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Executive Summary

Energy and climate policy creates direct and indirect costs and benefits for consumers
and other parts of society. The distribution of these costs and benefits and how they are
perceived are important determinants of public opinion on policy proposals. Only if policy-
makers know about this distribution, can they inform voters transparently and refine policy
design to mitigate adverse distributive patterns.

Several studies conducted by EDGE analyze distributional impacts of policy proposals in
Swiss climate and energy policy and survey public opinion and perceptions. One strand of
research focuses on the employment effects of current renewable electricity targets. It finds
that employment linked to constructing, operating, and dismantling power plants would
be larger under these renewable electricity targets, but the impacts would differ across
industries and regions. Less prosperous cantons tend to enjoy larger employment impacts,
which could slightly reduce inequality across cantons.

A second strand of research analyzes how dynamic electricity tariffs, designed to increase
the efficiency of the electricity system, impact different parts of the Swiss population. The
findings show that households can profit from dynamic tariffs if they are equipped with time-
flexible technologies such as heat pumps and battery-electric vehicles. The distribution
of impacts does not warrant serious concern about burdening certain population groups
with disproportionate policy costs; rather, it shows that, across all subgroups of the Swiss
population, the heterogeneity of impacts is large.

A third research focus of EDGE examines policies that mitigate emissions in the residential
sector, quantifying the effectiveness and distributional effects of a range of policy mixes.
The studies find that, under a combination of heating bans, PV and retrofit obligations,
and price-based incentives, it is less affluent households, older single-person households,
homeowners, rural households, and households in less densely populated cantons that risk
having to make the least favorable investments. Similar but more stringent policy mixes
forcing investments by 2035 would accelerate defossilization, but may have unintended
side effects such as liquidity constraints for some dwelling owners, increased pressure
on public spending, workforce bottlenecks, reduced revenues for utilities, and increased
energy-related costs for certain households.

The “SWEET EDGE survey” from 2025 asked Swiss residents about their preferences re-
garding two regulations for mitigating emissions in the residential sector: the installation
ban on fossil-fuelled heating and the retrofit obligation. The survey finds that public sup-
port for these policies decreased considerably when individuals were confronted with the
policies’ distributional impacts on both homeowners and tenants. The protection measures
proposed in the survey could not increase public support.

In summary, the following general recommendations can be made to policymakers.

1. Facilitate the defossilization of the Swiss economy by making sure that enough skilled
workers are available where they are needed.
2. Ensure that all actors have the right incentives and information. Regulations should
align the energy-related interests of property owners with those of their tenants.
3. Credit constraints can restrict consumers’ access to efficient and flexible technologies.
Low-interest loans, "energy-as-a-service", and "rent-to-buy" business models can help.
Framework conditions should be put in place so that such offers are available and become
known to consumers.
4. Take differences in impacts into account when designing policies, as different impacts
for different stakeholder groups seem unfair and make the policies unattractive to voters.
5. Help vulnerable groups particularly burdened by policies.
6. Inform honestly about the remaining differences in impacts and explain why they are
justified by the benefits of the policies. Different stakeholders pointing at different outcomes
can create the impression that policies are not well thought out.
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1 Introduction

Switzerland has a legal obligation un-
der the Paris Agreement to reduce its
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, and
surveys show that the Swiss popula-
tion takes climate change seriously (see,
e.g., results from EDGE’s second survey,
Fig. 1).

At the same time, poverty is another im-
portant issue on people’s minds, and the
political discourse in 2021 around the re-
vision of the CO2-act revealed that the
distribution of its impacts across different
parts of the population was a critical cri-
terion for voters’ views about the policy
proposal.

Retirement
provision

Rising CH
population

Poverty /
inflation

Climate
Change

Health care /
insurance

0% 10% 20% 30% 40%

Priority

First

Second

Third

Figure 1: Top 5 answers from EDGE Survey
2 (May to August 2025, 1857 respondents)
to the question “Which of these topics do you
think are the three most important issues fac-
ing Switzerland? ”

It is, therefore, important for policy mak-
ing to know beforehand what distribu-
tional effects introducing different pro-
posed policies will have. If distribu-
tional effects are known, the discus-
sions around equity remain level-headed.
If policy impacts are perceived as dis-
tributed unfairly, alternative designs or
complementary policies to improve fair-
ness should be considered to ensure
public support. Policy packages that re-
sult in fair outcomes are better aligned
with society’s moral obligation to sup-
port its least well-off constituents and are

more likely to succeed politically with vot-
ers [1].

We invite the reader to look at the
distributional impacts described herein
through two lenses. The first, frequently
discussed way of assessing distributional
effects compares the distribution of con-
sumer welfare across income levels be-
fore and after a policy intervention. A pol-
icy that causes consumer welfare of the
financially vulnerable to decrease by less
than another policy instrument makes the
former preferable under this assessment.

The second perspective does not re-
quire protection of the financially vulner-
able but strives for equality in impacts
(equal sacrifice principle): All house-
holds should experience similar (relative
to their means) gains or losses from a
policy intervention. While assessing pol-
icy instruments under this lens has some
undesirable properties (both the introduc-
tion and a later retraction of a policy in-
tervention can rank badly under this as-
sessment), policy impacts on individuals
are more salient than final outcomes for
consumer welfare.

The SWEET consortium EDGE has car-
ried out a set of studies that analyze how
perceptions and policy impacts are dis-
tributed across different parts of Swiss
society and the economy for a selection
of policy instruments that promote the
energy transition in Switzerland. This
white paper provides an overview of their
main findings and highlights the conse-
quences for policy-making that they en-
tail. It groups EDGE’s studies into four
themes:

Employ “Distribution of employment im-
pacts of the transformation in the elec-
tricity sector ” (Section 2) – Input–output
modeling is combined with techno-
economic data to evaluate the employ-
ment impacts of transforming the elec-
tricity system according to scenario re-
sults from the electricity sector model
EXPANSE. The study compares employ-
ment effects across industries and re-
gions (cantons).
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Ele “Distributional effects of promoting
electricity demand flexibility through dy-
namic tariffs” (Section 3) – This study
uses a model of rational agents that
optimize their buildings’ energy systems
and energy use patterns to analyze how
households in the buildings can profit or
lose if they have to pay dynamic electric-
ity tariffs rather than constant ones.

Res “Distributional effects of the defos-
silization in the residential sector ” (Sec-
tion 4) – This theme summarizes two
microsimulation-based studies that con-
sider different regulations and ambition
levels to defossilize the residential sector.
Direct cost impacts on industry, utilities,
the state, dwelling owners, and different
household groups are analyzed.

PO&P “Public opinion and perceptions
of distributional effects in the residen-
tial sector ” (Section 5) – A survey-based
experiment uses results from the theme
Res and analyzes how policy acceptance

of homeowners and tenants change
when respondents are confronted with in-
formation about distributional impacts.

Figure 2 gives an overview of the themes
and the dimensions across which they
report distributional impacts. The work
carried out by EDGE cannot cover the
distributional impacts of all policy op-
tions needed for a successful implemen-
tation of Switzerland’s energy transition,
nor can it cover all dimensions across
which policy impacts can be distributed.
But EDGE makes a substantial addition
to existing work on this matter, and this
white paper summarizes it.

While the scientific method allows us to
describe the expected distributional im-
pacts and public perception, we make an
effort to deduce what these findings may
imply for policy-making. We do this in
the Implications sections of the different
themes and summarize in the concluding
Section 6.

Income
levels

Regions Owners /
Tenants

Household
composition

Industries /
Consumers

Public opinion 
&

Perception

Policy costs /
revenues

Employment

PO&P

Res Res Res Res Res

Ele(Ele)

Employ Employ

(Ele) (Ele)

Figure 2: Dimensions covered by different EDGE studies. Parenthesized entries denote dimensions
that are discussed in the respective publications but do not feature in this white paper.

2 Distribution of employment impacts of the transformation in the electricity
sector

Introduction

The transition towards an electricity sys-
tem with a high share of renewables
in Switzerland will have broad socio-
economic implications, of which the im-
pacts on employment are one important
aspect. An update [2] to EDGE’s report
on employment impacts [3] aims at an-

alyzing the distribution of impacts on em-
ployment across industries and regions in
Switzerland under different scenarios for
the transformation of the Swiss electricity
system. Based on results of the electric-
ity system model EXPANSE [4], techno-
economic data are combined with input-
output modeling to estimate employment
by industries and by regions.
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We consider four scenarios of the EX-
PANSE model: two domestic scenar-
ios combined with two scenarios of the
development of the European electricity
system. Regarding the domestic elec-
tricity system, one scenario assumes
achievement of the current renewable
electricity targets in 2035 (35 TWh of do-
mestic generation from renewables) and
2050 (45 TWh), a certain flexibility of
electricity demand, and no new nuclear
power plants in 2050 (short: RET sce-
nario). The counterfactual scenario as-
sumes no renewable electricity targets,
no demand flexibility, and new nuclear
power plants in 2050 (short: no-RET sce-
nario).

Findings

The employment impacts refer to the av-
erage annual employment between 2021
and 2050, needed for constructing, oper-
ating and dismantling power plants and
in the respective supply chains. They
are calculated as difference between the
RET scenario and the no-RET scenario.
Potential employment impacts of differ-
ent electricity system costs or prices are
not taken into account, since we assume
that these won’t have a substantial distri-
butional effect. Employment impacts by
region or by industry are related to the
current total employment in the respec-
tive region or industry to normalize the
results. We average the results for the
two European scenarios for the sake of
brevity.

Our results show that employment im-
pacts are higher in the RET scenario than
in the no-RET scenario. An important
driver for this result is that more electric-
ity is generated domestically in the RET
scenario due to the target of 45 TWh in
2050. As a consequence, less electricity
is imported.

The employment impacts are unequally
distributed across industries. Not surpris-
ingly, they are the largest in the power
plants industry. The construction indus-
try, the rest of the industry sector, and
"planning and engineering" experience
above average employment impacts.

Turning to regional employment impacts,

we first report results for cantons and
then for three broad regions: cities,
Alps (municipalities in the Alps excluding
cities), and midlands (all other municipal-
ities). The RET scenario leads to more
employment than the no-RET scenario in
all cantons, but unequally so, as shown in
Figure 3. The regional distribution of em-
ployment impacts depends strongly on
how the utilization of electricity genera-
tion technologies changes between the
scenarios, where additional power plants
are located, and how the regions partici-
pate in the supply chains of constructing,
operating, and dismantling power plants.

We also analyze whether the employ-
ment impacts contribute to decreasing
the economic inequalities between can-
tons. We consider several indicators for
the economic strength of cantons with
specific strengths and limitations: GDP
per capita, GDP per employed person in
full-time equivalents (FTE), the resource
potential per capita (used in Switzerland
as a basis for inter-cantonal fiscal equal-
ization), and the unemployment rate. The
employment impacts across cantons are
weakly negatively correlated with GDP
per capita (correlation coefficient −0.23),
GDP per employed person (−0.23) and
the resource potential per capita (−0.30).
Thus, economically weaker cantons tend
to enjoy larger employment impacts. The
correlation with the unemployment rate is
near zero (0.09).

Turning to broad regions, our results
show that employment impacts are
largest in the midlands with approxi-
mately 0.4% of total employment, fol-
lowed by the Alps (0.2%) and cities
(0.13%).

Our findings depend on specific scenario
assumptions and modeling results that
should be taken into account before gen-
eralizing the results.

Implications

Our results show that employment im-
pacts are larger in all industries and re-
gions with the investments and operat-
ing work needed for a scenario with am-
bitious renewable electricity targets and
without a new nuclear power plant in
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Figure 3: Average annual employment impacts across sectors from 2021 to 2050 (RET scenario
minus no-RET scenario) by canton and by region

2050, compared to a scenario without
RET and with new nuclear power plants
in 2050. Employment impacts differ
strongly between industries and between
cantons and regions. They weakly con-
tribute to decreasing economic inequali-
ties between cantons.

These results help in identifying how sec-
tors and regions may be affected by the
transformation of the electricity sector.

The employment potential generated by
the transformation of the electricity sys-
tem can only be exploited if the neces-
sary labor force and skills are available.
The results may also help in anticipating
support and opposition. If policymakers
wish to reduce inequalities between can-
tons or regions in the context of the en-
ergy transition, subsidies for renewable
energy deployment could be targeted to
underprivileged regions.

3 Distributional effects of promoting electricity demand flexibility through
dynamic tariffs

Introduction

Dynamic tariffs are an effective way to
ensure efficient deployment of heating
and electricity-generating technologies.
They can give incentives to households
to behave in a system-friendly manner
and help to keep in check the expan-
sion of the electricity generation and grid
system required by the energy transition.
But dynamic tariffs are unpopular with
consumers, because their household-
specific impacts are hard to predict.

Research by EDGE set out to find pat-
terns in household-specific outcomes un-
der the introduction of dynamic tariffs [5].
The study analyzes how dynamic tariffs
affect households of different population
groups. It uses a rational agent model
to determine, on the level of single build-

ings, what the optimal deployment and
use of energy infrastructure is, when a
predetermined level of energy services
(heating, operation of battery electric ve-
hicles [BEVs], lighting, etc.) needs to
be provided to inhabitants of the build-
ing. Electricity load patterns depend on
the type of building (single-family or mul-
tifamily home) and on ownership of heat
pumps or BEVs. Detailed data on build-
ing properties and geography give us in-
formation about the possibilities of resi-
dents to exploit PV combined with bat-
teries, EVs, and heat pumps to optimize
their own consumption. When tariff de-
sign changes, they react by adjusting
their investments in solar PV and batter-
ies, and they shift electricity demand from
times of high tariffs to times when elec-
tricity is cheap.
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Figure 4: Direct impacts on household consumer welfare and their distribution across income levels
for three scenarios. For 2020 (panel A), price levels, heat pump installations, and BEV ownership
are according to historic data. For 2050, all cars are BEVs, heat pumps are installed where they
are the most viable renewable energy option, and electricity price levels are low (panel B) or high
(panel C) according to two different assumptions about transmission capacities to the neighbouring
countries.

Findings

Figure 4 shows how direct impacts on
consumer welfare are distributed across
households of different income groups.
(Consumer welfare refers to the individ-
ual benefits derived from the consump-
tion of goods and services; it depends on
both consumer prices and household in-
come.) In the short run, i.e., before vehi-
cles and heating systems reach their end
of life and are replaced (see panel A), dy-
namic tariffs tend to yield losses, except
for a small share of the population that
is concentrated in the wealthiest income
group (they already have the possibility to
react to price signals by investing in solar
PV and batteries – and some of them al-
ready own BEVs). In the long run (pan-
els B and C), all income levels are able
to react to dynamic tariffs and profit from
the switch since heat pumps and BEVs
will be widespread. We find (see [5] for
details) that installing PV and batteries
is mostly done by higher-income groups
since they are living in buildings that are
well suited to these technologies. But
these installations reduce the attractive-
ness of dynamic tariffs: They can be op-
erated more profitably under a flat tariff.
Reductions in energy costs come from

deploying existing energy infrastructure
(heat pumps and BEVs) in a flexible man-
ner. Low-income households, home own-
ers, and retirees are at a slight disad-
vantage compared to other groups in the
short term. But this disadvantage will re-
duce or vanish in the long term provided
that heat pumps and BEVs become per-
vasive and it will even turn into an advan-
tage for home owners. We find the het-
erogeneity in policy impacts to be consid-
erable across households within all sub-
groups of the Swiss population.

A factor that the study was not able
to consider is that additional regressiv-
ity may be introduced when grid tariffs
have to be increased. This may well hap-
pen when the grid has to be financed
through grid charge revenues from fewer
consumed kWh (since dynamic tariffs in-
centivize own production with solar PV
and batteries).

Implications

While no strong and persistent trends
differentiate the household-level impacts
across population groups, the hetero-
geneity of impacts within population
groups is large. Industry experience
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and studies conducted outside EDGE
(and outside of Switzerland) show that
the uncertainty entailed by this hetero-
geneity is unnerving for consumers and
makes dynamic tariffs unattractive. Of-
fering opt-out options to dynamic tariffs
(as is currently mandated by federal leg-
islation) makes dynamic tariffs politically
more palatable. Other options include
designing consumer group-specific deals
for transitioning to dynamic tariffs, but in
order to reach equitable outcomes, the
design of such group-specific deals (e.g.,
the specification of these groups) may re-
quire regulation.

To ensure that households can fully ex-
ploit intra-day price differences in the
electricity system, a fast roll-out of heat
pumps, BEVs, and smart devices for
controlling them is helpful. While util-
ity companies can, and do, make dy-

namic tariffs available to their customers,
there may be a role for strengthening and
speeding up the introduction of regulation
that ensures that households and build-
ing owners have technologies available
to them to adapt to flexible prices (see,
e.g., module 14 of the MuKEn 2025).
In order to react optimally to dynamic
electricity tariffs, renters of their dwelling
have to have BEV charging infrastruc-
ture available and should be in control of
their flexibility, and they would need own-
ers to install efficient and flexible heat-
ing systems. Low-income households
have to be able to afford heat pumps
and BEVs. If up-front costs are pro-
hibitive, “energy-as-a-service” or “rent-to-
buy” business models can be a way to of-
fer credit-constrained households afford-
able energy. These offers have to be
available, and households need to be in-
formed about their options.

4 Distributional effects of the defossilization in the residential sector

Introduction

Direct fuel combustion of the Swiss res-
idential sector still accounted for 20% of
total energy-related CO2-eq emissions in
2023 [6], which underscores the need
for more stringent defossilization policy
mixes. The challenge, however, is not
only to identify which instruments can
bring the sector closer to its climate tar-
gets and at what costs, but also to un-
derstand whether households and other
actors risk experiencing adverse burdens
(and even associated vulnerabilities, e.g.
[7]), and how these can be mitigated.
This is particularly important in the cur-
rent policy context, marked by debates
on the restructuring of building subsidy
programmes [8, 9], differences in can-
tonal approaches [10], and the new so-
called MuKEn 2025 model regulations
in the energy sector [11]. Results pre-
sented here synthesize findings from two
studies based on microsimulation using
survey data [12, 13].

Findings

Policy mixes combining MuKEn regula-
tion (bans on installing fossil and elec-

tric heating boilers, obligations to install
PV panels when renovating roofs, and
obligations to retrofit the worst insulated
dwellings) with varying price-based in-
centives could promote 35% to 68% ad-
ditional emissions savings beyond those
that could be achieved through attractive
energy investments on purely economic
grounds without any incentive [12]. At
the same time, these policy mixes would
not affect all households equally. On
average, less affluent households, older
single-person households, homeowners,
rural households, and households in less
densely populated cantons risk bearing
the greatest direct cost burden [12]. Rel-
ative to disposable income (but with-
out considering savings), these groups
would have to make higher upfront in-
vestments and would be less able to
achieve low heating and electricity costs.
Including an obligation for deep retrofits
risks placing a particularly high burden
on older men living alone, as they more
often live in larger and worse-insulated
houses, have relatively low disposable in-
come, and high energy consumption.

Policy mixes that go beyond the MuKEn
recommendations with stricter regula-
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Figure 5: Defossilization pathways and key distributional outcomes of four policy mixes to defossilize
the Swiss residential sector. Policy mixes vary in the stringency of heating bans, PV and retrofit obli-
gations, subsidy levels, and protection measures for households at risk. Household costs include
annualized investments.

tions can avoid even more greenhouse
gas emissions (Figure 5), as illustrated
by the difference in Figure 5 between the
more ambitious policy mixes (the dotted
and dashed lines) and the baseline mix
with MuKEn regulations (the solid line).
Yet, they still risk missing sectoral targets
[13]. This applies to mixes that addition-
ally include a ban on the use of fossil
fuel heating by 2035, an obligation to in-
stall PV on all roofs by 2035, and an obli-
gation to retrofit a wider range of build-
ings by 2035, which reflect forefront poli-
cies discussed in some cantons [14, 15].
Depending on subsidies and protection
measures in the mix, these stricter reg-
ulations also risk generating unintended
side effects. In the short term, they
may create liquidity constraints for some
dwelling owners because of high required
investments, especially for retrofits. They
may also increase pressure on public
spending if subsidy levels are expanded
(Figure 5). Even though they could bene-
fit the construction industry by providing a
peak of revenue in the next decade, they
could lead to workforce bottlenecks. In
the longer term, stricter regulations that
sharply reduce fossil fuel and electricity

demand may reduce revenues for utili-
ties while increasing the absolute energy-
related costs for certain households, par-
ticularly those living in houses.

Implications

To minimize adverse effects, enforce-
ment waves for regulation, incentive
schemes, and protection measures
should be carefully co-designed. Four
implications follow:

1. Target financial support carefully. Es-
pecially with stricter regulations, sub-
sidies and other support instruments
should be well targeted to reduce the
burden on vulnerable dwelling own-
ers while avoiding unnecessary cross-
subsidization and public spending.

2. Use exemptions sparingly. They may
be justified in cases of hardship, but
should remain limited to avoid under-
mining policy effectiveness. Other mea-
sures, such as low-interest loans, limits
on the pass-through of investment costs
from rented property owners to tenants,
and complementary social policies, could
also be considered.
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3. Anticipate adjustment needs for utili-
ties. As building energy demand and fos-
sil fuel use decline, utilities may face de-
clining revenues and shifting service de-
mands. Policymakers should anticipate
these pressures and support the adapta-
tion of utilities’ business models.

4. Coordinate regulatory ambition with
delivery capacity. Regulations should be
phased in at a pace that matches the
availability of skilled labour, and availabil-
ity should be expanded to meet the de-
mands of the transition.

5 Public opinion and perceptions of distributional effects in the residential
sector

Introduction

In the current times of poly-crises, in-
cluding the climate, housing, and cost-
of-living crises, defossilization of the res-
idential building sector is urgent but is
likely to generate new social risks and
conflicts over the distribution of costs. To
understand how the public views the dis-
tributional consequences of policies to
reduce GHG emissions in the residen-
tial building sector, we move beyond pre-
vious research, which usually focused
on market-based policy measures (such
as carbon taxation), and study regula-
tory climate policies (see [16]). Thus,
we performed an experiment in the sec-
ond SWEET EDGE survey, a probability-
based sample of Swiss residents fielded
between May 10 and August 4, 2025.
All respondents were informed (in ran-
dom order) about two policy measures
and their (equal) effectiveness in terms
of GHG emissions reductions inspired by
the MuKEn: a ban on installing fossil
fuel boilers and an obligation to retrofit
building envelopes of the worst insulated
buildings [17]. One experimental group
also received information on the distribu-
tional impacts (Distrib. Info.) for both
tenants and homeowners, i.e., how many
would pay more or less as a result of the
policy. In a second experimental group,
the policy was enhanced with an ele-
ment of social protection for vulnerable
households (either policy exemptions for
dwellings occupied by people at risk of
poverty, which reduce effectiveness by
5 percentage points or targeted subsidies
for dwellings occupied by people at risk of
poverty, which keep policy effectiveness
constant). For this combined policy (with
Protect.), the respective distributional im-
pacts were displayed to respondents in

the same style as in the other experimen-
tal group.

Findings

Our analysis, presented in Figure 6, high-
lights that the moment the distributional
costs of residential defossilization poli-
cies become visible, they strongly shape
public opinion. Protection measures that
target only financially vulnerable house-
holds thereby fail to recover the drop in
policy support by making distributional
impacts visible.

Homeowners and tenants may be af-
fected quite differently by these policies.
While the former would be urged to invest
in new heating systems or retrofitting,
tenants may fear higher rents. The re-
sults, however, show that the reactions
to the experimental treatments are very
similar across groups.

Implications

Our study reveals that visible distribu-
tional costs heavily affect public opinion
about regulative policy measures to ac-
celerate the energy transition. This aligns
with findings from other research on
market-based policy instruments, such
as carbon taxes. Moreover, the protec-
tion measures we tested – targeted ex-
ceptions and additional subsidies for fi-
nancially vulnerable households – failed
to increase public support, likely because
they did not create a clear perception of
improved distributional impacts.

Our findings, therefore, imply that public
support for large-scale implementation of
coercive policies, such as retrofit obliga-
tions or fossil fuel heating bans, is likely

9



to decrease when distributional impacts
enter public discussion.

A second implication is that, to increase
public support, one might need stronger
protection policies and/or better commu-
nicate how protection measures improve
distributional outcomes. We expect com-
pensation measures to be effective if they
create a sense that vulnerable groups
are better protected, that impacts of the
distribution are more equally distributed,
that outcomes are generally fairer, or that
individuals feel protected or better off
themselves, given that self-interest also
plays a role.

Moreover, these measures likely need
to compensate “vulnerable groups” more
broadly. While renting is most com-

mon in Switzerland, meaning that pro-
tection measures will be particularly rel-
evant to win political majorities, compen-
sation likely also needs to include home-
owners who bear the direct costs of reg-
ulatory policies in the building sector. A
concrete policy option to protect finan-
cially vulnerable tenants would be to limit
and control the pass-through of the costs
of regulation-induced retrofitting (i.e., by
controlling rent increases and empower-
ing tenants to fight them). For finan-
cially vulnerable homeowners, in addition
to exemptions and higher targeted sub-
sidies, pay-as-you-save financing mech-
anisms and zero- or low-interest loans
could be considered. In future research,
such policy configurations could be in-
cluded in new large-scale population sur-
veys to elicit public support for them.

Obligation to retrofit

Ban on fossil−fuelled heating
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Info.
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Protect.
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Figure 6: Predictions for policy support [measured on a 7-point Likert-scale, from “completely op-
pose” (1) to “neither support nor oppose” (4) to “completely support” (7)] based on a linear random
intercept model using n=1831 respondents (950 tenants and 881 homeowners), split by policy. The
left panel averages over the two redistributive elements, while the right panel displays the type of
redistributive element.
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6 Conclusion

EDGE’s research finds that employment
linked to constructing, operating, and dis-
mantling power plants will increase un-
der renewable electricity targets. Em-
ployment is higher in all cantons and re-
gions, and the level of employment im-
pacts tends to decrease economic in-
equalities between cantons by increasing
employment, particularly in cantons with
lower economic strength.

A second strand of research analyses
how dynamic electricity tariffs impact dif-
ferent parts of the Swiss population. The
findings indicate that the distribution of
impacts does not give cause for grave
concern about burdening certain popula-
tion groups with disproportionate policy
costs; rather, it shows that, within all sub-
groups of the Swiss population, the het-
erogeneity of impacts is large. The fact
that some households may be less well
off under dynamic tariffs may be unpop-
ular with consumers/voters, and opt-out
options can help avoid both the negative
impacts of the introduction of dynamic
tariffs and disapproval by consumers.

Third, EDGE’s research examines the
effectiveness and distributional implica-
tions of a range of policy mixes aimed at
defossilizing the Swiss residential sector.
The studies find that, on average, less
affluent households, older single-person
households, homeowners, rural house-
holds, and households in less densely
populated cantons risk bearing a greater
direct cost burden under policy mixes
combining proposed MuKEn regulation
with price-based incentives. Similar but
more stringent policy mixes forcing in-
vestments by 2035 would accelerate de-
fossilization, but they may have unin-
tended side effects such as liquidity con-
straints for some dwelling owners, in-
creased pressure on public spending,
workforce bottlenecks, reduced revenues
for utilities, and increasing energy-related
costs for certain households.

Survey results indicate that visible distri-
butional effects of ambitious defossiliza-
tion policies have the potential to sig-
nificantly reduce their public support.

Moreover, targeted exemptions and ad-
ditional subsidies for financially vulnera-
ble households were unable to increase
public opinion, likely because they did not
create a clear perception of improved dis-
tributional impacts. We make the follow-
ing recommendations to policymakers.

1. Make sure that the Swiss economy is
well prepared for the changes entailed
by its defossilization. Measures that fa-
cilitate workers obtaining new skills and
moving into new sectors help to build the
decentralized, renewable energy infras-
tructure and avoid energy consumers re-
maining stuck with expensive options.

2. Ensure that all actors have the right
incentives and information. Regulations
should be designed such that they align
the energy-related interests of property
owners with those of their tenants.

3. Credit constraints can restrict con-
sumers’ access to efficient and flexi-
ble technologies. Low-interest loans,
“energy-as-a-service”, and “rent-to-buy”
business models can help. Framework
conditions should be put in place so that
such offers are available and become
known to consumers.

4. Households (in relation to their
means) being impacted differently by
the same policy appears unattractive
to the population and thus to voters.
This should be taken into account when
choosing policy instruments and comple-
mentary instruments should be designed
accordingly.

5. To the extent that coercive policies
risk being too burdensome to some,
well-targeted and communicated com-
plementary policy instruments are rec-
ommended to compensate vulnerable
groups. These groups should be de-
fined broadly enough and should not fo-
cus solely on homeowners or tenants.

6. Inform honestly about the remaining
differences in impacts and explain why
they are justified by the benefits of the
policies. Different stakeholders pointing
at different outcomes can create the im-
pression that policies are not well thought
out.
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