted that higher-level political or
legal entities can make decisions that are not wanted on the ground (Fahrenkrug et al. 2016: 20)”.
Rephrasing Ostrom (2010a), it suggests that these are not the types of policies, governance or rules
which make a difference, but how these arrangements fit the local conditions and how they are
developed and adapted over time. Trust given to public institutions at multiple scales and levels
(local, regional, national and even supranational) can influence the legitimacy and fairness
stakeholders see in such systems. And locally suitable mechanisms of mutual learning, monitoring
and adjustments may lead to trustworthiness of public institutions dispersed in the polycentric and
multi-level system (Hovik et al. 2010; Ostrom 2010c).

5

Where there is no public consensus on building new power lines, which are perceived to deliver the electricity
produced in Norway to other countries in Europe.
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From case studies in Norway we can confirm that discussions with stakeholders might be
facilitated, when they initially do not have a strong position regarding the energy system and
policy. Most interviewed stakeholders had no explicit opinion about the national energy policy
and the need for new power lines was hardly questioned. In a few cases there was some light
criticism about the extension of water power or the export of electricity to other countries. Overall,
we interpret that as quite a strong trust in institutions, supported by the belief that policy makers
will act in the best interest of the public.
That also has implications for the theoretical framework developed in Deliverable 5.1. Energy
systems values are only relevant for societies or regions where the development of the energy
system is a highly politicized or polarized issue (for the example in Germany, France or Poland).
In regions where the energy policy is less politicized general social values (like the common good)
might prevail and have more explanatory power for the understanding of stakeholders’ attitudes.
This can be different for different regions or projects of the same country. Also in Norway there
were grid development projects in the past that were more contested (see Ruud et al. 2011).
The French case study confirmed the strong relation between the legitimacy of the involvement
process and the project itself with trust in public institutions as well. Stakeholders tend to identify
the frameworks regulating the participation process with the overall performance of government
and policies, which government introduces. On the question, what one stakeholder would change
in the context of the grid extension, if he was powerful enough, the answer was:
“The government. And put people in who are more involved for their people than what there is at
the moment, in fact.”
(NGO representative, Cergy-Persan case study)
Figure 7: Empirical findings from case studies: Trust in public institutions
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5

SOCIAL CAPITAL

In the previous section, in the part dedicated to generalized trust, it was mentioned that social trust
is also reflected in the concept of social capital. It is an important approach around which energyrelated decisions can be built or developed and at the same time it is impacted by them (Whitton et
al. 2015; Wolsink 2012), however it has not been sufficiently addressed in the existing literature
(see for example Elliot and Wadley 2012). Therefore, we dedicate the following section to this
phenomenon as an important pre-existing condition determining the acceptability of the new power
lines.

5.1

Trust, social capital and institutions

The concept of social capital supports the idea that social bonds and norms are important for people
and communities and that social ties make people’s lives more productive (Pretty 2003; Putnam
2000). Social capital is a complex, multidimensional concept of an interdisciplinary character with a
potential to integrate insights from different social science disciplines (Batt 2008; Putnam 2001;
Rydin and Holman 2004). As Lyon (2000: 677) notices, it can be applied as a broader umbrella
term that covers a range of processes by which social relations, institutions and relationships are
formed. Social capital can be understood as dense networks of relationships between actors based
on trust, mutuality and reciprocity (Putnam 2000; Rydin 2006). Especially the first of these
elements makes it special in the context of this deliverable, because the trust can be interpreted as
probably the most important pillar of the social capital, which serves as a “glue” to the society (Batt
2008; Laurian 2009; Lyon 2000; Marquart-Pyatt and Petrzelka 2009; Putnam 2000). There might be
some confusion, whether trust can be presented as social capital’s part, or as its close consequence
(Putnam 2001). However, this division is not exclusive. Similarly like with the differentiation of
clear borders between the trust types, it is challenging to observe where the trust is the precondition
of social capital and where it results from it. Yet, both categories are closely interrelated and
therefore important for analyzing stakeholders’ responses towards grid extension. In the context of
participation process in grid extension projects, social capital and its elements can be understood as
influencing all dimensions of trust and being present at levels of formal and informal processes.
Scholars widely agree that high rates of social capital are positive for the functioning of a society,
however one must remember that it has also its “dark side” (Ostrom 2000; Rydin and Holman
2004), that can for example stimulate barriers for the development of energy infrastructure (Loring
2007; van der Horst and Toke 2010). There is no consensus about the relation between public
institutions and social capital. On the one hand some findings in the literature show that public
institutions have a limited impact on social capital creation or can even be damaging for it (Lyon
2000; Ostrom 2000; Putnam 2000; 2001). On the other hand it was proven that public institutions at
different levels play an important role in building, maintenance and reinforcement of social capital
(Devine-Wright et al. 2001; Lowndes and Wilson 2001; Teles 2012). It can generate stable,
inclusive institutional structures (Putnam 2000) and strengthen the economic development and the
liberal democracy (Fukuyama 2002). Nevertheless, the presence of well-established networks,
within or outside public institutions, can positively influence the economic, business and managerial
performance (Batt 2008; Lyon 2000) and can enable sustainable resource management (Berardo
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2009; Devine-Wright et al. 2001; Klijn et al. 2010; Ostrom 2000; 2010b; Switzer et al. 2013),
including the building of new power lines. It can be reflected in the stakeholders’ engagement in the
decision-making process, where the decision about the involvement can be based on neighborhood
ties and social bonds in the community (Ertas 2013; Lewicka 2005), but to some extent also on the
concern about the self-wellbeing (Broese van Groenou and Deeg 2010).
Social capital can be a very useful analytical category, but at the same time it suffers from not being
defined precisely enough, and from being interpreted differently and individually by scholars. As a
consequence it is not only difficult to observe it, but researchers tend to use different
operationalisations, approaches, tools and indicators to detect, measure and describe it (cf. DevineWright et al. 2001; Geys and Murdoch 2010; Ostrom 2000; Putnam 2000; 2001; Rydin 2006;
Woolcock 2001). This can result in weakening its capacity as a theoretical tool (Lyon 2000), but
nevertheless one should not resign from using this concept in order to explain social, political and
economic phenomena (Batt 2008; Fukuyama 2002; Ostrom 2000; Woolcock 2001).

5.2

Bonding, bridging and bracing social capital

One of the conceptual challenges regarding social capital is its often accepted distinction between
“bonding” and “bridging” social capital, which can be considered as a shortcoming of this concept
(Putnam 2000; Rydin and Holman 2004). The first type focuses on building, reinforcing and
maintaining the strong links within the community and the second one refers to social networks
between groups, networks and communities (Rydin 2006; Rydin and Holman 2004). The latter one
is characterized by a horizontal structure (Woolcock 2001) and it describes the capacity of these
communities to make links with others that might have different views (Pretty 2003). However, in
reality there are no “pure forms” of “bridging” or “bonding” social capital, but rather their
“different combinations” (Woolcock 2001), excluding the “either-or” alternatives’ choice of these
categories, but presenting rather “more or less” dimensions Putnam (2000), meeting on the “middleof-the-road” (Geys and Murdoch 2010).
As a response to this shortcoming Rydin and Holman (2004) propose to use a third category,
namely “bracing” social capital. They extracted five key-elements which enable to describe the
social capital type: (1) the definition of boundaries; (2) the role of place and territory; (3) the scale
at which social capital is operating; (4) the horizontal or vertical nature of the linkages 6; (5) and the
kinds of actors involved and which sectors they come from (ibid.: 122). The description of
characteristic elements of “bracing” social capital is captured in Table 3, in which first items refer

6

The connections built in networks created by social capital can be horizontal, vertical or be a combination of both.
Linkages between stakeholders at the one scale, for example local, are understood as horizontal. By contrast, the
linkages between stakeholders operating in networks from different levels (for example local and national) will have a
vertical nature. In grid extension projects, both forms of linkages, vertical and horizontal, are common. For more details
see: Rydin and Holman (2004).
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directly to the general definition of social capital7, and the latter five to depict the nature of involved
networks of relationships.
A typology of Social Capital
Bonding Social
Capital

Key metaphor

Nature of network
involved
Role of norms and
values
Boundaries involved
Role of place and
territory
Scales of operation of
social capital
Type of linkage
involved
Involvement of sectors:
state/ economy/ civil
society

Bridging Social Capital

A kind of ‘glue’ used
to bring people closer
together and make
them one entity

Bridges are built out to other
people and places, often
unknown and different
people and places

Dense, relatively
limited network
Common norms central
to binding actors
together
Central to defining who
is within the group to
coalesce
Often group is
territorially based
Macro or micro; often
micro

Extensive; lots of contacts;
not very dense
Given less emphasis than the
network of linkages

Bracing Social Capital
An engineering metaphor suggesting
the strengthening of a ‘scaffold’ of
connections between a limited group
of people or places, some closer
together and other further apart
Not extensive; variably dense across
the network
Common norms important in making
relationships effective but often
strategic in nature

Less significant; bridging
can occur across several
boundaries

Boundary defined by those required
for policy problem at hand

Less significant

Policy problem may be location
specific but actors need not be

Macro or micro

Tends to be cross-scale

Horizontal

Horizontal

Vertical and horizontal

Usually one sector

One sector or multi-sector

Usually multi-sector

Table 3: A typology of different forms of the social capital and their components (Rydin and Holman
2004).

The category of “bracing” social capital and its framing are relevant in the context of this
deliverable and the theoretical considerations. Firstly, each of elements describing the type of the
social capital can be reflected in categories of the stakeholders’ attitude framework developed in
Deliverable 5.1, which were aimed to help in the analysis of specific projects (see also Figure 2 of
this deliverable). In this context “the definition of boundaries”, “the role of place and territory” and
“the scale at which social capital is operating” refer to the whole group of the project
characteristic’s elements. On the contrary, “the horizontal or vertical nature of the linkages” and
“the kinds of actors involved” relate to stakeholder characteristic. Secondly, it includes the role of
norms and values, which have been the starting point for the development of the theoretical
framework in the INSPIRE-Grid project. Thirdly, it allows to include trust relationships between
multiple stakeholders into the analysis, operating at different scales and levels. This in turn is

7

‘Social capital’ as comprising networks of relationships between actors plus the sets of norms, values and common
practices that those actors conform to (Rydin and Holman 2004: 118),
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important for understanding contemporary attitudes towards current energy infrastructure
developments, which, decentralized in their character, require different forms of governance and as
a consequence, different approaches to stakeholders’ involvement in the decision-making process
(Devine-Wright 2013; Goldthau 2014; Smith 2007).

Empirically, all elements characteristic for “bracing” social capital have been identified in the INSPIRE-Grid
case studies. With the task to plan and construct a new power line at hand automatically new networks of
relationships are created, consisting of actors from different territorial units, political levels and institutions,
in short: all stakeholders that are potentially involved and/or affected.
The boundaries of involved networks refer to external limits of groups that are being considered in the
analysis – they restrict the range of actors involved. In our cases the boundaries were defined by the character
of the case study projects, because their scope determined who and what kind of networks have been
involved in the process. All investigated projects had mostly a regional character, so they activated relevant
networks at the local and regional scale. However, in one of Norwegian cases this boundary has been
enlarged also to the national scale, because affected stakeholders used their linkages to a person elected to a
national parliament from their region.
(Stakeholder): “We have used the media. And then have talked to several politicians.”
(Interviewer): “On which level?”
(Stakeholder): “On this level. But also to a person that is sitting in Oslo, in the parliament.”
(Private stakeholder, Aurland-Sogndal case study).
One must remember that such boundaries might be widened even to the European level (see for example
Ciupuliga and Cuppen 2013; Puka and Szulecki 2014), but it was not the case in the investigated projects.
The same example from the Aurland-Sogndal case study relates to the second element determining type of
social capital – the role of place and territory for operating networks. Although the policy problem, here the
new power line, was location specific (built in a limited territorial area), the involved actors were not. This is
also reflected in the national decision making processes, which engage actors outside of the areas foreseen for
the grid extension. It is especially visible in the official French decision-making process, which at different
project stages activates different stakeholder networks (for a detailed overview see Deliverable 3.2).
The third element, the scale at which social capital is operating, is closely related to the two previous
constituents, but it determines how social capital performs different kinds of work at different scales. For
example, it can be ‘integrating’ communities at the micro level or generating ‘synergy’ between the state and
the civil society at the macro scale (Rydin and Holman 2004: 121). Mostly the Norwegian case studies
showed that these roles tend to be performed across both scales, not exclusively micro (intra-community ties)
or macro (state-society relations).
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The fourth element, linkages, were consequently of a vertical and horizontal nature at the same time or during
different stages of the process. For example, horizontal linkages existed in both Norwegian case studies on
the local level: between different agencies of the local government, as for cultural heritage, commerce, or
nature preservation. Also between the local government and local NGOs that are active in the field of nature
preservation or outdoor activity. Particularly interesting in both Norwegian cases were the strategies followed
by private stakeholders, which formed new or activated existing horizontal and vertical networks to
strengthen their arguments during interaction with the TSO. For example in Bamble-Rød the group engaged a
lawyer for legal assistance and help with the correspondence with Statnett.
“I read a little notice in the newspaper and I also searched on the Statnett-Website. I got some information
from there and then everything started. We got together the whole neighborhood up there, also that lawyer
was involved.”
(Private stakeholder, Bamble-Rød case study)
In the Aurland-Sogndal case study a group of potentially affected neighbors followed a different strategy.
Next to discussing with Statnett directly they reached out to the local media, to local and national politicians
and to the regulator NVE.
“When we were at the [information] meeting, for the first time we heard about [the project] and we decided
to fight. […] We wrote a letter to the level above Statnett.”
(Private stakeholder, Aurland-Sogndal case study)
The data collected in the French case study did not reveal a stimulation of many differentiated networks.
These mentioned by stakeholders rather had a vertical character or were expected to operate within a topdown approach. For example, it was observed in regard to the coordination of tasks between national and
local NGOs or in expectations towards cooperation between large, mostly state-owned companies responsible
for infrastructural projects:
“And the local opposition is very important, and the national NGOs are also opposed to the project, saying
there is no need for it (…).”
(NGO representative, Cergy-Persan case study)
“For example, for me, those who make the quarries, those that make up RTE, those who make the freight
train that will cross over us at [name of a city], together define a methodology. That is a comprehensive
approach for a public entity.”
(Public authority, Cergy-Persan case study)
Eventually, for the fifth element describing the involved actors, we can say that in all investigated case
studies actors from different sectors like state representatives, industry, civil society etc. participated.
In summary, in all case studies the engagement process related to the planned power lines has led to new
connections between stakeholders or reactivated existing ones. Together with the experiences made, they
have contributed to higher stocks of social capital, which can be tapped in stakeholder engagement processes
in the future.
Figure 8: Empirical findings from case studies: Bracing social capital
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As we described is the concept of the social capital helpful in understanding the existing
relationships between different stakeholders before and during the engagement process. The case
studies underlined that the careful analysis of such relations in the affected community and its links
to higher levels of governance may unveil different concerns, needs and values. It can support in
foreseeing the potential conflictual situations or the mobilization capacity at the local level. And a
properly conducted engagement process (see Deliverable 5.2) may also contribute to the
development of higher stocks of social capital.

Improved Theoretical Framework

Page 37-49

6

OUTLOOK

The improved theoretical framework was used in the creation of the research design during the
implementation of three INSPIRE-Grid case studies in Norway and France and was complemented
with findings generated through the interaction with stakeholders. These activities revealed the
validity and usefulness of this approach in understanding stakeholders’ acceptability related to the
decision-making process, which can lead to the acceptance of the grid extension. Moreover, it has
not only emphasized the importance of trust itself, but it has also exposed the relevance of the
informal aspects or “soft factors” of the stakeholders’ participation.
The work conducted in WP5 and in cooperation with WP2, showed that there are two different
views of formal and informal participation: a narrow one and a broader one. These views are not
exclusive, but complementary. Moreover, the narrower view gives a basis for the development of
the broader one. These understandings are presented in the figure below.

Figure 9: The distinction of the different views to the formal and informal participation.

The first differentiation (narrow view) defines the formal participation process as legally binding
measures, which encompass the planning and permitting procedures. The informal participation is
understood as any other participation framework or tool, which is not legally binding in the process.
The broad view on formal and informal participation takes a different perspective. In this
understanding formal participation includes aspects of all official rules and roles that inherit
participation process, no matter whether it is a legally binding and regulated process or any other
form of public participation (bus tours, field visits, world café etc.) and independently from the
stage at which the project is in. It derives from the institutionalists’ tradition of March and Olsen
(1989) and Ostrom (2010b), who refer to cultural aspects of institutions, giving them the meaning
of routines, procedures, conventions, roles, strategies and organizational forms around which
political activity is constructed and the actual rules-in-use on the ground. Thus, the informal
participation comprises aspects existing outside of organizational, formalized and institutionalized
contexts and structures, which exist at three levels at the same time: interpersonal; social; and as
being reflected in interactions with public institutions.
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The informal participation in the context of the new power lines can be understood as “day to day”
relations between the perceived formal decision-making process’ representative or owner and
stakeholders, in which the latter are allowed input into decisions. These relations exist under certain
process conditions, on which stakeholders are allowed to exert some influence – it concerns
stakeholders participation in the process and conditions under which they will operate after the
construction of the power line (adopted from: Strauss 1998). The “perceived formal decisionmaking process’ representative or owner” (usually a TSO, but personalized in and identified as a
project manager) is seen simultaneously as an individual, the member of a society and the
representative of a public institution, where all these roles are combined, mixed and intersecting.
This view concentrates not so much on what has been done (in participation), but how it has been
done. Thus, the broad view does not distinguish between formal and informal decision-making
processes understood as formalized or non-formalized procedures or tools, but focuses on
differences between what, how and when something is said or done and what, how and when
something is meant and perceived. Informal aspects of the participation are in this context
considered as a result of the additional experiences of stakeholders’ interactions during the process,
which by them is expected to be consistent, transparent, inclusive, fair, legitimate and oriented in
the interest of the public good. But more importantly these non-formalized parts of the
communication can create trust which can be understood as a condition sine qua non for the
acceptance of a participation process (not necessarily for the decision in the end). However, it
should be also mentioned, that informal participation could not exist without a formal decisionmaking process. Procedures regulating the decision-making process firstly create formal
participation, situated in given formalized and institutionalized contexts and create a space for
stakeholder interaction, which probably without this process would not have the chance to happen.
As a consequence, we state a clear need to understand how formal and informal aspects interrelate
and what this means for the involved stakeholders. It happens that pre-existing expectations are
important in determining not only the outcomes of the participation process themselves, but also the
categorization of relationships (see also Townsed et al. 2012). This leads to the conclusion that not
only broader contextual variables matter (like scale of the project or the constellations of
stakeholders’ groups), but also these occurring at the micro-level, where the individual attitude or
behavior is strongly affected by the context in which interactions take place (Ostrom 2010b). And
the structure of a given situation itself combined with various attributes of stakeholders (whether
they can communicate, exit or enter voluntarily, know each other, have information about past
behavior etc.) and at a particular moment in time, to a large extent influences the building of trust
(Ostrom 2010a; Tait 2011).
For example, at the interpersonal level, a project manager discussing with stakeholders a certain
power line issue as the part of public hearings (i.e. in a city hall) would be considered differently as
having the same talk, with the same individuals around the coffee machine during the break of the
same public hearing (Strauss 1998). Informal social processes at the community level refer to
interaction between stakeholders regarding the power line issues in informal settings (for example
different talks about it with different neighbors), and eagerness to participate in the community’s
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life. Thus, the interactions at this level reflect the existence and maintenance of networks
connecting people, which can be motivated by the idea of the common good, or more individualist
attitudes (e.g. self-wellbeing) (Broese van Groenou and Deeg 2010; Ertas 2013). For example, these
attitudes can be expressed by acknowledging the compensation measures serving individuals, but
collectivity as well, like a new road. Such measures create a perception of an outsider (the TSO,
which was sometimes referred to as “big brother” in the fieldwork) being an equal member of the
society and seriously engaged into the local affairs. Last but not least, as such understood informal
participation is also the perception of how far the ways of communication are backed by political
culture and legitimized by stakeholders, what results from the interactions with public institutions.
It can be exemplified by already mentioned issue of the perception about the power lines’ purpose,
which might be contradictive to the official energy policy and therefore the process representative
takes over the task of explaining or justifying the national policy.
The abovementioned findings generated through the literature analysis, implementation of case
studies and gained through the interaction with stakeholders led us to the formulation of a challenge
for the future research, which would integrate both perspectives on formal and informal
participation. This is illustrated in the following figure:

Figure 10: The combination of the narrow and broad views on the formal
and informal participation as research challenge for the
future
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CONCLUSION

The goal of Deliverable 5.4 was to improve the understanding of actors involved in participation
and engagement processes. Basing on the insights provided by the extensive literature review, the
outcome of the implementation of three INSPIRE-Grid case studies (WP6), findings generated
throughout the interaction with stakeholders and contributions formulated in the WP2, an improved
theoretical stakeholder attitude framework was developed. This framework was a first attempt to
order different stakeholders attitudes towards grid extension projects ranging from support to
resistance. It also underlined the importance of the initial preconditions influencing stakeholders
attitudes, like values (determined by needs and concerns), distributive justice, procedural justice and
trust. Moreover, we also considered the role of social capital.
Since different parts of the INSPIRE-Grid project tackled the three first abovementioned
preconditions of stakeholders’ attitudes and, additionally with the interpersonal justice (see
Deliverables 2.1 and 7.2), in this piece of work we intended to gain a better understanding of the
role of trust and social capital in transmission grid planning. We identified three major dimensions
of trust: general trust in society, trust in institutions, and interpersonal trust: General trust in society
is seen to be crucial especially for the willingness of people affected by a project to support the idea
of the “public good” – understood as wealth, security of electricity supply or climate protection.
The subjective importance of the “public good” increases the motivation of stakeholders to desist
from their own interests in the name of the collective interest. Institutional trust is needed to lower
conflicts in the early phases of the projects. When stakeholders have the impression the regulator
and the TSO are legitimized by democratic control and are acting for the public good or there are
sufficient democratic possibilities to influence the direction of energy policy, the engagement
process for a specific project is less likely to become an arena for competing visions of the energy
system. However, the most important form of trust in the grid planning context is interpersonal
trust, developed mainly between the project manager and stakeholders. We found out that if
stakeholders do not have a huge trust in institutions or general trust in society, a trustful relationship
with the project manager can partially (but of course not necessarily) compensate it.
Additionally, we discussed the concept of social capital as a frame to better understand existing
networks of relationships around stakeholder engagement processes in grid development, with trust
as an important pillar. The careful analysis of such relations in the affected communities and their
links to different levels of governance, may unveil different concerns, needs and values. It can be
helpful in foreseeing potential conflictual situations or the mobilization capacity at the local level.
And a properly conducted engagement process (see Deliverable 5.2) may also contribute to the
development of higher social capital stocks.
Finally, we presented a first idea for theoretically structuring formal and informal aspects of
stakeholder engagement. The common differentiation (narrow view) defines the formal
participation process as legally binding measures, which encompass the planning and permitting
procedures. The informal participation is understood as any other participation framework or tool,
which is not legally binding in the process. The broad view takes a different perspective. In this
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understanding formal participation includes aspects of all official rules and roles that inherit
participation process, no matter whether it is a legally binding and regulated process or any other
form of public participation (bus tours, field visits, world café etc.) and independently from the
stage at which the project is in. Informal participation comprises aspects existing outside of
organizational, formalized and institutionalized contexts and structures (like e.g. trust), which exist
at three levels at the same time: interpersonal; social; and as being reflected in interactions with
public institutions.
However, beside the scientific conclusions, more practical recommendations to project managers
are not trivial to make, as trust is a sensitive and complex issue and trust-building activities have the
potential to go in both ways: increasing trust and lower conflicts or - if stakeholders have the
impression that activities are just more sophisticated Public Relations methods - the opposite effect
could be reached. Nevertheless, looking at trust and social capital issues will be of great value for
ex-post analysis of conflicts and processes.
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