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Abstract
Energy communities are gaining prominence across Europe, but little is known about 
factors that motivate individuals to join them. This study investigates how social, 
legal, technical factors, as well as person-specific characteristics shape motivation 
to participate in ECs beyond financial considerations. Using a conjoint experimental 
design in an Austrian online survey (N = 554), we examined preferences across 
multiple EC profiles per person. Results indicate that participants slightly preferred 
ECs organized as associations over corporate or company-based entities, and favored 
comprehensive energy usage models (e.g., combining electricity and heating) over 
more narrowly focused applications. There was also limited evidence for a preference 
toward socially diverse communities. At the individual level, motivation to join an EC 
was most strongly associated with positive attitudes toward public service, followed 
by weaker effects of future orientation and biospheric values. We discuss the results 
in the light of emerging perspectives on energy citizenship, highlighting individuals 
as active contributors rather than passive consumers in the energy transition.

Keywords  Energy community, Participation, Energy citizenship, Incentives, Green 
energy

1  Introduction
Energy Communities (ECs) increasingly become a topic of scientific and political debate 
in many parts of Europe as a decentralized form of energy management [1, 2] with the 
potential to democratize the energy market of the future. They are expected to play a 
pivotal role in the energy transition, contributing to a low-carbon, secure, affordable, 
and renewable energy system [3, 4]. In such ECs, different stakeholders like citizens, citi-
zen associations, companies, or municipalities convene to locally organize their energy 
generation and consumption. However, the concept of EC is multifaceted and subject 
to varying interpretations across Europe [5, 6]. While some ECs fall under the formal 
categories of “Citizen Energy Communities” and “Renewable Energy Communities”, as 
introduced by the European Commission in Directive (EU) 2019/944, others include 
more informal and grassroots initiatives that may not meet these specific criteria [7]. 
As a result, ECs can take on very different forms across different countries and contexts. 
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This includes variations in governance structures, technological integration [8], legal 
and economic frameworks [9], geographical scale, and the kinds of actors involved [10]. 
Despite this heterogeneity, participation rates in such ECs have only increased margin-
ally in Europe [11]. This raises an important question: How do people perceive these dif-
ferent compositions and profiles of ECs, and which characteristics make them more or 
less appealing for potential members?

In this article, we present data from a conjoint study in Austria investigating the pref-
erences of people regarding several aspects of ECs, which might be attractive to them. 
This research was driven by the research questions, which social, legal or technical 
aspects of ECs are motivating factors for people to join an EC? Moreover, we also aimed 
at accounting for individual differences in people’s motivation in general. Before we 
describe our research questions in more detail, we will describe the theoretical back-
ground and introduce relevant concepts based previous literature.

1.1  From energy citizenship to energy communities

In Europe, market prices for green energy devices, particularly photovoltaic, have 
decreased dramatically over the course of the last decades. Not only did this spark a 
public interest in making use of green energy, but also in striving for greater democra-
tization of the energy market. Against this backdrop, the concept of energy citizenship 
has gained increasing attention as a form of decentralized, citizen-led energy manage-
ment that seeks to reposition citizens from passive consumers to active participants 
in energy systems. Energy citizenship encompasses individual and collective actions 
through which citizens engage in the production, consumption, governance, and trans-
formation of energy, often through initiatives such as energy communities, cooperatives, 
and local renewable energy projects. As Hamann et al. [12] argue, energy citizenship is 
closely linked to processes of empowerment and collective agency, enabling citizens to 
shape energy transitions while challenging established socio-technical and institutional 
arrangements. Similarly, Limbeek et al. [13] emphasize that energy citizenship extends 
beyond technological adoption and economic participation, involving democratic 
engagement, social learning, and the redistribution of decision-making power within 
energy systems. In this sense, energy citizenship represents a broader shift toward more 
participatory and inclusive forms of energy governance, where citizens collectively con-
tribute to and influence the direction of sustainable energy transitions.

Despite these ambitions, the practical implementation of energy citizenship, particu-
larly through ECs across Europe often falls short of its transformative and inclusive goals 
[14]. While ECs are frequently presented as vehicles for democratization, participation 
and empowerment, evidence suggests that marginalized and vulnerable groups remain 
underrepresented in many initiatives. Hanke and Guyet [15] show that participation in 
ECs is often skewed toward socio-economically advantaged groups with greater finan-
cial resources, technical knowledge, and social capital, thereby reproducing existing 
inequalities rather than overcoming them. Likewise, Koga et al. [16] highlight that many 
ECs struggle to actively engage disadvantaged populations and frequently lack targeted 
outreach strategies that would lower barriers to participation. As a result, the benefits of 
collective renewable energy projects, including economic gains, increased agency, and 
influence over local energy governance, are not distributed evenly across society. Hence, 
the literature points to a persistent gap between the normative aspirations of energy 
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citizenship and its realization in practice in the form of ECs. A better understanding of 
how ECs operate would be required, whom they include and exclude, and how they can 
more effectively contribute to a just and inclusive energy transition.

Austria is a prominent example for a country, where ECs seem to have become more 
viable for people: Directives from the EU level were implemented early into national law, 
enabling the establishment of ECs by private individuals, small and medium-sized enter-
prises, or local authorities without primarily aiming for profit. As participants benefited 
more from reduced grid fees, financial subsidies, and other support measures, approxi-
mately 1170 renewable ECs were established between 2021 and 24 and the number con-
tinues to rise.

Beyond sole market pricing, ECs may offer a broad scope of social, legal and technical 
dimensions to consider, which may or may not affect people’s motivation to join an EC. 
They can create barriers for engagement for people beyond their specific preferences 
and attitudes, which will be addressed further below. We identified three dimensions of 
ECs that we consider relevant for people’s decision to partake in an EC and which we 
want to focus on in this study [17, 18] and which were also highlighted in other research 
(e.g [19, 20]).

1.2  Social dimension

The social configurations of ECs can vary significantly, and this variation could play a 
crucial role in shaping individuals’ willingness to join. Research has shown that com-
munity engagement and social dynamics are central to the success of such initiatives. For 
example, Lopes and Antunes [21] highlight how social acceptance and participation are 
closely linked to the degree of community involvement and the perceived inclusiveness 
of the project. A key differentiator among ECs is who initiates, owns, and participates in 
them. Some ECs are entirely resident-led, while others involve collaborations between 
citizens, local governments, and small or medium-sized enterprises. Studies suggest that 
ECs initiated by local residents, either alone or alongside public actors, tend to foster 
stronger motivation among potential members compared to communities established 
solely by external actors such as governments or corporations [22]. This may be because 
locally led initiatives offer more opportunities for interaction, political representation, 
and a sense of belonging [23, 24]. Another aspect that may vary between different ECs 
is the time people need to invest into the EC. While time commitment can foster social 
identification and a deeper sense of involvement, which makes the group feel more 
meaningful and less permeable [23], it can also present as a barrier, deterring partici-
pation from outsiders if they perceive it as too demanding. Furthermore, the diversity 
of an EC and its members might be a factor influencing people’s perceptions of ECs. 
Although educational and income diversity can enrich group perspectives and broaden 
reach [25], it may also lead to lower perceived group cohesion and identity, which in turn 
can reduce motivation to participate [23, 26].

1.3  Legal dimension

Psychological research indicates that groups may be perceived as more motivated to 
engage in certain behaviors, if they are based on a legally binding contract among mem-
bers, because contracts may signal social norms (i.e., what is the appropriate and actually 
practiced behavior, see [27]). In Austria, there are three legal forms that an EC can take, 
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each offering different structural and participatory features. An association is a common 
and accessible form, often used for non-profit and community-driven initiatives where 
decision-making is typically democratic. A cooperative places strong emphasis on joint 
ownership and economic participation, with members having both a financial stake and 
voting rights. Lastly, a limited liability company provides a more formalized and busi-
ness-oriented framework, usually involving fewer members and a clearer hierarchical 
structure. These legal forms to organized behavior shape not only how ECs are governed, 
but may also influence how attractive and inclusive they appear to potential participants. 
For instance, one could argue that a company structure could be most attractive to peo-
ple as clear hierarchies in obligations may be preferred. At the same time, association 
may have more benefits for more effective, trust-based exchanges among members [28].

1.4  Technical dimension

In addition to social and legal differences, ECs can vary significantly in their technologi-
cal configurations, which concern aspects of the local grid and energy management, as 
well as specifics about the production and consumption of the energy (see, e.g. [18–20]). 
A common feature is the integration of renewable energy sources, often combined with 
small-scale energy storage systems to improve local energy autonomy and resilience. 
For example, some EC models aim to optimize microgrid efficiency by balancing envi-
ronmental concerns, energy management needs, and economic considerations [29, 30]. 
Some ECs optimize their energy use by utilizing energy for multiple functions such as 
heating, cooling, and electricity while other ECs focus on a single, centralized purpose 
like electricity. Furthermore, ECs can also differ in how much control members have 
over technical operations. In some communities, systems are technically optimized, 
fully automated and managed exclusively by experts, while members themselves cannot 
interfere. On the other hand, some ECs grant members full control over technical func-
tions, requiring active coordination and decision-making but ensuring greater privacy 
by avoiding automated systems. There are several of these technological design choices 
that not only shape how ECs operate but likely also influence who feels capable, secure, 
and motivated to participate.

1.5  Person-specific factors

Beyond the aforementioned factors, individual differences in attitudes, values, and 
related psychological characteristics are likely to play an important role in shaping peo-
ple’s motivation to join an EC. A substantial body of research demonstrates that such 
factors influence pro-environmental behavior in general and often explain engagement 
beyond financial incentives alone [31, 32]. Their relevance is also reflected in promi-
nent theories of environmental behavior, such as the Value-Belief-Norm Theory, which 
emphasizes the role of underlying values and ecological worldviews as generalized ori-
entations toward environmental issues that can motivate action (e.g [33, 34]), . Such 
psychological predispositions may be particularly relevant for forms of collective envi-
ronmental engagement, including participation in ECs (e.g [24, 35]), . Whereas attitudes 
toward particular behaviors are often most strongly related to those behaviors, broader 
pro-environmental attitudes and values may capture more general individual differences 
that influence a wider range of environmentally relevant actions, including the willing-
ness to participate in an energy community.
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As awareness of climate change has grown over the past decades [36], so too has the 
appeal of models that combine ecological goals with local democratic empowerment, as 
reflected in European laws (Directive 2024/825 [37]), , which envision citizens moving 
beyond passive consumer roles and offer them a more agentic role in the energy system. 
The idea that people perceive rights and responsibilities to participate in shaping a just 
and sustainable energy transition and feel motivated to act accordingly is also known as 
energy citizenship [12, 38, 39]. In many ways, ECs are not just energy projects, but part of 
a wider cultural shift toward more sustainable, resilient, and community-oriented ways 
of living [40]. And indeed, previous research [41] indicates that the strongest motiva-
tions for people to become involved in ECs are rooted in both environmental motives 
(wanting to protect the environment) as well as communal motives for more social jus-
tice (wanting to be involved in a community).

For this exploratory study, we wanted to account for such person-specific effects 
by integrating a set of scales that, in our view, could further illuminate participants’ 
motivation:

 Biospheric values. Introduced by De Groot and Steg [42, 43], biospheric values should 
accompany basic values, seen as guiding principles of individuals. These principles imply 
a strong caring for nature and were used as predictor of several pro-environmental inten-
tions and behaviors in the past [44–46]. As joining an EC functions as a means to more 
pro-environmental behavior, biospheric values may turn out as a relevant predictor.

 Public service attitudes. This concept depicts the individual inclination to be drawn 
to services benefiting the community [47, 48].1 This way, it also relates to contempo-
rary environmental research that highlights the importance of communal belonging 
and identity as driver to engage in environmental action [13, 35]. ECs provide a ground, 
where individuals can act in a community for the environment in a sustainable and long-
lasting way.

 Consideration of future and immediate consequences. People high in future orienta-
tion tend to value long-term outcomes and are therefore more likely to engage in future-
oriented pro-environmental behavior, even when it involves short-term inconvenience 
[49, 50]. In contrast, those who consider immediate consequences more prioritize short-
term personal benefits, a tendency that has been linked to higher individual greenhouse 
gas emissions across multiple life domains [51–53]. Engaging in an EC may therefore 
rather be related to the former than to the latter.

2  Study overview and research questions
We set out to investigate participants’ preferences to join an EC based on the above dis-
cussed dimensions (i.e., the social, legal and technical dimension) and dependent on 
person-specific characteristics. Preference is understood as participants’ motivation to 
join an EC based on what kind of aspects per dimension an EC entails. For instance, in 
regard to the legal dimension, its aspects are that an EC could have the form of a coop-
erative, an association or a company—and participants may find it more or less motivat-
ing to join an EC, when it has the form of a cooperative compared to a company or an 
association.

1  Note that Witesman and colleagues describe many facets of public service attitudes, values and practices, includ-
ing management styles and belief in better opportunities for citizens. We focus on the attitudes dimension for public 
service only (dimension APS, Table A5 in [48]).
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We prepared profiles of ECs regarding all the dimensions (final set of profiles, see 
Table 1). These profiles were presented to Austrian participants in a quota-representa-
tive conjoint study to see, which aspects of an EC are particularly attractive: Based on 
quotas for demographic variables, we gathered a representative sample via an online 
panel provider. In the conjoint part of our study, we varied all possible profile combina-
tions (i.e., all dimensions and their aspects) randomly and presented participants with 
a subset of them. For the dimensions and their aspects, we formulated the following 
exploratory research question as the main goal of this study (see preregistration: ​h​t​t​p​s​:​/​
/​o​s​f​.​i​o​/​s​3​f​4​2​/​​​​​)​:​​

RQ1:  Which (a) social, (b) legal or (c) technical aspects of an EC profile stand out as 
particularly motivating for people to join an EC?
We also pretested all profile aspects in small preliminary pilot study, checking for their 
clarity in the formulations and obtaining initial evidence for motivation ratings. The 
results, as shown in the next section, were then used for more specific hypotheses.

As a secondary goal, we also wanted to gain initial evidence for potential person-spe-
cific factors that may affect motivation ratings beyond the aspects of an EC. Hence, we 
formulated the following research question:

RQ2:  Which person-specific characteristics explain higher motivation to join an EC?
Following the pilot study, we describe the specific methods of how we aimed at answer-
ing these RQs using the conjoint study method.

3  Summary of the pilot study and refinement of hypotheses
We set up a pilot study with the goals to (i) refine the clarity and intelligibility of how we 
formulated the dimensions and aspects in our profile descriptions in the main study and 
(ii) gain initial evidence for a motivation to join an energy community based solely on 
individual aspects of EC profiles. Importantly, in this pilot study, we presented all aspects 
individually and not in the context of other aspects of an EC profile. These exploratory 
goals were preregistered before the data collection (https://osf.io/9yd5m/).

Next, we set up an online survey which we send around in Austrian online forums and 
via email distribution lists to gather a convenience sample of N = 50 participants, which 
we achieved (N = 50, Mage = 42 years, SDage = 14 years, nfemale = 26, nuniversity degree = 38). 
In the survey, we first obtained informed consent and gathered some demographic infor-
mation. Second, we presented participants with the concept of ECs in a short paragraph. 
We also linked to more information by the Austrian Coordination Office for Energy 
Communities (see https://energiegemeinschaften.gv.at/). After an attention-check ​q​u​e​s​
t​i​o​n​, we directed participants to six pages that were always introduced the same way: 
“Imagine you are online on some webpages and you find an add by an Energy Com-
munity to join it. It advertises the following aspects regarding (…). How clearly under-
standable do you find these aspects and how motivated would you be to join the Energy 
Community upon reading these aspects?”

Specific features of the EC, that is, the aspects of several dimensions, were presented 
to the participants. They read all aspects of these dimensions and rated (i) if they found 
their wording clear, and (ii) if they felt motivated to join the EC, both on 7-point rating 
scales (from 1 “not at all” to 7 “very much”).

https://osf.io/s3f42/
https://osf.io/s3f42/
https://osf.io/9yd5m/
https://energiegemeinschaften.gv.at/
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The detailed outcomes of the pilot study can be found in Table S3 in the supplemental 
materials (https://osf.io/853pe/). Here, we focus on the two most important outcomes of 
this pilot study. First, most wordings were already clear to participants, as indicated by 
ratings in the upper part of the rating scale (above scale midpoint 4). However, ratings 
for the motivation were partly quite low (below scale point 3). Hence, we adapted a few 
formulations for the main study, which resulted in the final dimensions and their aspects 
presented in Table 1: We formulated three social subdimensions, representing (A) com-
munity exchange, (B) composition, and (C) member’s socio-economic background; two 
technical dimensions, representing (D) automatization and data and (E) energy use; and 
one legal dimension of (F) the legal form of the EC.

Second, through the pilot study, large difference in motivation ratings were obtained 
for two aspects: Within the legal dimension (F), we found that participants strongly pre-
ferred (1) associations (M = 5.62, SD = 1.46) over (2) cooperatives (M = 2.54, SD = 1.84) 
and (3) companies (M = 3.24, SD = 2.06). And for the energy use dimension (E), we found 
that participants strongly preferred (2) comprehensive energy use (M = 5.06, SD = 1.79) 
instead of (1) limited energy usage (e.g., only for electricity) (M = 2.80, SD = 1.67).

Based on these results, we could formulate two specific hypotheses for RQ1 for the 
main study:

H1:  The legal EC form of an association leads to higher motivation ratings compared to 
the form of a cooperative and a company.

H2:  A more comprehensive use of energy in ECs leads to higher motivation ratings than 
a more specific use (e.g., only for electricity).

4  Methodology of the conjoint study
4.1  Online Set up

This study was set up in LimeSurvey [54] and experimental software PsychoPy via the 
online surface Pavlovia [55], where the former is suited for general surveys and the lat-
ter is suited for more complex experimental online designs, including conjoint studies. 
We spread this survey via the panel provider talk (see https://talkonlinepanel.com/at) 
among the Austrian population. In LimeSurvey, we presented participants with a con-
sent form, followed by several demographic questions (see Table S1).

Afterwards, we briefly introduced them to the main part of study by first describ-
ing the concept of ECs. This information was adapted from the website of the Austrian 
Coordination Office for Energy Communities (see https://energiegemeinschaften.gv.at/), 
which contains a comprehensive overview of the situation of ECs in Austria, and which 
we also linked to. Specifically, they read: “In an energy community, at least two partners 
(e.g., households, small businesses, municipalities)—and potentially up to several hun-
dred members—join together to collectively produce, store, consume, and, if applicable, 
sell energy. The members rely on renewable energy sources, for example through solar 
panel systems installed on a multi-unit residential building or a housing block.”

Next, they were briefly introduced to the set-up of the conjoint part, where we showed 
them a hypothetical example of two EC profiles, including the rating scales to famil-
iarize them with the look of the upcoming task. An attention check question verified 

https://osf.io/853pe/
https://talkonlinepanel.com/at
https://energiegemeinschaften.gv.at/
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participants had read the information on the ECs before. We then forwarded them to 
the conjoint part in PsychoPy.

On five pages, participants read about two profiles of ECs, rated which EC they felt 
more motivated to join (DV1 for each EC: “How motivated would you feel to joint this 
EC?”, 1 = “not at all motivated”, 7 = “very motivated”) and made a dichotomous choice 
which profile they preferred (DV 2: decision; 0 = not chosen, 1 = chosen). These profiles 
were randomly drawn from a pool of all possible profiles, which were 216 unique com-
binations based on six dimensions with two to three aspects each. They are all shown 
in Table 1 (see original German version in Table S2 and the depiction of EC profiles in 
Figure S1).

Afterwards, participants answered additional questions on person-specific questions, 
which we tested as factors in further analyses. These included their biospheric values 
(bios; two items; example item: “I firmly believe that people should take care of nature; 
environmental protection is important to me.” [46]), their future and present orienta-
tion (consideration of future and immediate consequences, cfc and cic; three items each; 
example item: “When I make a decision, I think about how it might affect me in the 
future.” [46]), as well as on their attitudes towards public service (psa; six items; exam-
ple item: “Meaningful service to society is very important to me.” [47, 48]). We also had 
participants self-evaluate their competence regarding the EC topic on a single item fol-
lowing the conjoint part (“I felt informed and competent about the previous energy 
community questions, so I was confident in my answers.”). All items were answered on 
7-point rating scales (1 = “completely disagree” to 7 = “completely agree”) After the con-
clusion of the survey, participants were sent back to the panel provider. The complete 
variable list can be found online: https://osf.io/853pe/.

4.2  Participants and power

We planned a diverse sample of the Austrian population, provided by an online panel 
provider (in our case Talk Online, https://talkonlinepanel.com/at). In our ​p​r​e​r​e​g​i​s​t​r​a​t​i​
o​n​, we registered a sample size of a minimum of N = 540 participants (and up to 600, 
see preregistration: https://osf.io/s3f42/). This would provide sufficient statistical power 
(1-β ≥ 0.90), while keeping a low alpha error probability (α ≤ 0.05), for a conjoint study 
with five comparison tasks (i.e., profile pages to rate), where each dimension has a maxi-
mum of three aspects, and where the anticipated average marginal component effect is 
small, AMCE = 0.05. Point estimates that fall below this threshold, will be interpreted as 
null effects.2

Via the panel provider, we motivated N = 2011 people to click on the link to the study, 
of which N = 1085 reached the conjoint part. Of those, N = 641 completed the conjoint 
part.3 There were some incomplete cases and several doublets, presumably because 
some participants started the study multiple times. We only counted the first trial, which 
left us with a final sample of N = 554. This sample consisted of 49% women (n = 271), 35% 
participants had a high school degree or college degree (n = 195), 52% came from the 
countryside with less than 10 000 residents in their area of living (n = 287). Their average 

2  The alpha and beta error should be minimized in a prospective study. Conventionally, they are set to α = 0.05 and 
β = 0.10. When calculating a sample size, one should also assume small effect sizes (i.e., AMCEs in this case), to assure 
that such effects are not “missed”. This naturally leads to relatively large sample sizes (i.e., N > 500).
3 This dropout of 40% of the participants was expected as there was much information to read and process when 
going through the EC profiles [56].

https://osf.io/853pe/
https://talkonlinepanel.com/at
https://osf.io/s3f42/
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age was M = 49.39 years (SD = 16.94, min = 18, max = 85). All further demographic infor-
mation is available in Table S1.

4.3  Analysis approach

We conducted descriptive analyses and built the mean composite scores for the scales 
following a reliability analysis (see Table 2). These descriptive statistics entailed the We 
then conducted the conjoint analysis, using all participant ratings to assess the motiva-
tion to join ECs for each dimensional aspect. Potential effects were then double-checked 
with the dichotomous decision variable. The resulting AMCE scores functioned as effect 
size to be compared. We also calculated interactions of dimensions to assess whether 
motivation ratings on some dimensions would be larger or lower depending on the 
scores of other dimensions. To asses individual-level differences, we additionally calcu-
lated multilevel models with the composite scores as predictors (similar to [56]). These 
analyses were conducted using R [57] and the packages cjoint [58], lme4 [59], and jmv 
[60].

5  Results of the conjoin study
5.1  Descriptive statistics

Descriptive statistics and correlations are depicted in Table 2. Main results for the con-
joint study for the motivation rating are depicted in Fig. 1A and B. The average scores for 
each aspect of the dimensions varied within one scale point (3.5 < Ms < 4.5), which had 
the grand mean of M = 3.80 (see Table 2) and the median was identical for each aspect, 
equating with the scale midpoint (mdns = 4). Hence, there was little variation in these 
means.

5.2  Testing research question 1

When looking at the aspects per dimensions, we found evidence for effects in line with 
our hypotheses: Specifically, we found evidence for H1 that participants were less moti-
vated to join an EC when it had the legal form of a cooperate or a company compared 
to when it was an association (see Fig. 1B and D, dimension F). We also found evidence 
for H2 that participants preferred it slightly more when the generated energy of an EC 
could be used for a variety of purposes (see Fig. 1B and D, dimension E). In both cases, 
the statistically significant point estimates surpassed the predetermined threshold, 
AMCEs > 0.05.

For the other dimensions, we did not find consistent evidence for an effect. Par-
ticularly, in dimension C, motivation ratings seemed to be somewhat larger when the 

Table 2  Descriptive statistics and Pearson correlations
N M SD Mdn Min. Max. r

1. 2. 3. 4. 5.
1. motivation mean 554 3.80 1.05 4 1 6.40

2. bios scale (r = 0.75)* 552 5.84 1.17 6 1 7 0.17

3. psa scale (α = 0.91) 553 5.39 1.17 5.50 1 7 0.32 0.71

4. cfc scale (α = 0.83) 548 5.10 1.11 5 1 7 0.24 0.58 0.63

5. cic scale (α = 0.80) 549 3.21 1.32 3.33 1 7 − 0.08 − 0.42 − 0.37 − 0.42

6. competence 552 4.99 1.44 5 1 7 0.17 0.32 0.29 0.28 − 0.10
r = 0.08 is p = 0.08; all other correlations are p < 0.02; * scale consists of two items only; bios = biospheric values, psa = public 
service attitudes, cfc = consideration of future consequences, cic = consideration of immediate consequences; α refers to 
reliability coefficient Cronbach’s α; motivation mean refers to the mean of all ten motivation ratings per participant
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composition of the EC was more socio-economically diverse (Fig.  1B), but this effect 
did not show for the dichotomous decision (Fig. 1D). For dimensions A, B, and D, all 
estimates were even more closely clustered together. Finally, no interaction effect was 
found for the significant estimates (Fig. 1C), indicating no detectable moderation effects 
of these dimensions.

For additional data exploration, we tried to identify auxiliary effects. First, we created 
a subset of those people, who carefully conducted the study based on their time of com-
pletion (n = 395). That is, we excluded participants who either took too little or too much 
time to finish the study (less than 30 and more than 180 s per conjoint page). Second, we 
looked at a subset of people, who evaluated themselves as competent in terms of ECs 
(self-evaluation ratings ≥ 5; n = 362).

Fig. 1  Main results of the conjoint study. A box plots for all motivation ratings; boxes represent the IQR with the 
median in the middle; red estimates are means with 95% confidence intervals (see Table S4); B AMCEs with 95% 
confidence intervals for motivation ratings with aspect 1 being the reference category; C AMCEs for motivation 
including interactions of significant dimensions (see Table S5); D AMCEs for decision to join the EC; point estimates 
larger than 0.05 are considered relevant; see Table 1 for aspects A1 to F3
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In both cases, the pattern of the motivation ratings largely confirmed the previous 
results (see Fig. 2A and B). Significant differences showed in dimension C, E, and F. The 
results from the dichotomous decision variable confirmed that differences were only 
present in dimension E and F (see Figure S4), but not in dimension C. The inconsistent 
results for dimension C are noteworthy: people indicate a higher motivation for more 
diverse ECs, but are not decisive when making a dichotomous choice.

5.3  Testing research question 2

Next, we conducted multilevel models for the person-specific predictors by nesting the 
ten participant ratings for the EC profiles in participants. We then run four models for 
each composite score. As a result, we found that public service attitudes (psa) were asso-
ciated positively with motivation to join an EC, b = 0.321, p < 0.001. Also, biospheric val-
ues (bios) and future orientation (cfc) showed positive, but smaller effects, bs ≤ 0.112, ps 

Fig. 2  Further analyses. A AMCEs motivation for a subset of careful readers (less than 3 min and more than 30 s per 
page); B AMCEs motivation for a subset of knowledgeable participants; C fixed effect of public service attitudes in 
a multilevel linear model; D AMCEs for participants in the upper tercile of public service attitudes (see also Table 
S6; for lower tercile results see Figure S4)

 



Page 13 of 18Brohmer et al. Discover Sustainability          (2026) 7:1756 

< 0.05. These results confirmed the correlations with the mean of all profile ratings (see 
Figure S2; see also Table S7 for numeric details).

From the strongest predictor, psa, we created tercile bins and took the upper bin, i.e., 
the participants with the strongest ratings in favor of psa (n = 229), which were also 
above the mean of the motivation ratings to join an EC (see Fig. 2C). We reran the analy-
sis for RQ1 with these participants to see, if the results would vary for them. However, 
the pattern of results remained identical for this subset of participants (see Fig. 2D).

6  Discussion
ECs rise in popularity in many European countries. Because of that, we were interested 
to know what drives people’s motivation to join ECs beyond economic factors such as 
financial incentives. Particularly, diverse social, legal and technical aspects of ECs could 
contribute to people’s decision to join, as do individual person-specific inclinations. We 
set out to gather evidence using a conjoint study that is suitable for identifying preferred 
aspects among several dimensions. Confirming preliminary results from our pilot study, 
we found that two particular aspects of ECs stood out: the legal entity of an associa-
tion was slightly preferred over other legal forms of ECs (i.e., a corporate or a company); 
and on the technical side, a comprehensive usage of energy was preferred over a focused 
usage. There was also some evidence that a more socially diverse EC is preferred over an 
EC that only harbors upper-class people, which is in line with previous literature that 
found a link between diverse neighborhoods and collective action [24]. In regard to per-
son-specific factors, particularly positive attitudes towards public service were related to 
motivation to join an EC, followed by weaker effects for cfc, as well as for bios.

Associations might be most attractive as they often provide participants with formally 
more agency and influence over internal decisions, compared to corporate or company 
structures. This is interesting as associations also do not necessarily provide possibili-
ties for individual gains from energy production surplus. Potentially, the risk liabilities 
were seen as least pronounced in associations. Similarly relevant is the finding that peo-
ple prefer EC structures for a comprehensive use of produced energy, not just a single 
focused use. Hence, it can be inferred that ECs that cover both electricity and heating for 
all purposes for one’s household seem to be attractive as people do not have to manage 
several systems in parallel.

On the side of the person-specific variables, public service attitudes stood out as the 
strongest predictor for the motivation to join an EC. This is plausible as engagement in 
an EC requires coordination and cooperation with other members. The social features of 
an EC presume their appreciation by individuals: the organization of energy production 
also needs a level of social organization, including, who provides which number of pho-
tovoltaic installations and how exactly the energy is distributed among member house-
holds. In the same vein, future orientation in one’s decision making and behavior and 
values in line with the environment partially contributed to the motivation to join an 
EC. This is not surprising as joining an EC requires an initial individual effort to achieve 
change. Positive future outcomes, in this context, local green energy production inde-
pendent from large suppliers including financial benefits for all community members 
may only accumulate and fully unfold over time.

In general, the effects of positive attitudes towards public service may reflect that posi-
tive beliefs related to the community and society as a whole become more pronounced 
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among many people [61]. This growing sense of engagement challenges earlier assump-
tions about the public’s role in the energy transition. In the past, people have mostly 
been seen as passive consumers, whereas newer approaches acknowledge their potential 
role as prosumers and active energy citizens [12, 37, 38]. That way, EC involvement can 
be seen as both antecedent and consequence of energy citizenship, just as other forms 
of pro-environmental behavior can take both roles [62, 63] On one hand, they can act 
as a starting point by providing individuals with concrete opportunities to exercise their 
rights and responsibilities in the energy transition. On the other hand, through par-
ticipation and involvement, ECs can shape their members’ attitudes and motivations in 
favor of a sustained support. This reasoning would be in line with research suggesting 
that individuals involved in ECs tend to engage in more pro-environmental behaviors 
compared to those who are not [35, 64].

That way, involvement in ECs can become a societal vehicle towards strengthening 
energy citizenship. A promising pathway would lie in the role of socially-oriented pro-
sumers, that is, citizens who not only consume energy but also generate it and who are 
interested in public services [65, 66]. As owners of green energy technologies, such as 
photovoltaic systems, socially-oriented prosumers possess valuable technical resources 
and social motivation that can be mobilized once they join an EC. When motivated by 
social as well as economic objectives, these actors may act as champions of their EC, 
who facilitate the inclusion of vulnerable and underrepresented groups, for example by 
further developing fair sharing models for surplus energy, reducing financial barriers 
to participation, or advocating for more equitable governance structures. Such efforts 
could help extend the benefits of green energy within ECs beyond households with suf-
ficient financial resources, gradually including more vulnerable or marginalized groups. 
Looking ahead, the increasing engagement of socially-oriented prosumers could con-
tribute to a more inclusive form of energy citizenship beyond currently existing barriers 
[15, 16] in the long run. By fostering collective agency, strengthening local solidarity, and 
expanding opportunities for democratic involvement in energy governance, ECs that are 
led by socially-oriented prosumers may play an important role in realizing the transfor-
mative potential of energy citizenship in the coming years.

7  Limitations and future research
Our study did not come without limitations. First, although our sample indicated to feel 
somewhat competent on the topic of EC, a follow-up study should account for what par-
ticipants already know about ECs specifically. After all, despite high subjective compe-
tence ratings, it is possible that participants overestimate their knowledge in this domain 
with potentially detrimental consequences for green behavior [67].

Second, we did not include financial factors among the dimensions for the conjoint 
study. We did so because financial factors are a common focal point in such setups and 
likely distract participants from other aspects that bear importance as well. In our case, 
we deliberately focused on social, legal and technical aspects. However, a recent study on 
the broader topic of renewable energy projects [68] showed that minimal initial invest-
ments, lower capital commitment periods and higher annual return in investments may 
increase the participation rate.

Third, our results show, that all EC aspects were rated as moderately attractive to the 
people on average: Ratings for the motivation to join clustered closely along the scale 
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midpoint, but came with variation in both directions. While not uncommon for more 
complex conjoint studies, only considerable higher average ratings of aspects, would 
usually reflect noticeable higher preferences or motivations (as can be seen in financial 
factors too, see [51]). On the contrary, average ratings close to the scale midpoint may 
indicate that many people likely did not yet concern themselves with a decision to par-
take in an EC actively. Hence, the effects we found may be stable, consistent, but likewise 
small.

Future research should seek to replicate the present findings across different European 
countries and institutional contexts. In this regard, it will be interesting to see, if ECs, 
which have the legal form of an association and which provide energy for all (instead 
of a subset of ) relevant purposes, are equally much preferred in other countries. While 
our results suggest that public service attitudes are the strongest predictor of individ-
uals’ motivation to join ECs, the relevance of such (and related) motivations may vary 
depending on national regulatory frameworks, energy markets, and socioeconomic con-
ditions. In some countries, economic considerations such as energy prices, income lev-
els, and access to financial support schemes may constitute more significant barriers or 
incentives for participation than in others.

Comparative cross-national studies would therefore help identify the extent to which 
such psychological drivers of energy community participation are universal or context-
dependent. Such research could also provide valuable insights into how different legal, 
economic, and social environments facilitate or hinder inclusive forms of energy citizen-
ship. By identifying the factors that encourage broader participation, particularly among 
groups that are currently underrepresented, future studies could inform policymakers 
in designing regulatory frameworks and support mechanisms that make energy com-
munities more accessible and attractive to a wider range of citizens. Ultimately, fostering 
greater participation in energy communities has the potential to accelerate the diffusion 
of renewable energy technologies, strengthen democratic engagement in energy sys-
tems, and contribute to broader climate change mitigation efforts.

8  Conclusions
This conjoint study was conducted to explore factors that motivate joining an EC. It 
revealed that ECs that allow comprehensive energy use and that have the legal setup of 
an association are most attractive. These effects were accompanied by person-specific 
factors: Public service attitudes, future orientation, and biospheric values contributed 
to participants’ higher consideration to partake in an EC. Most effects were compara-
bly small in nature, but potentially exemplified that engagement in energy projects 
that empower individuals in the role as prosumers is a viable route for future energy 
generation.

Supplementary Information
The online version contains supplementary material available at https://doi.org/10.1007/s43621-026-04182-w.

Supplementary Material 1.

Acknowledgements
We thank Antonia Proßnigg for here support during the preparation of the materials. We thank the University Library 
Graz for covering the article processing charges.

https://doi.org/10.1007/s43621-026-04182-w


Page 16 of 18Brohmer et al. Discover Sustainability          (2026) 7:1756 

Author contributions
HB prepared and revised the materials, conducted the pre study and main study, conducted the analysis for both 
studies, and wrote the manuscript; JH, RB and KC gave feedback on the study design and suggested corrections in the 
manuscript; EM provided input for the theoretical background; CRA provided technical support to set up the conjoint 
study.

Funding
This study was part of the “ECom4Future - FIWARE Driven Energy Communities for the Future”.
project, funded by the Austrian Research Promotion Agency (FFG).

Data availability
All materials, anonymized data, and codes are available from the Open Science Framework: https://osf.io/853pe/. All 
studies were preregistered before data analysis: Main study: https://osf.io/s3f42/; Pilot study: https://osf.io/9yd5m/.

Declarations

Ethics approval and consent to participate
Studies reported in this article were approved by the local Ethics Committee at the University of Graz (identifier: GZ. 
39/44/63 ex 2020/21) in accordance with the § 2 (4) Statute of the Ethics Commission. Informed consent to participate 
(in line with the General Data Protection Regulation of the European Union) was obtained from all participants.

Consent for publication
Not applicable.

Competing interests
The authors declare no competing interests.

Received: 25 February 2026 / Accepted: 17 July 2026

References
1.	 Ahmed S, Ali A, D’angola A. A review of renewable energy communities: concepts, scope, progress, challenges, and 

recommendations. Sustainability. 2024;16(5):1749. https://doi.org/10.3390/su16051749.
2.	 Aruta G, Ascione F, Bianco N, Bindi L, De Rossi F, Manniti G. From consumers to prosumers: the rise of Energy Communi-

ties and their role in the energy transition. In 2023 8th International Conference on Smart and Sustainable Technologies 
(SpliTech) (pp. 1–6). IEEE. 2023. https://doi​.org/10.239​19/SpliTech​58164.20​23.10193292.

3.	 Koirala B, Araghi Y, Kroesen M, Ghorbani A, Hakvoort R, Herder P. Trust, awareness, and independence: insights from a 
socio-psychological factor analysis of citizen knowledge and participation in community energy systems. Energy Res 
Social Sci. 2018;38:33–40. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.erss.2018.01.009.

4.	 Lennon B, Dunphy N, Gaffney C, Revez A, Mullally G, O’Connor P. Citizen or consumer? Reconsidering energy citizenship. J 
Environ Plann Policy Manage. 2020;22:184–97. https://doi​.org/10.108​0/1523908X.​2019.168​0277.

5.	 Walker G, Devine-Wright P. Community renewable energy: what should it mean? Energy Policy. 2008;36(2):497–500. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2007.10.019.

6.	 Walker G. The role for ‘community’ in carbon governance. Wiley Interdisciplinary Reviews: climate change. 2011;2(5):777–
82. https://doi.org/10.1002/wcc.137.

7.	 Bauwens T, Schraven D, Drewing E, Radtke J, Holstenkamp L, Gotchev B, Yildiz Ö. Conceptualizing community in energy 
systems: a systematic review of 183 definitions. Renew Sustain Energy Rev. 2022;156:111999. ​h​t​t​p​s​:​/​/​d​o​i​.​o​r​g​/​1​0​.​1​0​1​6​/​j​.​r​s​e​r​.​
2​0​2​1​.​1​1​1​9​9​9​​​​​.​​​

8.	 Boon FP, Dieperink C. Local civil society based renewable energy organizations in the Netherlands: exploring the factors 
that stimulate their emergence and development. Energy Policy. 2014;69:297–307. ​h​t​t​p​s​:​/​/​d​o​i​.​o​r​g​/​1​0​.​1​0​1​6​/​j​.​e​n​p​o​l​.​2​0​1​4​.​0​
1​.​0​4​6​​​​​.​​​

9.	 Bertel M, Gutschi C, Lurger B, Szymański P, Rozwadowska M, Ryszawska B, Mogg M. Catalogue of potential legal and 
economic barriers and facilitators of energy citizenship. Energy Citizenship and Energy Communities for a Clean-Energy 
Transition. 2022. Report retrieved from ​h​t​t​p​s​​:​/​/​o​n​l​​i​n​e​-​r​​a​k​e​t​​e​n​.​a​t​​/​s​i​t​e​s​​/​s​i​t​e​​0​2​6​1​​/​m​e​d​i​​a​/​d​o​w​n​​l​o​a​d​s​​/​d​3​.​​3​_​c​a​t​a​l​o​g​u​e​_​o​f​_​p​o​t​
e​n​t​i​a​l​_​l​e​g​a​l​_​a​n​d​_​e​c​o​n​o​m​i​c​_​b​a​r​r​i​e​r​s​_​a​n​d​_​f​a​c​i​l​i​t​a​t​o​r​s​_​o​f​_​e​n​e​r​g​y​_​c​i​t​i​z​e​n​s​h​i​p​_​f​i​n​a​l​.​p​d​f​​​​​.​​​

10.	 Hannoset A, Peeters L, Tuerk A. Energy communities in the EU task force energy communities. European Commission: 
Brussels, Belgium; 2019.

11.	 Schwanitz VJ, Wierling A, Paudler A, von Beck H, Dufner C, Koren S, I. K., Zeiss JP. Statistical evidence for the contribution of 
citizen-led initiatives and projects to the energy transition in Europe. Sci Rep. 2023;13(1):1342. ​h​t​t​p​s​:​/​/​d​o​i​.​o​r​g​/​1​0​.​1​0​3​8​/​s​4​1​
5​9​8​-​0​2​3​-​2​8​5​0​4​-​4​​​​​.​​​

12.	 Hamann KR, Bertel MP, Ryszawska B, Lurger B, Szymański P, Rozwadowska M, Corcoran K. An interdisciplinary understand-
ing of energy citizenship: integrating psychological, legal, and economic perspectives on a citizen-centred sustainable 
energy transition. Energy Res Social Sci. 2023;97:102959. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.erss.2023.102959.

13.	 Limbeek T, Pearce BJ, Pesch U. A perspective on energy citizenship and transitions in Europe. Energy Res Social Sci. 
2025;126:104144. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.erss.2025.104144.

14.	 Lowitzsch J, Heldeweg M, Epp J, Bucha M. Developing energy citizenship—empowerment through engagement and 
(Co-) ownership, individually and in energy communities. Soc Sci. 2026;15(1):56. https://doi.org/10.3390/socsci15010056.

15.	 Hanke F, Guyet R. The struggle of energy communities to enhance energy justice: insights from 113 German cases. Energy 
Sustain Soc. 2023;13(1):16. https://doi.org/10.1186/s13705-023-00388-2.

16.	 Koga H, Petrova S, Bouzarovski S. Community-based energy governance and the political: towards a post-foundational 
energy democracy. Progress Environ Geogr. 2025;4(1):24–43. https://doi.org/10.1177/27539687241307955.

https://osf.io/853pe/
https://osf.io/s3f42/
https://osf.io/9yd5m/
https://doi.org/10.3390/su16051749
https://doi.org/10.23919/SpliTech58164.2023.10193292
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.erss.2018.01.009
https://doi.org/10.1080/1523908X.2019.1680277
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2007.10.019
https://doi.org/10.1002/wcc.137
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2021.111999
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2021.111999
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2014.01.046
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2014.01.046
https://online-raketen.at/sites/site0261/media/downloads/d3.3_catalogue_of_potential_legal_and_economic_barriers_and_facilitators_of_energy_citizenship_final.pdf
https://online-raketen.at/sites/site0261/media/downloads/d3.3_catalogue_of_potential_legal_and_economic_barriers_and_facilitators_of_energy_citizenship_final.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-023-28504-4
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-023-28504-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.erss.2023.102959
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.erss.2025.104144
https://doi.org/10.3390/socsci15010056
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13705-023-00388-2
https://doi.org/10.1177/27539687241307955


Page 17 of 18Brohmer et al. Discover Sustainability          (2026) 7:1756 

17.	 Goedkoop F, Jans L. Report on experimental studies on energy communities. Energy Citizenship and Energy Communities 
for a Clean Energy Transition. 2023. Progress Report Document retrieved from ​h​t​t​p​s​​:​/​/​o​n​l​​i​n​e​-​r​​a​k​e​t​​e​n​.​a​t​​/​s​i​t​e​s​​/​s​i​t​e​​0​2​6​1​​/​m​e​
d​i​a​/​d​o​w​n​l​o​a​d​s​/​d​4​.​1​_​r​e​p​o​r​t​_​o​n​_​e​x​p​e​r​i​m​e​n​t​a​l​_​s​t​u​d​i​e​s​_​_​o​n​_​e​n​e​r​g​y​_​c​o​m​m​u​n​i​t​i​e​s​_​f​i​n​a​l​.​p​d​f​​​​​.​​​

18.	 Malakhatka E, Corcoran K, Bertel M, Sefloo NG. Co-definition for energy community. FIWARE driven energy communities 
for the future. Progress report document in preparation; 2026.

19.	 De Lotto R, Micciché C, Venco EM, Bonaiti A, De Napoli R. Energy communities: technical, legislative, organizational, and 
planning features. Energies. 2022;15(5):1731. https://doi.org/10.3390/en15051731.

20.	 Lazaroiu AC, Roscia M, Lazaroiu GC, Siano P. Review of energy communities: definitions, regulations, topologies, and 
technologies. Smart Cities. 2025;8(1):8. https://doi.org/10.3390/smartcities8010008.

21.	 Lopes MA, Antunes CH. The role of energy behaviors in designing energy policies for a sustainable future. Energies. 
2022;15(13):4632. https://doi.org/10.3390/en15134632.

22.	 Jans L. Changing environmental behaviour from the bottom up: The formation of pro-environmental social identities. J 
Environ Psychol. 2021;73:101531. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2020.101531.

23.	 Lickel B, Hamilton DL, Wieczorkowska G, Lewis A, Sherman SJ, Uhles AN. Varieties of groups and the perception of group 
entitativity. J Pers Soc Psychol. 2000;78(2):223–46. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.78.2.223.

24.	 Held J, Corcoran K. From local to EU: understanding energy citizenship and the willingness to join energy communities 
across geographical levels. J Environ Plan Policy Manage. 2025;1–20. https://doi​.org/10.108​0/1523908X.​2025.255​3021.

25.	 Mennis J, Dayanim SL, Grunwald H. Neighborhood collective efficacy and dimensions of diversity: a multilevel analysis. 
Environ Plann A. 2013;45(9):2176–93. https://doi.org/10.1068/a45428.

26.	 Van Zomeren M, Postmes T, Spears R. Toward an integrative social identity model of collective action: a quantitative 
research synthesis of three socio-psychological perspectives. Psychol Bull. 2008;134(4):504–35. ​h​t​t​p​s​:​/​/​d​o​i​.​o​r​g​/​1​0​.​1​0​3​7​/​0​0​
3​3​-​2​9​0​9​.​1​3​4​.​4​.​5​0​4​​​​​.​​​

27.	 Eisner L, Turner-Zwinkels F, Spini D. The impact of laws on norms perceptions. Pers Soc Psychol Bull. 2021;47(7):1071–83. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167220959176.

28.	 Artis A, Ottaviani F, Ribeiro L. Informal governance and day-to-day management: mechanisms for inclusion and diversity 
in nonprofit organizations. J Manage Gov. 2025;2025:1–36. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10997-025-09769-5.

29.	 Ceglia F, Esposito P, Faraudello A, Marrasso E, Rossi P, Sasso M. An energy, environmental, management and economic 
analysis of energy efficient system towards renewable energy community: the case study of multi-purpose energy com-
munity. J Clean Prod. 2022a;369:133269. https://doi​.org/10.101​6/j.jclepro​.2022.13​3269.

30.	 Ceglia F, Marrasso E, Samanta S, Sasso M. Addressing energy poverty in the energy community: assessment of energy, 
environmental, economic, and social benefits for an Italian residential case study. Sustainability. 2022;14(22):15077. ​h​t​t​p​s​:​/​
/​d​o​i​.​o​r​g​/​1​0​.​3​3​9​0​/​s​u​1​4​2​2​1​5​0​7​7​​​​​.​​​

31.	 Larson LR, Stedman RC, Cooper CB, Decker DJ. Understanding the multi-dimensional structure of pro-environmental 
behavior. J Environ Psychol. 2015;43:112–24. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2015.06.004.

32.	 Thaller A, Fleiß E, Brudermann T. No glory without sacrifice—drivers of climate (in) action in the general population. 
Environ Sci Policy. 2020;114:7–13. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2020.07.01.

33.	 Al Mamun A, Hayat N, Mohiuddin M, Salameh AA, Ali MH, Zainol NR. Modelling the significance of value-belief-norm 
theory in predicting workplace energy conservation behaviour. Front Energy Res. 2022;10:940595. ​h​t​t​p​s​:​/​/​d​o​i​.​o​r​g​/​1​0​.​3​3​8​9​
/​f​e​n​r​g​.​2​0​2​2​.​9​4​0​5​9​5​​​​​.​​​

34.	 Hong Y, Al Mamun A, Masukujjaman M, Yang Q. Significance of the environmental value-belief-norm model and its rela-
tionship to green consumption among Chinese youth. Asia Pac Manage Rev. 2024;29(1):127–40. ​h​t​t​p​s​:​/​/​d​o​i​.​o​r​g​/​1​0​.​1​0​1​6​/​j​.​
a​p​m​r​v​.​2​0​2​3​.​1​0​.​0​0​2​​​​​.​​​

35.	 Fritsche I, Barth M, Jugert P, Masson T, Reese G. A social identity model of pro-environmental action (SIMPEA). Psychol Rev. 
2018;125(2):245–69. https://doi.org/10.1037/rev0000090.

36.	 Bauske E, Kibbe A, Kaiser FG. Opinion polls as measures of commitment to goals: environmental attitude in Germany from 
1996 to 2018. J Environ Psychol. 2022;81:101805. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2022.101805.

37.	 European Union. Directive (EU) 2024/825 of the European Parliament and of the Council. 2024. Retrieved from ​h​t​t​p​:​/​/​d​a​t​a​.​
e​u​r​o​p​a​.​e​u​/​e​l​i​/​d​i​r​/​2​0​2​4​/​8​2​5​/​o​j​​​​​.​​​

38.	 Devine-Wright P. Energy citizenship: psychological aspects of evolution in sustainable energy transitions. In: Murphy J, edi-
tor. Governing technology for sustainability. London: Routledge; 2007. pp. 63–88. https://doi.org/10.4324/9781849771511.

39.	 Ryghaug M, Skjølsvold TM, Heidenreich S. Creating energy citizenship through material participation. Soc Stud Sci. 
2018;48(2):283–303. https://doi.org/10.1177/0306312718770286.

40.	 International Energy Agency. Empowering people–the role of local energy communities in clean energy transitions. Paris: 
IEA; 2023. ​h​t​t​p​s​​:​/​/​w​w​w​​.​i​e​a​.​​o​r​g​/​​c​o​m​m​e​​n​t​a​r​i​e​​s​/​e​m​p​​o​w​e​r​​i​n​g​-​p​e​o​p​l​e​-​t​h​e​-​r​o​l​e​-​o​f​-​l​o​c​a​l​-​e​n​e​r​g​y​-​c​o​m​m​u​n​i​t​i​e​s​-​i​n​-​c​l​e​a​n​-​e​n​e​r​g​
y​-​t​r​a​n​s​i​t​i​o​n​s​​​​​.​​​

41.	 Sloot D, Jans L, Steg L. In it for the money, the environment, or the community? Motives for being involved in community 
energy initiatives. Glob Environ Change. 2019;57:101936. https://doi​.org/10.101​6/j.gloenvc​ha.2019.​101936.

42.	 De Groot JI, Steg L. Value orientations and environmental beliefs in five countries: validity of an instrument to measure 
egoistic, altruistic and biospheric value orientations. J Cross-Cult Psychol. 2007;38(3):318–32. ​h​t​t​p​s​:​/​/​d​o​i​.​o​r​g​/​1​0​.​1​1​7​7​/​0​0​2​2​
0​2​2​1​0​7​3​0​0​2​7​8​​​​​.​​​

43.	 De Groot JI, Steg L. Value orientations to explain beliefs related to environmental significant behavior: how to measure 
egoistic, altruistic, and biospheric value orientations. Environ Behav. 2008;40(3):330–54. ​h​t​t​p​s​:​/​/​d​o​i​.​o​r​g​/​1​0​.​1​1​7​7​/​0​0​1​3​9​1​6​5​
0​6​2​9​7​8​3​1​​​​​.​​​

44.	 Bouman T, Steg L, Kiers HA. Measuring values in environmental research: a test of an environmental portrait value ques-
tionnaire. Front Psychol. 2018;9:564. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.00564.

45.	 Van der Werff E, Steg L. The psychology of participation and interest in smart energy systems: comparing the value-belief-
norm theory and the value-identity-personal norm model. Energy Res social Sci. 2016;22:107–14. ​h​t​t​p​s​:​/​/​d​o​i​.​o​r​g​/​1​0​.​1​0​1​6​/​j​
.​e​r​s​s​.​2​0​1​6​.​0​8​.​0​2​2​​​​​.​​​

46.	 Brohmer H, Köstenbaumer D, Thaller AE, Fleiß E, Athenstaedt U, Posch A. Changing behavior while having climate change 
in mind? An investigation of social-psychological predictors for specific pro-environmental behaviors in the energy 
domain. Energ Effi. 2023;16(7):80. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12053-023-10157-x.

https://online-raketen.at/sites/site0261/media/downloads/d4.1_report_on_experimental_studies__on_energy_communities_final.pdf
https://online-raketen.at/sites/site0261/media/downloads/d4.1_report_on_experimental_studies__on_energy_communities_final.pdf
https://doi.org/10.3390/en15051731
https://doi.org/10.3390/smartcities8010008
https://doi.org/10.3390/en15134632
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2020.101531
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.78.2.223
https://doi.org/10.1080/1523908X.2025.2553021
https://doi.org/10.1068/a45428
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.134.4.504
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.134.4.504
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167220959176
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10997-025-09769-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2022.133269
https://doi.org/10.3390/su142215077
https://doi.org/10.3390/su142215077
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2015.06.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2020.07.01
https://doi.org/10.3389/fenrg.2022.940595
https://doi.org/10.3389/fenrg.2022.940595
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apmrv.2023.10.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apmrv.2023.10.002
https://doi.org/10.1037/rev0000090
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2022.101805
http://data.europa.eu/eli/dir/2024/825/oj
http://data.europa.eu/eli/dir/2024/825/oj
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781849771511
https://doi.org/10.1177/0306312718770286
https://www.iea.org/commentaries/empowering-people-the-role-of-local-energy-communities-in-clean-energy-transitions
https://www.iea.org/commentaries/empowering-people-the-role-of-local-energy-communities-in-clean-energy-transitions
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2019.101936
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022107300278
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022107300278
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916506297831
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916506297831
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.00564
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.erss.2016.08.022
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.erss.2016.08.022
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12053-023-10157-x


Page 18 of 18Brohmer et al. Discover Sustainability          (2026) 7:1756 

47.	 Kim S, Vandenabeele W, Wright BE, Andersen LB, Cerase FP, Christensen RK, De Vivo P, et al. Investigating the structure and 
meaning of public service motivation across populations: developing an international instrument and addressing issues 
of measurement invariance. J Public Adm Res Theory. 2013;23(1):79–102. https://doi.org/10.1093/jopart/mus027.

48.	 Witesman EM, Walters L, Christensen RK. Creating a public service topology: mapping public service motivation, public 
service ethos, and public service values. Public Adm. 2024;102(2):540–79. https://doi.org/10.1111/padm.12939.

49.	 Strathman A, Gleicher F, Boninger DS, Edwards CS. The consideration of future consequences: weighing immediate and 
distant outcomes of behavior. J Pers Soc Psychol. 1994;66(4):742–52. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.66.4.742.

50.	 Carmi N, Arnon S. The role of future orientation in environmental behavior: analyzing the relationship on the individual 
and cultural levels. Soc Nat Resour. 2014;27(12):1304–20. https://doi.org/10.1080/08941920.2014.928393.

51.	 Joireman JA, Van Lange PA, Van Vugt M. Who cares about the environmental impact of cars? Those with an eye toward the 
future. Environ Behav. 2004;36(2):187–206. https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916503251476.

52.	 Khachatryan H, Joireman J, Casavant K. Relating values and consideration of future and immediate consequences to 
consumer preference for biofuels: a three-dimensional social dilemma analysis. J Environ Psychol. 2013;34:97–108. ​h​t​t​p​s​:​/​/​
d​o​i​.​o​r​g​/​1​0​.​1​0​1​6​/​j​.​j​e​n​v​p​.​2​0​1​3​.​0​1​.​0​0​1​​​​​.​​​

53.	 Sun M, Ma X, Jiang L, Wen N. Framing waste classification among Chinese young people: the moderating effect of consid-
eration of future consequences. Environ Communication. 2021;15(8):1008–24. ​h​t​t​p​s​​:​/​/​d​o​i​​.​o​r​g​/​​1​0​.​1​​0​8​0​/​1​7​5​2​4​0​3​2​.​2​0​2​1​.​1​9​4​
1​1​7​7​​​​​.​​​

54.	 LimeSurvey GmbH. LimeSurvey–free online survey tool. Software, version 3. 2023. https://www.limesurvey.org/de.
55.	 Peirce J, Gray JR, Simpson S, MacAskill M, Höchenberger R, Sogo H, Lindeløv JK, et al. PsychoPy2: experiments in behavior 

made easy. Behav Res Methods. 2019;51(1):195–203. https://doi.org/10.3758/s13428-018-01193-y.
56.	 Brohmer H, Munz K, Röderer K, Anzengruber C, Wendland M, Corcoran K. How attractive is the participation in a living lab 

study? Experimental evidence and recommendations. Discov Sustain. 2023;4(1):23. ​h​t​t​p​s​:​/​/​d​o​i​.​o​r​g​/​1​0​.​1​0​0​7​/​s​4​3​6​2​1​-​0​2​3​-​0​0​
1​3​8​-​6​​​​​.​​​

57.	 R Core Team. R: a language and environment for statistical computing. R Foundation for Statistical Computing, Vienna, 
Austria. 2025. https://www.R-project.org/.

58.	 Barari S, Berwick E, Hainmueller J, Hopkins D, Liu S, Strezhnev A, Yamamoto T, Strezhnev A. Package cjoint. R CRAN. 2023: 
https://cra​n.r-project​.org/web/pa​ckages/c​joint/index.html.

59.	 Bates D, Maechler M, Bolker B, Walker S, Christensen RHB, Singmann H, Krivitsky PN. Package lme4. R CRAN. 2022: ​h​t​t​p​s​​:​/​/​c​r​
a​​n​.​r​-​p​​r​o​j​e​​c​t​.​o​r​g​/​w​e​b​/​p​a​c​k​a​g​e​s​/​l​m​e​4​/​i​n​d​e​x​.​h​t​m​l​​​​​.​​​

60.	 Selker R, Love J, Dropmann D, Moreno V. jmv (R package). CRAN. 2022. ​h​t​t​p​s​:​/​/​c​r​a​n​.​r​-​p​r​o​j​e​​c​​​t​.​o​​r​g​/​w​e​b​/​p​a​c​k​a​g​e​s​/​j​m​v​/​i​n​d​e​x​
.​h​t​m​l​​​​​.​​​

61.	 Fabel M, Flückiger M, Ludwig M, Rainer H, Waldinger M, Wichert S. The relationship between the youth-led fridays for 
future climate movement and voting, politician and media behaviour in Germany. Nat Hum Behav. 2025;9(3):481–95. 
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-024-02075-4.

62.	 Hoffman SM, High-Pippert A. From private lives to collective action: recruitment and participation incentives for a com-
munity energy program. Energy Policy. 2010;38:7567–74. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2009.06.054.

63.	 Sloot D, Jans L, Steg L. Can community energy initiatives motivate sustainable energy behaviours? The role of initiative 
involvement and personal pro-environmental motivation. J Environ Psychol. 2018;57:99–106. ​h​t​t​p​s​:​/​/​d​o​i​.​o​r​g​/​1​0​.​1​0​1​6​/​j​.​j​e​n​
v​p​.​2​0​1​8​.​0​6​.​0​0​7​​​​​.​​​

64.	 Middlemiss L. The effects of community-based action for sustainability on participants’ lifestyles. Local Environ. 
2011;16(3):265–80. https://doi.org/10.1080/13549839.2011.566850.

65.	 Chandler J, Chen S. Prosumer motivations in service experiences. J Serv Theory Pract. 2015;25(2):220–39. ​h​t​t​p​s​:​/​/​d​o​i​.​o​r​g​/​1​
0​.​1​1​0​8​/​J​S​T​P​-​0​9​-​2​0​1​3​-​0​1​9​5​​​​​.​​​

66.	 Van Klingeren F, De Moor T. Ecological, financial, social and societal motives for cooperative energy prosumerism: measur-
ing preference heterogeneity in a Belgian energy cooperative. Energy Sustain Soc. 2024;14(1):13. ​h​t​t​p​s​:​/​/​d​o​i​.​o​r​g​/​1​0​.​1​1​8​6​/​s​
1​3​7​0​5​-​0​2​4​-​0​0​4​4​4​-​5​​​​​.​​​

67.	 Bergquist M. Most people think they are more pro-environmental than others: a demonstration of the better-than-aver-
age effect in perceived pro-environmental behavioral engagement. Basic Appl Soc Psychol. 2020;42(1):50–61. ​h​t​t​​​​p​​s​:​​/​​/​d​​o​i​.​
o​​r​g​​/​1​​0​.​1​0​8​0​/​0​1​9​7​3​5​3​3​.​2​0​1​9​.​1​6​8​9​3​6​4​​​​​.​​​

68.	 Vogel M, Kacperski C, Bielig M, Klingert S, Kutzner F. Designing citizen renewable energy projects for women: evidence 
from a choice experiment in Germany. Energy Res Social Sci. 2025;125:104064. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.erss.2025.104064.

Publisher’s note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.

https://doi.org/10.1093/jopart/mus027
https://doi.org/10.1111/padm.12939
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.66.4.742
https://doi.org/10.1080/08941920.2014.928393
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916503251476
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2013.01.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2013.01.001
https://doi.org/10.1080/17524032.2021.1941177
https://doi.org/10.1080/17524032.2021.1941177
https://www.limesurvey.org/de
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13428-018-01193-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s43621-023-00138-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s43621-023-00138-6
https://www.R-project.org/
https://cran.r-project.org/web/packages/cjoint/index.html
https://cran.r-project.org/web/packages/lme4/index.html
https://cran.r-project.org/web/packages/lme4/index.html
https://cran.r-project.org/web/packages/jmv/index.html
https://cran.r-project.org/web/packages/jmv/index.html
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-024-02075-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2009.06.054
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2018.06.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2018.06.007
https://doi.org/10.1080/13549839.2011.566850
https://doi.org/10.1108/JSTP-09-2013-0195
https://doi.org/10.1108/JSTP-09-2013-0195
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13705-024-00444-5
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13705-024-00444-5
https://doi.org/10.1080/01973533.2019.1689364
https://doi.org/10.1080/01973533.2019.1689364
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.erss.2025.104064

	﻿Insights from a conjoint study on the attractiveness of energy communities
	﻿Abstract
	﻿1﻿ ﻿Introduction
	﻿1.1﻿ ﻿From energy citizenship to energy communities
	﻿1.2﻿ ﻿Social dimension
	﻿1.3﻿ ﻿Legal dimension
	﻿1.4﻿ ﻿Technical dimension
	﻿1.5﻿ ﻿Person-specific factors

	﻿2﻿ ﻿Study overview and research questions
	﻿3﻿ ﻿Summary of the pilot study and refinement of hypotheses
	﻿4﻿ ﻿Methodology of the conjoint study
	﻿4.1﻿ ﻿Online Set up
	﻿4.2﻿ ﻿Participants and power
	﻿4.3﻿ ﻿Analysis approach

	﻿5﻿ ﻿Results of the conjoin study
	﻿5.1﻿ ﻿Descriptive statistics
	﻿5.2﻿ ﻿Testing research question 1
	﻿5.3﻿ ﻿Testing research question 2

	﻿6﻿ ﻿Discussion
	﻿7﻿ ﻿Limitations and future research
	﻿8﻿ ﻿Conclusions
	﻿References


