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Community energy (CE) features as one among the many novel forms of grassroots innovation that seek to foster sustainability via citizen-led local-level initiatives. The burgeoning research on CE has thus far paid little attention to the role of trust in shaping the conditions of success of CE organisations. Moreover, to the extent that ecological economics has addressed the role of trust in environmental and sustainability policy, it has done so by mainly focusing on the virtues of interpersonal or institutional trust in facilitating environmentally less harmful behaviour at individual, community and national levels. Ecological economics has paid little attention to the complex interaction between different types of trust, and to the potential virtues of mistrust and distrust. To help fill these research gaps, this article first develops a conceptual framework for analysing trust, mistrust and distrust in CE activities, and then illustrates the concepts via

Introduction

As grassroots innovation [START_REF] Smith | Making the most of community energies: Three perspectives on grassroots innovation[END_REF], community energy (CE) has emerged as a possible basis for a new form of sustainable urban governance [START_REF] Webb | Governing cities for sustainable energy: The UK case[END_REF], and as an energy-sector variant of "community enterprise" capable of fostering corporate social responsibility [START_REF] Tracey | Beyond Philanthropy: Community Enterprise as a Basis for Corporate Citizenship[END_REF]. CE organisations promote sustainable energy practices such as energy efficiency measures, neighbourhood renewables projects and networks, and collective renewable energy purchasing schemes [START_REF] Smith | Making the most of community energies: Three perspectives on grassroots innovation[END_REF]. They are owned, led or controlled by the community (of space or of interest) and are expected to strengthen the community, while at the same time contributing to energy security and climate policy objectives, reducing energy bills, developing new skills, bringing financial benefits, and reducing costs for communities (DECC 2014, 12-19). 3 Research on these experiments can help understand the role of community action in fostering sustainability [START_REF] Walter | Economics, ecology-based communities, and sustainability[END_REF][START_REF] Martin | Commercial orientation in grassroots social innovation: Insights from the sharing economy[END_REF].

Scholarly literature has highlighted trust both as a precondition and as an outcome of various community-based initiatives [START_REF] Walker | Trust and community: Exploring the meanings, contexts and dynamics of community renewable energy[END_REF]. However, the concept of trust still remains relatively undertheorised in the various fields of scholarship on trust and community-led initiatives, whether ecological economics, research on sociotechnical transitions [START_REF] Lawhon | Contesting power, trust and legitimacy in the South African e-waste transition[END_REF][START_REF] Smith | Making the most of community energies: Three perspectives on grassroots innovation[END_REF], or -save a few exceptions [START_REF] Walker | Trust and community: Exploring the meanings, contexts and dynamics of community renewable energy[END_REF][START_REF] Yildiz | Renewable energy cooperatives as gatekeepers or facilitators? Recent developments in Germany and a multidisciplinary research agenda[END_REF][START_REF] Kalkbrenner | Citizens' willingness to participate in local renewable energy projects: The role of community and trust in Germany[END_REF] 4 -social science research on 3 The UK government (DECC 2014, 20) defines CE as "community projects or initiatives focused on the four strands of reducing energy use, managing energy better, generating energy or purchasing energy", including "communities of place and communities of interest", and sharing "an emphasis on community ownership, leadership or control where the community benefits." 4 For another exception, see the special issue on trust in the journal Energy Policy, 2010, vol. 38. energy issues more generally (e.g. [START_REF] Greenberg | Energy policy and research: the underappreciation of trust[END_REF]. In particular, while ecological and institutional economics have gone beyond the mainstream economics' narrow focus on the calculative dimension of trust (cf. [START_REF] Popa | Motivations to Contribute to Public Goods: Beyond rational choice economics[END_REF], they have given insufficient attention to two aspects: the interaction between the multiple dimensions of trust, and the potential downsides of trust and virtues of mistrust and distrust. Earlier literature pointing to the limitations of CE as a trust-building measure further underlines the need for a more nuanced approach in relation to the virtues and vices of trust, mistrust and distrust [START_REF] Rayner | Trust and the transformation of energy systems[END_REF][START_REF] Walker | Trust and community: Exploring the meanings, contexts and dynamics of community renewable energy[END_REF][START_REF] Catney | Big society, little justice? Community renewable energy and the politics of localism[END_REF]Eagle et al. 2017, 67).

In this article, we help to fill these research gaps by drawing on social science literature on trust and community energy. We first present a framework for exploring the abovementioned overlooked issues, and then illustrate the concepts and arguments via an exploratory case study of two CE organisations in the city of Brighton and Hove, UK.

We stress the crucial role of the multiple dimensions of trust, mistrust and distrust for the success of these organisations. In particular, we suggest that distrust towards the government and the incumbent energy companies helps drive and sustain CE action in the UK. We show that in community energy, trust of various community stakeholders in the CE organisation takes primary importance -in contrast with conventional project planning, where public trust in institutions such as authorities and experts constitutes the main concern.

The next section reviews existing literature on the numerous virtues of trust in fostering sustainability, especially in community-led citizen initiatives. Section 3 defines the concepts and develops a framework of analysis, consisting of three dimensions of trust and distinguishing between mistrust and distrust. It also explores the 'dark sides' of trust, and the potential benefits of mistrust and distrust. Section 4 presents the UK context for CE, characterised by widespread public mistrust and distrust towards both the government and the large incumbent energy companies. In section 6 we illustrate our arguments via an exploratory analysis of trust, mistrust and distrust in the activities of two CE co-operatives in the city of Brighton and Hove. Section 7 concludes, by placing our case studies within the context of trust relationships in the UK energy policy and suggesting further research on the role of trust in CE action.

Virtues of trust in fostering sustainability

In scholarly literature as well as in everyday usage, trust is almost invariably portrayed in positive terms. Research has shown its value for a wide range of economic and social processes: interpersonal relations and economic exchange [START_REF] Dasgupta | Trust as a Commodity[END_REF], financial investments (Kalkbrenner and Roosen 2016, 62), the legitimacy of political power [START_REF] Tait | Trust and the public interest in the micropolitics of planning practice[END_REF], societal and economic development and growth (Gallucio 2018), innovation, education, rule of law, good governance, reduction of corruption and violence, as well as subjective well-being [START_REF] Zak | Trust and growth[END_REF]Laurent 2009, 14;[START_REF] Volland | The role of risk and trust attitudes in explaining residential energy demand: Evidence from the United Kingdom[END_REF].

In exploring the role of trust in sustainability politics, ecological and institutional economists have sought to transcend the commonplace focus on "calculative trust" (for review and critique, see [START_REF] Williamson | Calculativeness, Trust, and Economic Organization[END_REF]) in economic analysis. In its simplest form (e.g. as part of game-theoretical and willingness-to-pay analyses) trust would rely on rational weighing of risks and benefits -the expected gain from trusting 'the other' and the cost of the risk that the 'other' proves untrustworthy [START_REF] Dasgupta | Trust as a Commodity[END_REF]Williamson 1993, 463).

This purely interest-based definition has received plenty of criticism, not only from ecological economists (e.g. [START_REF] Laurent | Peut-on se fier à la confiance? [Can we trust confidence?[END_REF]Williamson 1993, 486). In particular, the rational action model fails to capture the multiple dimensions of trust, as well as its many and partly ambiguous roles in either motivating or discouraging socially virtuous behaviour (e.g. Ostrom and Ahn 2003;[START_REF] Laurent | Peut-on se fier à la confiance? [Can we trust confidence?[END_REF][START_REF] Carattini | Unconventional determinants of greenhouse gas emissions: the role of trust[END_REF].

Ecological and institutional economists have addressed trust as an element of social capital, or as an informal institution that can partly substitute for formal institutions such as contracts [START_REF] Owen | Trust, cooperation, and implementation of sustainability programs: The case of Local Agenda 21[END_REF][START_REF] Pfaff | Efficiency and equity in negotiated resource transfers: Contributions and limitations of trust with limited contracts[END_REF][START_REF] Popa | Motivations to Contribute to Public Goods: Beyond rational choice economics[END_REF]. 5 Recent contributions have adopted experimental research settings -often inspired by the work of Elinor Ostrom and applying the methods of behavioural economics or questionnairebased surveys. This research has included cross-country comparisons, including analyses of the role of trust in shaping environmental performance and the propensity to adopt strict environmental policies (e.g. [START_REF] Owen | Trust, cooperation, and implementation of sustainability programs: The case of Local Agenda 21[END_REF][START_REF] Tjernström | Do differences in attitudes explain differences in national climate change policies?[END_REF][START_REF] Carattini | Unconventional determinants of greenhouse gas emissions: the role of trust[END_REF]. A considerable body of research has focused on the role of trust in shaping consumer behaviour, notably consumers' willingness to support strict environmental policies [START_REF] Rhodes | Exploring Citizen Support for Different Types of Climate Policy[END_REF]; pay for environmental protection policies 5 We follow Hodgson (2006, p. 18), defining institutions broadly as "systems of established and embedded social rules that structure social interactions", and organisations as "special institutions that involve (a) criteria to establish their boundaries and to distinguish their members from non-members, (b) principles of sovereignty concerning who is in charge, and (c) chains of command delineating responsibilities within the organisation". (Halkos and Jones 2012;Jones et al. 2015;[START_REF] Lafuente | The role played by environmental concern and institutional trust in changing public preferences for water management[END_REF]; or to engage in CE action (Bowens and Eyre 2017; Bowens 2016), payments for environmental services programmes (Clot and Stanton 2014), green electricity schemes (Tabi et al. 2014), or environmentally less harmful consumption [START_REF] Niva | Taking a Stand through Food Choices? Characteristics of Political Food Consumption and Consumers in Finland[END_REF][START_REF] Volland | The role of risk and trust attitudes in explaining residential energy demand: Evidence from the United Kingdom[END_REF]Ricci et al. 2018). Analyses of the role of trust in the management of common pool resources, building on Ostrom's pioneering work, have included studies on the impact of trust on efficiency and justice in the implementation of economic instruments to govern resource use (Reeson et al. 2011;[START_REF] Pfaff | Efficiency and equity in negotiated resource transfers: Contributions and limitations of trust with limited contracts[END_REF]Vogt et al. 2013) or on motivations and obstacles to cooperation (Vollan 2008;Castillo et al. 2011;Janssen et al. 2013;Bouma et al. 2017). Yet others have investigated the impact of community-led activities on trust in the community, notably in local currency experiments [START_REF] Michel | Community currencies and sustainable development: A systematic review[END_REF] and agriculture (Blommen et al. 2015). In a similar vein, Jin and Shriar (2013) explored the role of civic engagement and environmental citizenship in enhancing public trust in government.

These studies have shown that high levels of trust correlate with pro-environmental behaviour, including support to strict environmental policies [START_REF] Owen | Trust, cooperation, and implementation of sustainability programs: The case of Local Agenda 21[END_REF][START_REF] Tjernström | Do differences in attitudes explain differences in national climate change policies?[END_REF][START_REF] Carattini | Unconventional determinants of greenhouse gas emissions: the role of trust[END_REF]Volland 2017, 15;[START_REF] Rhodes | Exploring Citizen Support for Different Types of Climate Policy[END_REF][START_REF] Niva | Taking a Stand through Food Choices? Characteristics of Political Food Consumption and Consumers in Finland[END_REF], sacrifice for environmental causes (Jin and Shriar 2013), and action towards sustainability, especially at local and regional but also at national level (e.g. [START_REF] Owen | Trust, cooperation, and implementation of sustainability programs: The case of Local Agenda 21[END_REF][START_REF] Tjernström | Do differences in attitudes explain differences in national climate change policies?[END_REF][START_REF] Ostrom | A Polycentric Approach for Coping With Climate Change[END_REF][START_REF] Carattini | Unconventional determinants of greenhouse gas emissions: the role of trust[END_REF]. Social science research on energy has found that trust enhances volunteering and cross-group collaboration, including the willingness of citizens to participate in community energy activities (Kalkbrenner and Roosen 2016, 62;[START_REF] Radtke | A closer look inside collaborative action: civic engagement and participation in community energy initiatives[END_REF][START_REF] Bauwens | Explaining the diversity of motivations behind community renewable energy[END_REF][START_REF] Bauwens | Exploring the links between community-based governance and sustainable energy use: Quantitative evidence from Flanders[END_REF]. Trust reduces transaction costs, freeriderism and the constant need to calculate risk, as individuals can expect regular and honest behaviour from others (Popa 2015, 237;Volland 2017, 15). Community initiatives, in turn, can enhance trust and social sustainability via formation of norms, including interpersonal trust amongst the community members (Bauwens 2016, 280;Bauwens and Eyre 2017, 164;[START_REF] Putnam | Bowling Alone: The Collapse and Revival of American Community[END_REF][START_REF] Michel | Community currencies and sustainable development: A systematic review[END_REF], and can constitute an ally of "sustainable degrowth" [START_REF] Bloemmen | Microeconomic degrowth: The case of Community Supported Agriculture[END_REF].

Most of the above-mentioned research has studied one type of trust at a time, or addressed trust only as a background variable, alongside other factors explaining behaviour. Also the possible downsides of excessive trust and benefits of mistrust have remained largely unaddressed. In the following, we will draw on broader social science literature on trust and CE, in order to propose a framework for exploring these issues in CE activities.

3 Trust, mistrust and distrust

Defining trust, mistrust and distrust

We distinguish between trust, mistrust, and distrust, all of which address relationships of an individual with 'the other', that is, other individuals, entities, systems or ideas (Tait 2011, 170). Trust can be defined as a situation in which an individual accepts to 'believe without knowing', thereby placing herself voluntarily in a position of vulnerability [START_REF] Laurent | Peut-on se fier à la confiance? [Can we trust confidence?[END_REF]. For the sake of simplicity, we include within this notion not only trust as a judgement concerning the "similarity of intentions or values" (Earle and Siegrist, 2006, 386) of the 'other', but also confidence, that is, a belief based on earlier experience that certain events will occur as predicted [START_REF] Luhmann | La confiance : un mécanisme de réduction de la complexité sociale[END_REF][START_REF] Kinsella | A question of confidence: Nuclear waste and public trust in the United States after Fukushima[END_REF].

We distinguish between mistrust and distrust, in contrast with most policy practice and social science scholarship, which treat the two as synonyms. Just like trust, mistrust can manifest itself either as a conscious strategy or as an attitude [START_REF] Allard | De l'art de se méfier [The art of mistrust[END_REF]. As an attitude, it stems from doubt or fear, and can lead to a passive and prudent "wait-and-see" stance. Mistrust can also represent a strategy, a skill or an art, designed to help deal with a risky or uncertain reality (Allard et al. 2016, 10). For example, a mistrustful individual may seek to minimise risk and danger by anticipating and by searching for information.

Distrust, in turn, denotes the absence of trust. As an attitude, it can feed apathy and cynicism. A distrustful strategy entails a desire and effort to challenge, reject, resist and take distance [START_REF] Kuryo | La confiance : approche historique et sociologique[END_REF], in the pursuit of independence or autarky, regardless of the distrusted person or entity. Where mistrust entails a hope or an expectation that the object of mistrust might prove trustworthy, a distrusting individual has lost such hope.

While trust relies on the assumption that future events and behaviours are predictable, mistrust stems from uncertainty concerning the future behaviours of 'the other'. Distrust, in turn, entails a certain degree of perceived certainty, a conviction that 'the other' cannot be trusted. The uncertainty associated with mistrust can result from lack of information or from past experience and knowledge. An example of the latter is when an individual or an institution has proven untrustworthy [START_REF] Allard | De l'art de se méfier [The art of mistrust[END_REF].

Table 1 summarises the characteristics of trust, mistrust and distrust as conceptualised in this article. 

Trust

• Passive attitude towards 'the other', such as a friend, a community leader, the authorities, experts, or private sector actors

• Active strategy of delegation of power and responsibility

Mistrust

• Conditional trust: "in principle, on the condition that…, I could trust, but I have my doubts, and hence remain prudent"

• Passive attitude of 'wait-and-see', in the hope that 'the other' will eventually conform to my expectations; delegation of authority, in the expectation that 'the other' will, after all, prove trustworthy (e.g. 'the current government is lousy, but I hope they will learn and change')

• Active strategy designed to incite 'the other' to conform to expectations (evaluation; auditing; benchmarking; demonstrations; petitions; delegation of responsibility to organisms of control and regulation, etc.)

• Based on perceived uncertainty about future behaviours and course of events (e.g.

an attitude or a strategy of 'just in case…')

Distrust

• Absence of trust

• Passive attitude of indifference, cynicism, apathy (disinterest in public and community life…)

• Active strategy of taking distance, rejection; no hope of changing 'the other'.

Desire to take destiny into one's own hands (community action as a substitute to action by established public or private organisations)

• Based on perceived certainty -on deeply held worldviews or on previous experience of untrustworthiness of 'the other'

Dimensions of trust, mistrust and distrust

We distinguish between three mutually interacting dimensions of trust, mistrust, and distrust: the social, the institutional and the ideological.

Social trust is interpersonal. It can be generalised, i.e. the trust of individuals in other, unknown, members of society [START_REF] Rothstein | The State and Social Capital: An Institutional Theory of Generalized Trust[END_REF]. Particularised social trust relates to people with whom we interact regularly (Bäck and Christensen 2016, 180). As such, it is akin to "bonding" social capital, constituted by strong ties between family members, close friends and neighbours [START_REF] Laurent | Peut-on se fier à la confiance? [Can we trust confidence?[END_REF]. Generalised social trust can foster environmentally friendly behaviour and community-level action (e.g. [START_REF] Owen | Trust, cooperation, and implementation of sustainability programs: The case of Local Agenda 21[END_REF][START_REF] Kalkbrenner | Citizens' willingness to participate in local renewable energy projects: The role of community and trust in Germany[END_REF]Bowens and Eyre 2017), while community-led initiatives have been found to strengthen particularised social trust (Bauwens, 2016: 280;Bauwens and Eyre 2017, 164;[START_REF] Putnam | Bowling Alone: The Collapse and Revival of American Community[END_REF][START_REF] Michel | Community currencies and sustainable development: A systematic review[END_REF]. For example, trust in the present government coalition would constitute specific institutional trust, whereas trust the "British government" in general would represent a diffuse form of institutional trust.

Institutional trust

Diffuse support resembles ideological trust -a dimension seldom addressed in trust scholarship. It relates to more abstract entities such as the state, the market, or planning, and their legitimate roles in society (Tait, 2011, 158). Following [START_REF] Söderbaum | Values, ideology and politics in ecological economics[END_REF]2013, 223), we define ideology as a scheme of interpretation of reality that relates to meansends relationships and strategies. Ideological trust concerns "wider abstract systems and ideas", such as economic growth models, the legitimate role of government in intervening in the economy (Tait 2011, 160;Luhmann 1979), or notions such as "market environmentalism" (Gómez-Baggethun and Muradian 2015), technological optimism, the precautionary principle, centralised or decentralised solutions, etc. (Söderbaum 1999, 163). What distinguishes ideological trust from social and institutional trust is that it "transcends information" (Tait 2010, 160), that is, ideological trust is not based on previous evidence or knowledge, but "on an individual's or institution's place within wider social discursive structures" (ibid.). For community energy, perceptions concerning the respective legitimate roles of the market, the community, and the state are crucial, as illustrated by the juxtaposition between two narratives of the "sharing economy": a 'market-based digital innovation model' and a 'social innovation or social movement model' [START_REF] Martin | Commercial orientation in grassroots social innovation: Insights from the sharing economy[END_REF]. Since civil society organisations tend to be trusted insofar as their activities are of non-commercial nature (Witkamp et al. 2011, 677), when adopting a more commercially oriented approach they may lose trust especially among groups adhering to the latter model of the sharing economy [START_REF] Martin | Commercial orientation in grassroots social innovation: Insights from the sharing economy[END_REF]BA, 2016, 30).

Social and institutional trust typically derive from previous experience -perceptions concerning the competence and sincerity of the individual or institution in question (Mitchell andWoodman, 2010, 2645). Citizens can, for example, hold varying degrees of trust in government's willingness and ability to meet the officially announced goals [START_REF] Rayner | Trust and the transformation of energy systems[END_REF](Rayner , 2617)). By contrast, ideological trust draws on deeply held worldviews and visions, rather than on experience. Ideological trust may therefore only to a limited extent be subject to two typical features of trust and mistrust -that trust feeds trust and mistrust feeds mistrust, and that negative experience erodes trust more and faster than positive experiences strengthen trust (Slovic 1993, 677;Popa 2015, 237).

Dimensions of trust interact with each other -for example, ideological trust constitutes the very context in which other trust relationships occur (Tait, 2011, 160). Hence, also institutional trust can ultimately be shaped by ideology and values, relating to the ideas that the institution expresses, and the values that it represents (Tait 2011, 158). It can also spring from experience from face-to-face encounters: an institution can gain trust if citizens trust the sincerity (values) and competence of its representatives (e.g. Greenberg

2014

). Institutional and generalised social trust tend to correlate, as do generalised and particularised social trust (Volland 2017, 17). However, the direction of causality can go both ways. For example, an institution can be trusted thanks to the policy approach that it has adopted, for example participatory governance (Kestilä-Kekkonen and Söderlund 2016, 141), while citizens also tend to more readily accept participation organised by an institution they trust [START_REF] Lafuente | The role played by environmental concern and institutional trust in changing public preferences for water management[END_REF].

The dark sides of trust and virtues of mistrust and distrust

Trust has its downsides. Goel et al. (2005, 203) mentions three harmful consequences from "overtrust", that is, "a state where a trustor's trust exceeds that which is warranted given the conditions": leniency in judging the trustee, delay in perceiving exploitation, and increased risk-taking. Bonding social capital can feed exclusion, homogeneous social networks, specific norms of reciprocity [START_REF] Santaoja | Joku palikka siitä puuttuu" -luottamuksen rakentuminen täydennysrakentamisen suunnittelussa[END_REF]Putnam, 2000, 19-21), groupthink, the exclusion of different yet competent others (Kujala et al. 2016, 702), and creation of sharp boundaries between 'insiders' and 'outsiders' (van Deth and Zmerli, 2010). Trust may undermine citizens' willingness to participate in planning and decisionmaking, when citizens prefer delegating power to trusted experts and institutions (Parkins and Mitchell, 2005, 536). In a rare ecological economics article addressing the negative aspects of trust, [START_REF] Pfaff | Efficiency and equity in negotiated resource transfers: Contributions and limitations of trust with limited contracts[END_REF] found that, in an experimental setting, trust did little to promote equity, but exposed the trustful individuals to exploitation. Mistrust, in turn, can motivate "political consumption", such as boycotting of environmentally harmful products (Niva and Jallinoja 2018, 351). Ultimately, as 'healthy suspicion', mistrust towards the powers that be constitutes a foundation for the vitality of a democratic system -a form of "civic vigilance" [START_REF] Laurian | Trust in planning: Theoretical and practical considerations for participatory and deliberative planning[END_REF], responsibility, and countervailing power that helps citizens to hold political, economic and cultural elites to account (Warren, 1999, 310;Laurent 2009, 27;Allard et al. 2016, 14). Organisations and procedures of regulation (e.g. auditing, evaluation, ranking, and benchmarking) represent an institutionalised form of mistrust and vigilance (van Deth and Zmerli 2010, 2665).

Table 2 summarises the types and sources of trust that we will employ in the rest of the article. [START_REF] Webb | Governing cities for sustainable energy: The UK case[END_REF]). Among the various governmental support measures to CE, the feed-in-tariff (FIT)7 has been the most important. FIT provides a generation tariff -a guaranteed rate for kWh electricity generated -and an export tariff for each kWh that is exported to the grid instead of being used directly on-site.

Community energy in Brighton and Hove: exploratory case study of BEC and BHESCo

Our exploratory case study examined the two currently operating CE organisations in the city of Brighton and Hove: Brighton Energy Co-operative (BEC) and Brighton and Hove Energy Services Co-operative (BHESCo). We focus on BEC, while BHESCo provides complementary information.

Data and methods

Our case study research, conducted in 2016, was exploratory, designed to conceptualise and examine the relevance of key trust, mistrust and distrust relations in CE action. We surveyed existing literature on CE, with a focus on Brighton and Hove, and conducted semi-structured approximately one-hour interviews with eleven key CE actors: leading members of BEC and BHESCo (4 interviewees), the Local Authority (1), site owners (1), energy policy researchers (1), and activists engaged in community cooperatives in Brighton and Hove (4). In the interviews, we asked the respondents to elaborate on the trust relationships that they considered the most crucial. We posed specific questions concerning trust in the central and local government, in various involved stakeholders, factors shaping trust (e.g. specific events having undermined trust), and measures undertaken by the CE organisations to strengthen trust. We also asked the interviewees for their views on the role of trust more broadly in the British and local society.

Additional insights were derived from material from research conducted by University of Sussex researchers in 2010-2012, which involved interviews and participant observation by these researchers in various public and internal events organised by BEC [START_REF] Hielscher | Brighton Energy Co-op: An Innovation History[END_REF],

The potential interviewees were identified via initial document and web search, contacts with CE scholars, and via further suggestions from the contacted interviewee candidates.

We focused our document analysis and interviews on expressions and arguments evoking the terms 'trust' and 'confidence'. The analysis entailed constant moving back and forth between 1) our field notes taken during the interviews, 2) audio recordings, 3) documents produced by or suggested by the interviewees, and 4) earlier academic literature concerning the projects examined, trust, mistrust, and community energy. Because our research was exploratory and aimed at generating theoretical insights, we opted for this reflexive, iterative process designed to facilitate interpretation and generation of meanings, instead of resource-intensive verbatim transcription [START_REF] Halcomb | Is verbatim transcription of interview data always necessary[END_REF].

Brighton and Hove as a site for community energy

Brighton and Hove is situated on the southeast coast of England. It is a city of contrasts, with a population of about 270 000 distributed across a mix of well-off and rather disadvantaged neighbourhoods. Brighton is known as among the most tolerant cities in the UK [START_REF] Wilson | 7 reasons people are so proud to live in Brighton[END_REF][START_REF] Petridis | Is Brighton Britain's hippest city? The Guardian[END_REF]. It hosts a considerable number of "like-minded green people", as expressed by one of our interviewees, and boasts an active cooperative scene. The Green Party represents a key political force, and led the local council from 2011 to 2015. From the perspective of case selection, Brighton is therefore somewhat of a "most likely case" [START_REF] Flyvbjerg | Five Misunderstandings About Case-Study Research[END_REF]) -a place where, if anywhere in the UK, CE organisations would be expected to gain the necessary community trust and help engender a virtuous circle of increasing trust of various stakeholders in further success of CE. 

BEC

BHESCo

Brighton and Hove Energy Services Co-operative (BHESCo) is a not-for-profit social enterprise, with a co-operative status as defined in the UK Co-operative and Community

Benefit Societies Act 2014. It develops local renewable energy and energy efficiency projects, with reduction of fuel bills and fuel poverty as primary objectives. 11 Its local customers (e.g. firms, public institutions, associations, and private households) incur no upfront costs, but repay the investments via savings on energy bills. Its first share offer, in June 2015, brought nearly £170,000. Also BHESCo provides its shareholders a 5% financial interest. In its end-of-the-year newsletter to the subscribers BHESCo summarised its achievements in 2016: "Our pioneering Energy Saving Service was 8 A community benefit society (CBS) must serve the broader interests of the community, and cannot distribute assets or profits to its members, in contrast to co-operative societies that serve the interests of their members. Despite its name, BEC has the legal status of a CBS. 9 http://www.brightonenergy.org.uk/ 10 Kilowatts of peak power. 11 http://bhesco.co.uk/ launched in January and has now reached over 200 homes and businesses in the city. We raised £270,000 of new investment, allowing us to complete 8 clean energy projects, saving 12 tonnes CO 2 a year and more than £6.5k annually for our customers."

Trust, mistrust and distrust in Brighton and Hove community energy cooperatives

The following presentation of trust, mistrust and distrust in the activities of Brighton and Hove CE organisations is structured around three key themes: the vital role of mistrust and distrust towards the incumbent and government players in driving CE action; CE organisations' attempts to obtain the needed institutional trust; and the interaction between social, institutional and ideological trust, mistrust and distrust in the local-level CE action.

Persisting mistrust and distrust towards the Big Six and the government: drivers of CE action

Echoing observations from earlier research, we found a significant lack of trust amongst local and community energy actors towards the Big Six and the government -especially concerning their sincerity and competence in climate policy. In terms of our typology, the interviewees expressed primarily distrust, rather than mere mistrust. The fuel poor 12 were mentioned as being particularly distrustful -according to a CE activist "horrified about interacting with the companies", but also mistrustful, unsure about whether they had been treated fairly by the companies. The distrust had an ideological dimension, directed towards "big corporations" and privatisation, but some interviewees also substantiated their distrust by personal experience from the private sector. Many blamed the government and the Big Six for lacking sincerity, alluding to collusion between the two (e.g. the numerous industry secondments at the energy department), and to recurrent policy changes that demonstrated the government's lack of commitment to CE (see also [START_REF] Eagle | Localism and the environment: A critical review of UK Government localism strategy 2010-2015[END_REF]. Yet others claimed that the Big Six sought to slow down the advancement of community renewables, for fear of competition. Institutional distrust was often directed at the current government (specific support), rather than at government as a meta-institution (diffuse support). Some also mentioned specific politicians as either particularly negative or positive examples, hence illustrating the interaction between the social and institutional dimensions.

For the CE organisations, this pervasive institutional and ideological distrust constitutes a powerful stimulus of action, while CE in turn provides for the consumer-citizen with the hope of reduced dependence on the incumbent companies. This finding finds support from earlier research, which has identified search for local self-sufficiency and autarky as key motivations for engaging in collective energy action (e.g. Boon and Dieperink 2014;

Kalkbrenner and Roosen 2016). The interviewees expressed attitudes of distrust, via numerous remarks such as "the government is useless". Mistrustful wait-and-see attitudes were manifested in critique against the constant cuts to the FIT and the implicit hope that government policy might eventually change. The proliferation of CE organisations can as such be seen as a strategy of distrust, a desire to act regardless and independently of the government and the Big Six. BEC itself was born out of such distrust: following the failure of the Copenhagen climate summit in 2009, a future BEC director noted that "something had to be done", since governments could not be trusted to deliver the needed action against climate change.13 In a policy environment they portrayed as increasingly hostile and uncertain, the CE actors sought various strategies to gain independence from government support. Only one interviewee expressed scepticism towards CE, stressing the limits of decentralisation, reminding of the enduring need for strong government leadership, and thus expressing ideological trust in the state.

Institutional trust in the CE organisation: investors, authorities and the wider community

The CE organisations need to earn the trust of a diverse range of local actors, including the investors, but also the local authority, state agencies, other local actors, private sector companies, and ultimately the public at large. To a large extent, CE thus reverses the usual relationships of institutional trust in project planning: it is the CE organisation that needs to win the trust of various publics and stakeholders, whereas public trust in institutions such as authorities and scientific expertise becomes secondary. In these efforts to win institutional trust, the CE organisations benefit from the prevailing strong ideological trust amongst the UK citizens in community-led action (e.g. [START_REF] Gibson | Between the state and the individual: 'Big Society' communitarianism and English Conservative rhetoric[END_REF], as suggested also by our interviews. Social trust appears as particularly significant in these efforts of CE organisations to earn institutional trust, not least because the very small CE organisations are to a large extent personified in a few leading individuals, as noted by our interviewees.

We highlight two crucial trust relationships in relation to institutional trust amongst the potential investors towards the CE organisation: 1) trust of the business-minded investors in the CE organisation's business model (competence); and 2) trust among the 'community-minded' investors in the commitment of the CE organisation to promoting community well-being (sincerity).

Earning institutional trust by demonstrating competence and success

Trust in competence relies in the first hand on people's experience of earlier action by the given CE organisation. One CE activist underlined the importance of demonstrating a reputable track record (by providing information on money earned, the number of new investors, renewable energy produced, etc.), arguing that "people like success". Many interviewees stressed the need to gain investors' trust in the viability of the CE organisation's business model. This would be a challenge, because CE organisations cannot rely on their previous reputation as trustworthy business actors. Trust could be earned by communicating on the success of the organisation and of other UK and international CE initiatives, via digital media, public talks and events, designed to establish a brand. This could also help alleviate public scepticism concerning the ability of decentralised renewable energy to deliver on its promise (Seyfang et al. 2013, 980). ). The Brighton CE organisations would need to strike a balance between measures designed to win the trust of two key investor groups, described by one CE activist as 1)

the slightly older, 'business-oriented' investors, and 2) the younger, 'communityoriented' people, often involved in citizen activism. For example, depending on the target audience, the activist would either showcase or remain silent about being engaged in antifracking demonstrations. Demonstrating sincerity therefore has also an ideological dimension: the need to balance between the presumed priorities of different communities of investors triggers internal tensions within CE organisations, as well as between these organisations and the wider activist community. The tensions echo earlier research on community organisations, which has evoked competing social and market logics [START_REF] Martin | Commercial orientation in grassroots social innovation: Insights from the sharing economy[END_REF]. The tensions have also spurred the development of novel hybrid forms of grassroots-business organisation (e.g. [START_REF] Pache | Inside the hybrid organization: selective coupling as a response to competing institutional logics[END_REF][START_REF] Martin | Commercial orientation in grassroots social innovation: Insights from the sharing economy[END_REF]. A cooperative movement interviewee feared that when growing and expanding, a CE organisation would absorb small community enterprises and co-operatives, and stray away from its ideological commitment to promoting community wellbeing. (ARTS 2013, 18). The interviewed BEC representatives acknowledged that their first priority was not community cohesion, but installing as many solar panels as possible. They nevertheless denied being in a 'competition mode'. Earlier, BEC members had pointed to the difficulty of being inclusive "while staying financially solvent" (ARTS 2013, 18, 22), and to the need to attain a critical mass: "When you are tiny, people don't trust you to do big things" (ARTS 2013, 11). Nevertheless, in appearing to act out of self-interest, BEC activists have lost some of the particularised social trust amongst the community. As consequence, this has undermined institutional trust in BEC at the local level (cf. BA 2016(cf. BA , 2665)). The homogeneity of BEC's client groups may, in turn, reveal some of the risks of strong bonding social capital within the city's 'green' community.

Reciprocal trust between CE organisations, site owners and the local authority

The role of the local authority illustrates the specific characteristics and functions of mistrust, and the interaction between social, institutional and ideological trust. The local authority is an essential partner for CE organisations, both as the owner of a significant building stock in the city and as a trusted intermediary between CE organisations and other site owners, such as local businesses, churches, schools, and universities. However, both BEC and BHESCo interviewees criticised and mistrusted the local council of bureaucracy, inflexibility, and inertia. The mistrust had not tipped over to distrust, as our interviewees maintained their principled trust that the local council might gain more competence and efficiency, and thus turn into a useful partner. One interviewee deplored central government budget cuts that had dramatically reduced the council's support to small-scale green initiatives (cf. [START_REF] Eagle | Localism and the environment: A critical review of UK Government localism strategy 2010-2015[END_REF]. Some CE and cooperative interviewees argued that the local council is known as "the worst in the country" in its sustainability policies, as compared to its counterparts in e.g. Peterborough and West Sussex County. Furthermore, our BEC and BHESCo interviewees were prepared to collaborate with the Council, but only if they could be confident that collaboration would yield results. Summing up, the right-wing government, due to its budget cuts, was seen as the main culprit and object of both ideological and specific institutional distrust, whereas CE members and other community actors retained their hope that the local authority might become helpful, if only the central government changed its policy. Institutional mistrust towards the local government was backed up by ideological trust manifested in preference for local over national-level governance.

Discussion and conclusions

Our exploratory analysis lends support to earlier research, which has shown the fragility, uncertainty and context-dependence of the benefits of CE to social cohesion and social capital (e.g. [START_REF] Walker | Trust and community: Exploring the meanings, contexts and dynamics of community renewable energy[END_REF][START_REF] Catney | Big society, little justice? Community renewable energy and the politics of localism[END_REF][START_REF] Eagle | Localism and the environment: A critical review of UK Government localism strategy 2010-2015[END_REF]. As such, it calls into question the automatic virtues of both trust and community energy: Brighton and Hove CE organisations were born and flourish largely thanks to distrust -not in spite of it.

We have brought attention to two sets of issues hitherto underrepresented in ecological economics research concerning trust, and in social science research on the role of trust in community energy action: the complex interaction between social, institutional and ideological trust, mistrust and distrust, and the potential virtues of mistrust and distrust.

Figure 1 illustrates the manifold and sometimes contradictory trust, mistrust, and distrust relationships amongst key players involved in Brighton and Hove CE activities, both at the local and national levels (Figure 1). Our case analysis suggests a new angle to the analysis of institutional trust, which has been dominated by concerns for public trust in experts and authorities. In our example, the CE organisation constitutes the key target of institutional trust, and can only succeed by demonstrating sincerity and competence towards its diverse constituencies. These include 'trusted intermediaries' such as local NGOs, site owners, the local authority, but above all the diverse investor communities. The strong ideological trust in communitylevel action in the UK provides a strong backing for the Brighton CE organisations' efforts to earn the requisite institutional trust.

PLACE FIGURE 1 APPROXIMATELY HERE

We suggest four areas for future research. First, the respective roles of mistrust and distrust -especially their institutional and ideological dimensions -would deserve further empirical and theoretical research. Our exploratory case analysis highlighted the virtues of ideological distrust, yet the desire for autarky and self-sufficiency associated with such distrust has its obvious limits. Further studies could elaborate on the boundaries between and respective roles of mistrust and distrust.

Second, the UK has a strong communitarian tradition and the public discourse is permeated by solid ideological trust in community. Comparative research in countries with a more state-oriented tradition, such as France, would help verify our preliminary observations concerning the ideological dimension of trust, mistrust and distrust.

Third, the role of the local authority as a key intermediary mediating between various actors involved in CE action merits attention. In our analysis, the local authority was simultaneously subject to ideological trust and institutional mistrust -not only as a potential mediator but also as a source of frustration and disappointment. The local authority constitutes a potential client (as the owner of a significant building stock) and the primary institutional actor capable of linking CE actions to broader structures of meso-level governance in the pursuit of sustainable development.

Lastly, our research suggested that strong personalities are at the same time essential for CE action, but also as a possible source of fragility, mistrust and interpersonal rivalry.

The notion of trusted intermediaries might therefore be extended from intermediary organisations and community leaders to individuals that could serve as mediators between key personalities, building social trust, and helping to mitigate possible interpersonal conflicts. Such analysis including social trust could provide useful insights into the interaction between the various dimensions of trust, mistrust and distrust in CE action. 

Government

  denotes citizens' trust in public and private institutions such as public agencies at different levels of government, Parliament, scientists, organisations of expertise, firms, labour market organisations, and the functioning of democracy (Kestilä-Kekkonen and Söderlund 2016). High levels of institutional trust has been shown to facilitate public support for environmental policy (Tjernström and Tietenberg 2008; Carattini et al. 2015; Rhodes et al. 2017; Lafuente et al. 2018). Institutional trust can entail specific support for a given institution or organisation, or diffuse support for the system as a whole (Kestilä-Kekkonen and Söderlund 2016, 141; Lehtonen and de Carlo 2019). The former typically derives from individuals' judgement of what an institution does (its performance), whereas diffuse support springs from what an institution represents for the individual -what it is (Kestilä-Kekkonen and Söderlund 2016, 141).

  tends to be concentrated within the well-educated upper and middle socioeconomic classes (Radtke 2014; Bauwens and Eyre 2017), the individual motivations behind a decision to engage in CE organisations are diverse (e.g. Bauwens 2016

Figure 1 .

 1 Figure 1. The main trust and dependency relationships in Brighton and Hove CE

Table 1 .

 1 Summary of the key characteristics of trust, mistrust and distrust.

	Certainty

/uncertainty about the expected behaviours and trustworthiness of 'the other' Delegation of authority or not Trust

  

Certainty Delegation Mistrust Uncertainty and hope Conditional delegation Distrust Certainty of 'no hope' No delegation Box 1. Description of the central elements of trust, mistrust and distrust.

Table 2 .

 2 Types and sources of trust, mistrust and distrust.

	Type of trust	Social	Institutional	Ideological
		Generalised	Diffuse support	Legitimacy of and support to
	Description			
		Particularised	Specific support	meta-level institutions
	Sources of		Competence	
				Worldviews, visions
	trust		Sincerity	
	4			

The UK energy sector context: Community energy to alleviate the mistrust of the government, the 'Big Six', and the market

  Community energy has in the UK developed against the background of strong and growing mistrust 6 amongst the citizenry towards the government and the "Big Six" incumbent multinational energy utilities (e.g.[START_REF] Mitchell | Towards trust in regulation -moving to a public value regulation[END_REF][START_REF] Mumford | Consumer engagement in alternative energy -Can the regulators and suppliers be trusted?[END_REF][START_REF] Webb | Governing cities for sustainable energy: The UK case[END_REF]). This has pushed successive UK governments, since the late 1990s, to become vocal promoters of CE[START_REF] Wiersma | Decentralising energy: comparing the drivers and influencers of projects led by public, private, community and third sector actors[END_REF] DECC, 2014;[START_REF] Seyfang | A thousand flowers blooming? An examination of community energy in the UK[END_REF][START_REF] Martiskainen | The role of community leadership in the development of grassroots innovations[END_REF]). The governments have seen CE as a means of combating mistrust, advancing climate and energy policies, and supporting community cohesion(DECC 2014, 3, 91;[START_REF] Hoc | Energy Prices, Profits and Poverty[END_REF][START_REF] Walker | Trust and community: Exploring the meanings, contexts and dynamics of community renewable energy[END_REF].This mistrust has grown hand in hand with a more general decline in public trust in authorities, business, and industry[START_REF] Ricci | Engaging the public on paths to sustainable energy: Who has to trust whom?[END_REF](Ricci et al. , 2633(Ricci et al. , 2638)), and concerns both what we define as 'diffuse support' for government action in general, and 'specific support' for the successive Labour, Coalition, and Tory governments. Citizens mistrust government's willingness and ability to act upon its climate policy commitments, while the simultaneous energy price increases and "regular and substantial profit

	respect and understanding, awareness-raising, and reduced public opposition against
	renewable energy projects (Walker et al. 2010). They have stressed the importance of
	"trusted intermediaries" (e.g. national and regional NGOs, government bodies at various
	levels, private sector companies, councillors, schools, community leaders and local media
	sources) in supporting CE activity (Hargreaves et al. 2013, 870; Seyfang et al. 2013;
	Martiskainen 2017). They have also emphasised the role of local authorities in fostering
	citizen engagement in CE (DECC 2014, 27) and in diminishing mistrust between central
	and local governments
	Woodman 2010; HOC 2007). Mumford and Gray (2010, 2665, 2668) identified a
	fundamental conflict and a self-reinforcing cycle of declining mutual trust between
	NGOs, the energy industry, and the right-wing governments.
	Both the successive UK governments and environmental NGOs have expected that CE
	would enhance trust, via promoting localism and collaboration, social cohesion, mutual

announcements" by the companies

(HOC 2013, 26, 72) 

have fed the feeling, largely relayed in the media, that 'markets are rigged' in favour of the incumbents (HOC 2013;

Mitchell and Woodman 2010, 2647)

.

Also the longstanding ideological trust in the free market as the best vehicle for delivering the goals of energy policy

[START_REF] Rutledge | UK Energy Policy and the End of Market Fundamentalism[END_REF][START_REF] Kern | Measuring and explaining policy paradigm change: the case of UK energy policy[END_REF]

) has faced increasing challenge since the late 1990s

[START_REF] Kern | Measuring and explaining policy paradigm change: the case of UK energy policy[END_REF][START_REF] Mitchell | Towards trust in regulation -moving to a public value regulation[END_REF] 

  Brighton Energy Co-operative (BEC) is a Community Benefit Society 8 set up in 2010 by a handful of individuals seeking to contribute to climate change mitigation through bottom-up deployment of renewable energy. 9 It consists of a chairman, two directors, and three advisors. BEC has constructed and owns local solar photovoltaic (PV) installations financed via several share offers. By 2016, it had installed 450 kWp 10 of solar panels, for a total value of over £1.5 million in the Brighton area. BEC's investors (mostly local, about 400 at the end of 2017) receive a 5% interest on the capital they have invested, and enjoy tax benefits designed to promote investments in small businesses. BEC has sought opportunities to deploy other renewable energy technologies, such as anaerobic digestion.

  The same interviewee expressed strong ideological trust in the state, and relative mistrust of CE: within the centralised structure and governance tradition in the UK energy sector, CE could not and should not replace the need for strong government leadership. Demonstrating sincerity illustrates the interconnections between ideological, institutional and social dimensions of trust, mistrust and distrust. Especially the interviewees close to the local cooperative movement aligned with earlier criticism (e.g. ARTS 2013) of BEC being in a "competition mode". They blamed BEC for unwillingness to engage in networking with the rest of the local civil society, and for seeking competition rather than collaboration with BHESCo. 14 This critique reflected mistrust towards the specific individuals in charge, undermined trust in BEC as a CE institution, and built upon ideological convictions concerning the desirable nature of community action. Earlier research has noted BEC's scarce attention to social inclusion and its desire to attract "well-educated, middle class people"

These observers typically employ the terms mistrust and distrust as synonyms, without making the distinction that we introduced above.

The FIT scheme requires electricity suppliers to pay fixed tariffs to small renewable and combined heat and power installations.

Households whose energy bill exceeds 10% of their disposable income.

The director of BEC summarised his sentiments as follows: "We can't leave it to someone else. It is not about representative democracy but participatory democracy. It is about doing it"(Hielscher, 2012, 5).

For example, critics claimed that BEC had intentionally launched one of its share calls almost simultaneously with that of BHESCo.
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