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1 | INTRODUCTION

Business model innovation for sustainability (BMIfS), the development
of business models that integrate environmental, social and economic
value creation, and appropriation, is a key theme in sustainability
research (Evans et al., 2017). Researchers also recognize that collabo-
ration among organizations matters in BMIfS (Lozano, 2018) to reduce
risks (Linder & Williander, 2017) and enable learning (Bocken
et al,, 2019). In particular, cross-sectoral collaborations, among firms,
governmental and civil society actors, seem essential to address the
systemic nature of sustainability (Dentoni et al., 2020; Pedersen
et al., 2020).

BMIfS is, however, increasingly recognized as involving tensions
between contradictory forms of value creation (De Giacomo &
Bleischwitz, 2020) that feed into the choices over business model
elements (Schneider & ClauB, 2020). While cross-sectoral collabora-
tion is suggested to possibly mitigate that situation by enabling

Siarhei Manzhynski?

Cross-sectoral collaboration is argued to be vital for business model innovation for
sustainability and the tension-filled choices it involves but brings its own complexi-
ties. We therefore investigate how institutional logics and power affect the interests
and dependencies of City planners and real-estate developers involved in developing
a business model for sustainable mobility. Through analyzing how partners deal with
tension-filled choices regarding business model elements, we develop a model to
explain how compromises are made in partnerships characterized by conflicting
interests coupled to strong interdependencies. We finish by cautioning that con-
flicting interests and power characteristics may delimit the potential for such cross-
sectoral collaborations to contribute to sustainable development in sectors where

public actors are used to rely on their authority.
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partners to learn from and with each other (Pedersen et al., 2020), it
also brings its own complexities as partners with highly diverse objec-
tives and notions of value work together (Rey-Garcia et al., 2020).
Emergent research into collaborative cross-sector BMIfS has begun to
address these issues, noting that understanding sector-characteristics
of partners is one starting point for unpacking how such BMIfS plays
out (Oskam et al., 2020; Pedersen et al., 2020). Still, knowledge of
how these characteristics matter for such collaboration, and the sub-
sequent challenges of making tension-filled choices in BMIfS, remains
so far limited. This seems an important gap to address if we are to
understand how and if cross-sectoral collaboration can co-create
value and trade-off tensions to advance BMIfS and reveal its possible
merits for achieving sustainable development.

To address this gap, we conduct a case study of a collaboration
between representatives of construction and real estate firms (devel-
opers) and civil servants (planners) in City, a medium-size town in

Northern Sweden. To unpack how sector-characteristics matter for
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collaboration, we find that the two analytical perspectives of institu-
tional logics and power allow us to determine both how partners'
interests towards a particular BMIfS-topic are shaped and how the
relation through which they seek to pursue these interests appears.
Thus, from these perspectives, we analyze partners' interests, rela-
tions, and compromises as they together develop a business model
for mobility hubs, multifunctional facilities that are to provide the
future residents of a planned district with sustainable mobility.

Our main contribution lies in developing a theoretical model for
how two key sector-characteristics, institutional logics and power,
affect the compromises that emerge in BMIfS. We show that while
institutional logics condition the interests that partners' develop con-
cerning a topic for BMIfS, power plays a more intricate role: When
partners' power sources combine into strong interdependencies, they
are incentivized to avoid open conflicts and instead seek other power
means, such as manipulation, to steer things their way. Thus, given a
situation where there are markedly conflicted interests yet strong
interdependencies, the ability to manipulate each other seems to that
determine in what direction compromises are made and subsequently
how environmental/social or economic value creation is traded off in
the resulting business model. Because firms enact market logics, they
are likely to stress economic value creation and value capture, and
therefore, in sectors where public authorities are less skilled in manip-
ulation, cross-sectoral collaboration is likely to result in business
models with modest offers of social/environmental value.

2 | LITERATURE REVIEW

21 | Business model innovation for sustainability

Conventional business models denote the rationales firms employ to

create value for their customers and sustain themselves
(Chesbrough & Rosenbloom, 2002). Traditional business model
research thus conceptualizes value narrowly (Evans et al, 2017)
equivalent to what customers demand and pay for (Teece, 2010). The
building blocks and terminology differ among researchers, but gener-
ally, business models are holistic designs (Zott & Amit, 2010) that
entail value creation and delivery, value capture, and value proposition
(Osterwalder & Pigneur, 2010).

Growing awareness of the fundamental unsustainability of the
economy (e.g., Jackson, 2011) has motivated practitioners and
academics to extend their focus on business models beyond
customers (Evans et al., 2017) and also to include environmental and
social value (Stubbs & Cocklin, 2008). This triple-bottom line
integrates sustainability as a core concern of the business model
(Abdelkafi & Tauscher, 2016), problematizes the dominance of
profit motives (Stubbs & Cocklin, 2008), and seeks a balance
(Brozovic, 2020), moving from an instrumental to an integrative
approach to sustainability (Gao & Bansal, 2013).

Integrating sustainability calls for innovation (Bocken et al., 2014),
which is suggested to demand, for instance, learning (Evans

et al., 2017), leadership (Rauter et al., 2017), and particularly the ability

to make choices (Schneider & ClauB, 2020). Despite growing knowl-
edge of ways to engage with BMIFS, this research tends to neglect the
inherent contradictions of sustainability (Ergene et al., 2020), which
manifest in any firm-level effort to integrate environmental, social,
and economic objectives (Hahn et al., 2014). Contradictions exist as
economic value creation is about satisfying market demand, while
environmental value creation targets the needs of complex biophysi-
cal systems (De Giacomo & Bleischwitz, 2020), and social value
creation serves exactly those human needs that markets do not
address (Stal & Bonnedahl, 2016).

We posit that in BMIfS these inherent contradictions manifest
themselves in the difficult choices over business model elements that
arise (Schneider & ClauR, 2020). These choices become tension-filled
because they instantiate underlying sustainability contradictions.
Moreover, tension-filled choices are not independent from each other
but link together in what we conceptualize as BMIfS-topics, in our case
the interlinked choices that appear when working out a business
model to provide mobility for residents to reduce their dependence

on owning cars.

2.2 | Cross-sectoral collaboration

Because extant BMIfS-research has tended to neglect sustainability
contradictions, we know little how tension-filled choices are dealt
with, in particular during cross-sectoral collaboration. The systemic
nature of the topics that BMIfS address has namely led practitioners
to engage in, and researchers to call for, the collaboration among
organizations from civil society, the public, and the private sector
(Pedersen et al., 2020). Sustainability issues are systemic not only
because they revolve around interdependent biophysical complexities
but also because they involve the needs of multiple stakeholders, dis-
persed across time and space (Hahn et al., 2014). Attempts to reduce
car-based CO,-emissions in Sweden serve as a case in point: While
car-based emissions are continuously increasing, in clear contradiction
with Sweden's explicit policy goals and the quest to safeguard future
generations, cars are treasured among voters and consumers, espe-
cially those in rural areas. Thus, policy makers at all levels and of all
creeds are reluctant to regulate things, fearful of public outcries
(e.g., “yellow wests”), and firms are reluctant to stop selling fossil-
fueled cars and losing sales. These actors instead engage in various
cross-sector alliances to advance the infrastructure and subsidies
needed to establish alternatively fueled vehicles and other mobility
alternatives. The example illustrates the challenges of single sector
approaches and the necessity of “concerted and collaborative action
by organizations across industries, sectors, and geographies”
(Pedersen et al., 2020).

Extant research of collaborative cross-sector BMIfS is just emerg-
ing, fueled by the hope that organizations partnering across sectors
can overcome sustainability contradictions and finds way of creating
value together (Pedersen et al., 2020). What this work points out,
though, is that cross-sectoral collaborations are no panacea that

absolves BMIfS tensions: While BMIfS is recognized as a device to
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channel and consolidate collaborative efforts for common value
(Oskam et al., 2020) and mutual alignment (Hellstrom et al., 2015),
new types of challenges arise as partners understand and create value
differently, perceive different needs and stakeholders, and pursue dif-
ferent interests (Rey-Garcia et al., 2020). Thus, cross-sectoral BMIfS
brings its own complexities to the tension-filled choices that charac-
terize BMIfS, but so far, we know little of how these complexities
affect choices. This gap seems important to fill as it should enable us
to understand how and if compromises are made, the trade-offs they
imply and the type of value offers that are likely to emerge out of
cross-sector collaboration. It may also enable us to understand when
partners can overcome tensions or when tensions threaten collabora-
tion as such.

One insight from emerging research is that the particular sector
to which a partner belongs provides them with important “starting
conditions” (Oskam et al., 2020, p. 3). Because of affiliation, partners
bring characteristics with them into the partnership, which may
explain how they view a BMIfS-topic. One way to think of this is to
see partners as constrained and enabled by the symbolical meanings
and material practices that a particular sector-affiliation furnish them
with. But to understand how collaborative complexities affect BMIfS
choices, we must understand not only how partners' interests in
BMIfS are shaped but also the mutual relation through which these
interests are realized.

To this end, we mobilize two analytical perspectives where we
draw on institutional logics to understand what partners bring with
them into a collaboration and power to understand the relation
between them. With that we draw on the insights of wider cross-
sectoral collaboration research, for instance Ashraf et al. (2017) who
propose that partners' institutional logics are a distinct feature of
cross-sector partnerships, but that one also needs to analyze partners'
interdependence to understand the success, dynamics, and mainte-
nance of partnerships. While they show quantitatively that logics and
power do matter for partners' motivations to make compromises and
maintain partnerships, it remains to understand how these contingen-

cies affect how partners address tension-filled choices.

2.3 | Institutional logics and power

Institutional logics refer to entrenched “rules of the game”, anchored
in stable symbolical and material systems (Friedland & Alford, 1991),
“the means and ends of [actors'] interests and agency are both
enabled and constrained by [them]” (Thornton & Ocasio, 2008,
p. 103). Thus, logics inform, but do not cause, action; rather, they are
productive resources that provide meaning for actors to make sense
of their worlds and the issues within them (Ocasio et al., 2017). In par-
ticular, it is a long held assumption within institutional theory that
logics shape actors' interests (Greenwood & Suddaby, 2006). Interests
are not the same as logics, though, as interests are specific to a partic-
ular situation; thus, interests are outcomes of how partners' means
and ends meet with the socio-material circumstances of particular sit-

uations (Thornton et al., 2012). For our specific purposes, it makes

sense to see a BMIfS-topic as such a socio-material situation in which
interests arise.

Logics express themselves differently at different levels; while
the private sector is generally informed by market logics and the pub-
lic sector is similarly informed by state bureaucratic logics, specific
industries and governments have their particular versions of them.
Although logics also appear in hybrid forms, as mixes where some ele-
ments dominate, it can suffice to say that a collaboration between a
City government and commercial developers brings together actors
embedded primarily in the sectoral logics of state bureaucracy and
market. The latter privileges market transactions as means, responding
to customer demand and striving for market position, seeing profits
and economic efficiency as ends. Most conventional firms, in one way
or the other, pursue market logics, for instance, through conventional
business models that create and capture value from paying customers
(Laasch, 2018). The market logic can align with social and environmen-
tal value creation, but customers and economic efficiency are gener-
ally put first.

In contrast, the state bureaucratic logic entails following rules and
responding to political interests (means), seeking to create value for
citizens (ends) (Bryson et al., 2015). Rule-following is important to
make sure that civil servants do not circumvent democracy to pursue
their own agendas. Public value can be aligned with social and envi-
ronmental values if that is what citizens want, but oftentimes, there
are several contradictory policy goals for civil servants to consider
(Stal, 2011; Stal et al., 2014).

Unlike institutional logics, perspectives on power are highly
diverse and contested, ranging from seeing power as the use of
coercion or force to manipulation or the diffuse workings of dominant
ideologies (Fleming & Spicer, 2014). Some perspectives, such as
Lukes (1986) notion of power as the bending of preferences and will,
come very close to how institutional logics are conceptualized
(Thornton & Ocasio, 2008). Yet, there is an important ontological dif-
ference; while Lukes (1986) argues that there are “real” interests that
power obscures, institutional logics see culture as the primary thing
that exists, thereby relegating power to the role of explaining how
actors' social constructed interests are pursued.

Aligning with the latter view, we also agree with most recent
approaches that portray power as relational in nature (Fleming &
Spicer, 2014). Power can help us understand what happens between
two or more partners in collaboration (Hardy & Phillips, 1998); it
points to interdependencies and also to the possibilities that partner
in a collaboration possess in getting each other to do what they would
otherwise not have done. These possibilities exist not beforehand but
arise in the collaboration as the different power sources partners carry
into it “become” power as they, through interaction, realize each
other's dependencies (Emerson, 1962).

Thus, an attention to power sources reveals a dimension of part-
ners' sector-affiliation that differs from the institutional logics they
enact, as certain sources are closely affiliated with certain sectors.
Hardy and Phillips (1998), who in reviewing the vast literature on
power, teased out three sources of power relevant for organizational

studies, namely, authority, resources, and discursive legitimacy.



4 Business Strat T
4| WILEY_Biisstea el

STALET AL

Authority involves the acknowledged right to make decisions or take
action often prescribed by law and is endowed with coercive poten-
tial, closely related to governments (Purdy, 2012). Resource-based
power is about control over tangibles, such as money and land, or
intangibles, such as knowledge and skills. Lastly, discursive legitimacy
refers to the ability and right to speak (and be heard) as a representa-
tive of some legitimate discourse or interests, but power also comes
from being able to use discourse skillfully in framing issues and actions
(Hardy & Phillips, 1998). These sources provide a starting point of for
analyzing partner's relation, indicating what to look for (although they

do not constitute power per se).

24 | Conceptual framework

Thus in summary, we view BMIfS as containing a set of tension-filled
choices and mobilize two analytical approaches to understand cross-
sectoral collaboration. This enables us to do address three questions
in our empirical analysis:

1. How do partners' institutional logics shape the interests they
develop in relation to a particular BMIfS-topic?

2. How do the respective power sources that partners bring with
them into collaboration shape their resulting power relation?

3. How do these interests and power relations affect partners'
attempts to deal with the tension-filled choices that arise in BMIfS,
for example, in terms of producing compromises and resulting
trade-offs?

3 | METHODS

We conducted a single qualitative case study, advisable when one
needs in-depth understanding of dependencies and contingencies
(Flyvbjerg, 2006). Single cases have been used to probe and develop
understandings of a wide range of business phenomena (Gehman
et al.,, 2018), including business model innovation (Sosna et al., 2010).
We collected rich data of collaboration taking place over several years
(2017-2021), which provided us with a nuanced contextual under-

standing with many examples of difficult business model choices.

3.1 | The case-business models for residential
mobility hubs

We encountered our case as City planners and developers, planning a
whole new residential area from scratch, struggled with the business
model for mobility hubs. The area, New Valley (NV), with 3000
apartments and workplaces for 10,000 people, was to be both an
international role model for sustainability and a unique cross-sectoral
collaboration. Included in NV's ambitious goals was to promote
car-free living and sustainable mobility. Traditionally, residents'

mobility needs are met via convenient parking, but the environmental,

social, and economic costs of cars and parking, for instance, CO»-
emissions, city congestion, nitrogen pollution, displacement of
children and pedestrians, and cost of land, have motivated cities all
over Sweden to reduce residential parking. Instead, mobility hubs are
promoted; multi-functional facilities that combine parking with alter-
native services to both reduce residential travel overall and promote
sustainable alternatives (car and bike pools, mobility-as-service) (Sprei
et al., 2020).

With mobility hubs, the “mobility value” that convenient parking
creates for residents is instead created by mobility services, and as
convenient parking promotes car use (Guo, 2013a, 2013b), the hub is
supposed to create environmental (less emissions) and social value
(more room for children and outdoor activities) by reducing cars (see
Figure 1). Social value arises in particular as economically disadvan-
taged groups, for instance, women and young people, are less likely to
own cars in Sweden, and their needs of walking, biking and public
transport, and living, are often occupied by cars driven by the
relatively wealthy.

Still, hubs are new and complicated entities, particularly in com-
parison with the straightforward business case for residential parking,
and partners found themselves enmeshed in difficulties to design a
business model that would determine what functions to include, how
to finance them, and how to distribute revenues and costs, as one of
the developers put it: “l| have probably aged 10 years because of these
parking and mobility issues that we are wrestling with.”

3.2 | Data collection
Between 2019 and 2021, we interviewed all people involved in the
project between one and four times (55 interviews). The first author
also observed 18 two-hour meetings devoted only to difficult
business model choices (see Tables 1 and 2). During these
observations (spring 2020 to spring 2021), three groups came and
went, a “business model taskforce”, a “mobility group,” and an
“organization group”. We also observed 15 meetings with all project
participants. To verify our grasp of data, we checked over 100 project
documents (PowerPoint presentations, maps, drafts, meeting and
workshop notes, additional reports etc.) accessed via the project's
SharePoint.

Moreover, to better understand residential mobility, the first
author also interviewed residential mobility experts (N = 3), planners
in another project (N = 4), and attended four (4) seminars held by

TRAFFIC, a consultancy specializing in Swedish residential mobility.

3.3 | Data analysis

As is common in qualitative research, some elements of our analysis
were informed by theory (deduction) and others more by data (induc-
tion) (Alvesson & Skdldberg, 2009). We began by uploading our inter-
view and observational transcripts into Nvivo 12 and coded them by

the following:
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TYPES OF BUSINESS MODEL FOR RESIDENTIAL MOBILITY

Partially transformed

Mobility is provided
through convenient
parking spaces

Traditional pm————————— T T T I ~ Fully transformed
Mobility is provided partly by parking Mobility is provided only with
and partly by mobility services mobility services
(Maas, car & bike sharing etc)
>

FIGURE 1

TABLE 1
Type of
respondent

Planners

Developers
(seven firms)

Politicians

Consultant

Infrastructure
(three firms)

Planners—
other
projects

Mobility
experts (two
firms)

Interviews

Respondent details

Project manager (P1);
mobility planners
(P2-3); other planners
(P4-18); 18 in total

(D1-D13) 1-2
representatives per
firm; 13 in total

Head of building council
(Pol)

Developers' coordinator
(DC)

Parking rep (14); others
(11-15)

(PB 1-4)

Ex1-3

Increasing social and environmental value

Business models for residential mobility

Interview details
(55 in total)®

23in total, 1-4
times each, 30-
60 min

16 in total, 1-2
times each, 30-
60 min

Once, 45 min
3 times, 30-60 min
10 in total, 1-3

times, 30-60 min

Once, 30 min

Once, 30 min

2Interviews were conducted in English (second author) or Swedish (first
and third author), recorded and fully transcribed.

TABLE 2 Observations

Type of
meeting

Business model
group
Mobility group

Organization
group

“Friday-
meeting”

Participant details

P1-P2, P11, 14,
D1-D3, DC

P1-P3, D1-D3, 14,
D8, DC

P1-P2, 14, D1-D2,
DC

Up to all participants

Meeting details®
9 meeting of 2 h; Spring

2020

6 meetings of 2 h;

Autumn 2020

3 meetings of 2 h; Spring

2021

15 meetings of 3 h;

2019-2021

2Extensive notes, often full real-time transcriptions, were taken during

observations.

Separating out excerpts that dealt with business model develop-

ment, that is, discussions that were explicitly about mobility hubs, for

example, their locations, functions and finances, and leaving out

excerpts that dealt with other mobility aspects (e.g., about the
planning of streets, roundabouts, and bus routes) that did not concern
business model elements of hubs.

We then went through the remaining excerpts, coding them for
(1) institutional logics, (2) power, or (3) neither (which were then left
out of the analysis): If excerpts referred to partners' “means” and
“ends,” they were coded as “institutional logics,” and coded as
“power” if they contained references to authority (e.g., decision rights
and legal mandates), resources (e.g., land ownership and skills), or dis-
cursive legitimacy (e.g., someone being referred to as representing a
legitimate interest but also examples of how partners framed argu-
ments and used their discursive skill). We ended up with some overlap
and then determined whether an excerpt was more about one than
the other (see Table A1 in the Appendix).

We then switched to an inductive coding strategy to determine
the content of our three subsets; here we looked for recurrent,
in vivo, themes expressed in respondents' own “language” (Gehman
et al.,, 2018; Gioia et al., 2012). By carefully working through the sub-
sets, we ended up with two (2) themes for partners' logics and three
(3) for their power (for power we coded deductively by looking for
authority, resources and discursive legitimacy). Out of these ten
(10) in vivo themes, we constructed four (4) first-order themes, our
interpretations of planners' and developers' embeddedness (data
structure in Figure 2).

In a subsequent analytical step, we related institutional logics to
the BMIfS-topic to understand partners' interests and partners' power
sources to each other to understand their relation. In this creative
step, we drew on our familiarity with the case and data, which is com-
mon for how a qualitative analysis progresses to higher levels of
abstraction (what Ann Langley refers to as “a creative leap” grown out
of “being very, very familiar with your data” (Gehman et al., 2018,
p. 296)).

Lastly, we went through the excerpts referring to business model
choices where we identified the four (4) choices that partners had
devoted most effort to (see Table A2 in the Appendix). We validated
our interpretations of these choices by talking to P2, the planner who
led the mobility work. To concentrate on difficult choices made sense
to as it was here that tensions seemed most evident and where con-
flicting interests and power use manifested themselves most clearly.

The best example was perhaps the heated argument over where to
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Sector-characteristics

Planners’ & Developers’

Relation

interests, resulting power

Means and ends expressed by participants

| Sustainability dominates amongst ends

Planners

| Formal procedures

Institutional logics

| Economic viability

Developers

Committed to sustainable
mobility and collaboration

Conflicting interests
with much at stake

Economic viability first,
skepticism regarding car-
free mobility

Business-model choices:

| Sustainability learning '/

Location of hubs
Initial investment
Viability of service hub

Hub functions

Sources of power

I Authority: Land ownership and monopoly on planning ]\

Partners’ power mostly
based on authority

Mutually dependent but
with less authority for
planners

Planners | Resources: Land and building rights [
| D y: Rules and p I/
Power
| Authority: Over how to build l\
Developers | Resources: Building and market }

Developers’ power mostly
based on resources and
discursive legitimacy

| Discursive legitimacy: Politicians’ ear ]/

FIGURE 2 Data structure

locate mobility hubs where developers' fears of having to sell
apartments with highly inconvenient parking revealed themselves.
Our analysis of these choices was then informed by (1) what we
had already seen regarding partner interests and power relation and also
(2) by theory in the sense that we interpreted what business model ele-
ments and what sustainability tensions were at stake. In working with
the material, we also encountered many examples of power use, which
extended our insights concerning the role of power. In other words,
here the data spoke to us in new ways, suggesting that there was more

to the role of power than our analysis of relations had suggested.

4 | LOGICS AND POWER OF PLANNERS
AND DEVELOPERS

4.1 | Bureaucratic logic of planners

41.1 | Sustainability dominates among ends

The City has many policy goals, but planners particularly refer to envi-
ronmental sustainability when planning NV. Mobility has been identi-
fied as a major source of CO, emissions and the City has goals to
“reduce the climate impact of transport [...] and to increase sustain-
able mobility”, and “by 2025 the proportion of citizens' trips made by
public transport, bicycle, or on foot should be at least 65%” (City Local
Environmental Goals, 2020). Thus, the enacted bureaucratic logic
seems particularly aligned with the topic of BMIfS, namely, car-free
living and sustainable mobility. P3 explains: “We have frequently dis-
cussed that we need to prioritize walkers and bikers, but we have not

done it in practice, but with this plan we have pushed far”.

4.1.2 | Formal procedures

The bureaucratic logic favors formal procedure and rule-following,
and planners are hesitant to disrupt things, still, with NV they work in
new ways, together with developers in mixed groups dedicated to
NV's sustainability goals. Through this way of working, planners get to
educate developers on the intricacies of planning, but it is also very
time consuming, and planning must still follow many legal rules, for

example, plans should look a certain way, be publicly reviewed and

SO on.
4.2 | Market logics of developers
421 | Economic viability

Usually, developers do not get involved until plans are ready and land
is for sale, but in NV developers have been given a unique invitation
to participate much earlier, when planning starts. Developers, rep-
resenting some of the largest commercial construction and housing
firms in Sweden, now describe their role as to make sure plans turn
out economically viable: “We won't add costs to the project, so we
won't be able to build what we say we're going to build” (D9).

To get this chance, they agreed to NV's ambitious sustainability
goals, stating that: “We have to put sustainability first and decide
what we want—then the business models will emerge as we find win-
win solutions between the private and the public” (anonymous devel-
oper, Sustainability program, p. 10).

Thus, developers embark on turning these goals into plans with-

out really knowing if it can be done in a viable way, repeatedly raising
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concerns over plans being too costly and containing things that the
market does not want: “The problem with condo associations is that it
is not up to me or the City to decide, it is up to the end customer [...]
and the bank are those who decide the level of sustainability in the
end.” (D12).

Concerns over what buyers want are expressed especially when
it comes to mobility and car-free living, as developers firmly believe
that NV's buyers will own cars and want convenient parking. At least,
according to D9, “the buyers [who first to move to NV] will bring their

cars”.

4.2.2 | Sustainability learning

Although developers recognize that sustainability can be an end in
itself, they are primarily interested because more and more cities
demand sustainability from them and as cities control their building
and business opportunities they need to learn. D2 explains that |
want to have the knowledge that | need. So for me it was important
that we did something to learn and to be in the front of this evolu-
tion.” Thus, developers primarily perceive sustainability in NV as

about learning rather than achieving ends they have themselves had.

4.3 | Conflicting interests with much at stake

It is difficult to reduce the multitude of views expressed by planners
and developers to unified and collectively held expressions of means
and ends, yet, we still perceive clear conflicting interests and the argu-
ments that underpin these interests. While there are general differ-
ences in their views on sustainability across the NV project, these
differences appear particularly in relation to the topic of BMIfS, car-
free living, and sustainable mobility. This topic seems dear to planners
but problematic for developers, who believe that their buyers demand
convenient parking, for instance, as D2 states: “From our project in
[OTHERTOWN] we learnt, they just don't buy if parking is inconve-
nient.” In other words, the prospect of reducing parking is perceived
as something that does not make business sense and could make it
difficult for them to find buyers for what they build.

Planning also becomes time-consuming, as both planners and
developers are working in a new way, with ambitious goals that they
do not know if they can fulfill. It all depends upon whether they can
find those “win-win solutions” they have hoped for. But as more and
more time, money, and political prestige is plowed into the collabora-

tion, stakes increase.

44 | Planners' power

441 | Landownership and planning monopoly

The Swedish building law grants cities a planning monopoly, the

authority to determine what can be built within its perimeters, as P1

puts it “[T]he municipality is the one who decides what and where
[it] can be built even though you are the landowner”. Cities cannot
regulate everything with their zoning plans, but when they also own
the land, as City does in NV, their authority is exacerbated because
land contracts include additional requirements. Thus, City has consid-
erable formal authority, but the collaboration cedes this authority by
granting developers influence. D1 explains that planners need to “lis-
ten to what we have to say”.

That planners need to listen is stressed by the politicians who rule
them, they really want the collaboration, claiming that “it's also inter-
esting for us to develop a method [for] how we plan large areas and
how we find a way to have a good cooperation with companies at ear-
lier stages.” (Po1).

442 | Land and building permits

Control over land and building permits gives planners resources that
are necessary for developers' business. Moreover, DC explains: “Let's
make it clear, many of these companies have not gotten any land in
City for years.” These resources are controlled via planners' authority,
so sources overlap, making developers chiefly dependent, as evident
in that developers are willing to invest so much time and effort in
NV's planning without any promises that they will actually get land:

It wasn't any promises [just] a little bit. Like if you're
here and participate you will get some land, perhaps.
[...] But for [MY FIRM] it's about surviving. So we have
to build to survive and one of my missions in this job is
to get land to build on. (D2).

443 | Discursive legitimacy

Planners also possess discursive legitimacy by being able to speak
confidently regarding what planning legally and formally requires.
Their familiarity with the complexity of planning enables them to
frame what needs to be done, and why, in “rationalistic” language:
They repeatedly refer to goals, strategies, and measures and maintain

certain initiative, especially in meetings where they set the agenda.

45 | Developers' power

451 | Authority over how to build

Once developers buy land and secure their building permits, by
making suggestions that fit zoning plans, authority over how to build
is theirs. Then they can obstruct planners' interests, sometimes refuse

to build to negotiate more favorable terms:

But if a company comes and says: the economic condi-

tions are different now, we can't build what [City
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wants]. Then we're not able to say: no, you're wrong,
because we can't force them to build something they
can't sell. [...] then we might have to redo the zoning
plan. We don't want to because it takes a lot of energy.
(P5).

Developers can also “cheat” in various ways as plans cannot spec-
ify all details, and building permits are sometimes granted easily. Expe-
rienced developers know this: “T]here's been a lot of times that
[developers have] said: ‘I will do this, and | will do that.” And then
nothing happened. Developers just built a regular box house. And the
problem here is that is hard to control for.” (D9).

They don't trust us because [planners] want to control
materials and other things. In some ways, they are
right. | do understand them because there are many
developers in Sweden who have done awful buildings,
awful really. (D12).

452 | Building and market knowledge
Developers also have power via their economic knowledge that plan-
ners need:

| mean, we [planners] don't know so much about build-
ing residential areas but we have a lot of ideas. | think
it's nice to discuss with them how to achieve this. How
can we make it work economically? And of course it
has to work in the end. And they [tell us] what the mar-
ket looks like. What are people expecting in new hous-
ing nowadays? Things that we never know because we
don't have that kind of information. (P3).

If things are not viable, nothing may be built, or plans have to be
redone, which takes a lot of time and constitutes a major embarrass-
ment, and upsets politicians.

453 | Politicians' ear

Developers therefore enjoy discursive legitimacy in representing what
is economically viable, particularly to politicians. This has been rev-
ealed in a recent planning process when some of them protested to
politicians and got zoning plans revised. D2 recalls: “l don't think
[those planners] really listened. And therefore, five calls for changing
the [zoning] plan was made after the plan was finished and submit-
ted.” Developers' legitimacy was also shown at the start of NV, when
politicians had a high-ranked planner, who protested, removed: “[T]he
politicians were excited about the collaboration between the private
sector and the municipality. But the civil servant or actually their
[boss] wasn't really excited about this. She wrote [a] 23-page memo

about how stupid this was.” (D6).

But we were a quite new team of politicians [...] me for
example and the [City major]. We were interested in
doing this with the companies. [...] And it was a short
but quite hot discussion in the municipality between
different people from different departments who are
responsible for the planning process. [...] we wanted to
show to the market that we in [City] walk alongside

companies and not against companies. (Po1).

4.6 | Power relation: Mutually dependent but with
less authority for planners

Somewhat simplified partners' sources of power result in a power
relation where they both are highly dependent on having planning
continue: Developers do not get the precious land until planning is fin-
ished, and planners need to make sure that developers agree to every-
thing that is planned so that they will not later cheat. Moreover,
planners need to show their bosses, the politicians that they can col-
laborate with the private sector. Developers also need to try to shape
plans so that they end up with a sound business opportunity and are
not forced to cheat to make money: Future business opportunities are
at stake, City is growing, and there is more land that could be devel-
oped, so it is important for developers that City perceive the collabo-
ration as successful.

When planning traditionally, planners and developers enact highly
taken-for-granted roles, but here they step outside those roles to
enable a cooperative relationship. This implies that both partners have
implicitly agreed not to use their authority unless absolutely neces-
sary; planners cede their planning monopoly and give developers
influence, and in return they hope that developers do not cheat or
obstruct once land is theirs. Nonetheless, in practice, because NV is
still in planning, only planners have shared authority; whether devel-
opers will also share authority once they have it is another matter.
Thus, somewhat paradoxically, given their strong formal authority,
planners have put themselves in a more difficult situation, as planning
progresses and land sales approach, their dependency upon devel-

opers increases.

5 | BUSINESS MODEL CHOICES

So far the analysis have found that partners have strong reasons to
try to influence business model decisions, but that their interdepen-
dencies motivate them to not let disagreements spiral out of hand.
Below, we trace how this sets the stage for partners' dealing with four

tension-filled business model choices.

5.1 | Location of hubs

As planners prepare drafts over zoning maps, disagreements over

where hubs should be located erupt. These disagreements freeze
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planning for months, causing worry among partners. Location con-
cerns the value proposition to residents; more precisely, how conve-
nient parking will be. Planners want all residential parking in one hub

outside NV to discourage car use:

In the City we have made lots of investigations about
[mobility without cars] and we think that the only way
to make people leave the car and take the bus is to put
residents closer to bus stops, bike lanes and make it

easier to walk there than to go to their car. (P4).

The developers jointly protest that they “have to be rather close,
residents cannot have to walk six, seven hundred meters.|...] we can-
not have [hubs] outside.” (D8).

Planners believe developers protest out of worry that they cannot
sell apartments without convenient parking, but developers them-
selves argue that hubs also have social functions and therefore have
to be centrally placed:

We want to put the hubs more ... maybe not in the
middle of everything but there has to be some hub that
is rather central because the hub is not just a parking
facility as [the consultants] thinks. It is going to be a
social hub where people can meet as well. Maybe there
will be some local business there, with a kiosk, a store
etcetera. (D2).

Planners refrain from using their right to decide, resulting in a com-
promise where the planner responsible for mobility leaves, and two
different types of hub are drawn: parking-related hubs at NV's
entrances, somewhat closer to residents, and service hubs in the center.

This compromise likely reduces potential environmental value
compared to what planners wanted, as parking remains rather conve-
nient. Meanwhile, economic values are potentially enhanced, as

buyers may pay more for apartments when parking is convenient:

[A] higher percentage of the buyers [in this group] will
bring their cars in the area then [those who move into
the last parts of NV] That's what we have said all the
time: ‘you need to take that in consideration as well.’
[...] But the traffic planners in [City] they think: ‘let's
just do this way, this will be the most sustainable thing
to do.’ [...] we need to take the market perspective to
make it viable. (D9).

After the compromise, maps are finished and things resume.

5.2 | Initial investment

In 2020, planning starts on how to build the area's southern part

(NV1) with one parking hub (500 spaces) and one service hub. Now

concerns over value capture dimensions arise, more precisely, how to,
in the beginning, finance hub construction. If the hub is to be
ready when the first residents move in, someone needs to invest in
the hub before all land deals and building permits are completed, as
these are done during the 5 years it takes to build. Developers claim
that they cannot invest before deals are done. Meanwhile, the City
parking company has also declared that it cannot finance hub
construction. Thus, a choice must be made about how to distribute
costs and risks, as D3 clarifies that “The problem is that we don't
know if and when we will get land, we cannot pay for building the
[parking] hub before we have our land deals, and those could take five
years to complete.”

Now a task force forms, with P1 and P2, the parking representa-
tive (14), and three opinionated developers (D1-3). The latter quickly
seize control over the taskforce discussions, throwing figures and
calculations around, bewildering the two planners. In doing so,
developers leave out the task of constructing the service hub to focus
just on the parking one. They boldly suggest that the City should
bypass their parking company and set up a new company to borrow
money for hubs: “[T]he City should take this. The City has to borrow
money to start building the hub” a suggestion that shocks P1: “But
then all ends up in the City's lap, even if we make a good long-term
agreement, it is the same thing as when [our parking company] cannot
do this.”

Apparently acting out of their economic self-interest, developers
seek to have the City bear financial risks and costs, but planners
protest that this is made difficult by City rules. Instead, a compromise
emerges, less controversial but still painful for planners, to delay hub
construction for a couple of years and have parking on the ground

instead, which is cheaper:

It is not good for the image of NV, to have a large
ground parking for a long time, [..] it is 300 cars,
regardless. | get it, it's simple, maybe it is the only
way to do it [..] but we have raised expectations,
we have said that this will be the sustainable district,
and then, the first thing you will see is a large parking
lot. (P1).

This compromise does not trade-off social, environmental, or eco-
nomic concerns, as the decision chiefly concerns costs and risks of
value capture, what Oskam et al. (2020, p. 7) refer to as “value slip-
page”, conflicts over whether the division of value is perceived as fair.
Tensions arise within the economic value dimensions, out of partners'
conflicting interests to safeguard budgets and follow internal rules.
Developers' power use seems based on their market knowledge, with
which they set the agenda. It becomes clear that developers' main
concerns are with solving parking; they rarely mention the other
mobility services; hence, discussions brush considerations of social
and environmental values aside. In noting this, planners remind devel-
opers about the second type of mobility hub that is also planned, the

service hub.
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5.3 | Viability of service hub

In the disagreement over location, developers argued that hubs also
had social functions, but a year later, they suddenly voice skepticism
of the service hub's viability:

The service hub is really difficult to run commercially
[...] I cannot think of any solutions. [...] It is like with
ordinary premises to lease commercially. | have built a
lot of those. It ends up being the condo associations
that is to subsidize that rent for eternity (...) (D1).

Again, a disagreement over the value proposition emerges, as
functions to reduce residential mobility needs, for example, cafés,
stores, co-working space, social premises, repair, remanufacturing,

sharing, and e-retail delivery are suddenly questioned:

When we talked about it the last time—we had a long
list of things to make the hub the center of NV—it has
to be owned and operated in some way. If we cannot
run it commercially—have we taken in too much when

we have talked about the service hub? [...] (P1).

Arguing that such functions are costs without revenues, devel-
opers again suggest that the City should step in, because “Several
actors may be interested in building [a service hub] if it is clear that
the City will [pay] rent.”(D1).

Again, developers motivate their arguments with their knowledge
of how the market works, but planners protest that City forbids it to
become a tenant. Again still, developers suggest a new, less contro-
versial compromise, as D1 suggests that “the school can be a focal
point, one can use the school facilities around the clock for meetings,
we should not build meeting venues in vain.”

Thus, developers engage in bargaining by first introducing “hard-
to-swallow” suggestions followed by still difficult, but more palatable,
compromises. Planners, in turn, refrain from invoking their decision
rights and rely, defensively, on their own discursive resources, their
knowledge of what the City allows them to do. Disagreements juxta-
pose social, environmental, and economic values as the service hub is
key for social and environmental value creation, but if it makes apart-
ments more expensive, then economic value creation is compromised.
However, if the City carries the extra cost, then tensions are alleviated
(at the expense of tax payers) as residents get access to service func-
tions that have been paid for by the City.

54 | Hub functions

In 3 months of task force meetings, developers have dominated the
agenda with both discursive skills and knowledge, ensuring that diffi-
cult issues “end up in the City's lap” and making certain that NV will
have convenient parking but not achieving much regarding other

mobility services. P2 now grows frustrated and starts saying things

like “And here is me, the parrot, again—don't forget about the mobility
services”.

Planners now make use of their ability to organize the planning
process: they gather the larger mobility group again and shift focus to
setting up the list of mandatory requirements that needs to be
addressed for developers to obtain land. Thus, planners' formal
authority, and resource control, discreetly comes into play again. Plan-
ners distribute old lists of functions to remind developers of all the
items, besides parking, that they have already agreed on. The agenda
is broadened, from economic concerns and value capture towards
value creation, as the detailing of bike parking, car, and bike pools,
mobility-as-service-subscriptions, and so on, commences. Developers

soon realize that planners have taken charge:

Now things are more like they usually or, the City runs
things, it is the City as the planning authority that is
running and determining things. It has been more crea-
tive before. [..] It is natural, | don't know if planning
should be different either. [...] All your ideas, they have
to go into the authority's documents. And it has to be

done according to the law. (D12).

Slowly disagreements emerge again, as developers begin
protesting that too much is being added, awakening developers' con-
cerns over economic viability and abolished parking again:

A zero-parking project—how do we handle it in X years
when we see that it does not work? When we have
already built a parking house, | do not see the long-
term perspective with this type of goal. It is show-off, |
cannot see that it is feasible over time. (D2).

To deal with these worries, the smaller task force is formed again,

now to focus on economic viability:

[..] I can wake at night with a cold sweat, thinking
about how to fix mobility [...] [This stress] is almost
unhealthy. (D2).

We need a smaller group to work through it. (D3)

Thus, over 6 months, first planners grow frustrated and regain
control, only to find that developers' worries increase. During this
time, focus shifts from value capture and economic value creation,
over to social and environmental values, only to swing back as the

task force is formed again.

5.5 | Case conclusions
The four tension-filled choices that arise partly espouse contradictions
between environmental and social concerns, and economic ones but

are also aligned and energized by partners' conflicting interest. But even
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if developers continuously problematize planners' quest to reduce
parking, they do so rather discreetly. Possibly, they cannot make too
much of their perception of a conflict between what is economically
viable and what is sustainable, as their initial promise to build an inter-
national role model is what gave them the chance to develop NV, and it
is what will ultimately reward them with land and building rights.

Tension-filled choices also arise within the economic value dimen-
sion as partners disagree over the distribution of risks and costs. Here,
contrasting institutional logics are also in play, with developers pursu-
ing their economic self-interest and planners enacting bureaucratic
procedures partly designed to protect citizens (taxpayers).

Thus, while conflicting interests continuously seem to generate
disagreements over business model choices, partners make use of
power to try and sway things their way, within boundaries set by their
relation: We find that power here plays an additional role to what we
suggested before; power not only makes partners mutually dependent
and committed to stay in the collaboration to try to solve things, but
power is also what provides them with tools and tactics to shape deci-
sions and compromises without too obviously flaunting their self-
interest. Arguably, the <“collaborative” framing of the relations
between planners and developers influences what power can be used;
planners rely on their right to organize planning but not on their
authority to decide. Developers, in turn, make use of their market
knowledge to bewilder planners, grab the initiative, to not only come
up with solutions but also to frame choices as such.

6 | DISCUSSION

In this paper, we sought to advance our knowledge of how sector-
specific characteristics matter for collaboration and the subsequent

GOVERNMENTAL
LOGIC

Multiple
socio/environmental
ends; less concern for
value capture

challenges of making tension-filled choices in BMIfS. Below, we clarify
our contribution in terms of suggesting a model (see Figure 3) over
how compromises that trade-off value creation concerns are made.

Extant research's quest to better understand cross-sectoral col-
laboration in BMIfS is premised on two things: (1) that BMIfS often
entail, and should entail, the consideration and views of multiple
stakeholders and (2) that collaboration, via mutual learning and
resource exchange, can come up with better solutions that really
address sustainability issues (Pedersen et al., 2020). Yet, for this to
happen, partnerships must not only be able to sustain themselves
(Ashraf et al., 2017), so that business models are developed, but also
to produce BMIfS where social and environmental value creation are
not “lost in translation”. Thus, partners need both to come up with
compromises to tensions that allow them to continue but do so in
way that does not remove the environmental and social potential of
BMIfS. We suggest that our analysis of the interplay of institutional
logics and power provides important answers here, because it enables
us to understand not only how compromises to tension-filled choices
are decided but also links decision-making to value trade-offs.

This link partly stems from the type of institutional logics at play
in cross-sectoral collaboration, which, by definition, brings together
partners who are enabled and constrained by more or less incompati-
ble institutional logics (Bryson et al., 2015). For instance, much extant
research assumes that market logics make collaborating firms focus
on ensuring economic value creation and private value capture, the
profits they can make out of collaboration (Laasch, 2018). Our case
study certainly corroborates these observations. Thus, firms may
stress economic value creation in relation to any BMIfS-topic that
they collaborate around, whereas NGOs and governments, who cater
to a much diverse set of goals including many environmental and
social concerns, are likely more concerned with having BMIfS bring

DEVELOPERS’
POWER
Mostly based on
resources and
discursive legitimacy

Avoiding conflicts
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DEPENDENCY hand
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FIGURE 3 Business model choices and compromises
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about sustainable values beyond those that markets desire and also
be less concerned with capturing value for themselves.

We suggest that this general conflict of interests manifests itself
by aligning with and possibly exacerbating the tension-filled nature of
business model choices. That evokes the importance of power,
because if one party dominates another and can impose its interests
fully, we can expect partnerships to break apart as the weaker party
realizes that it cannot get anything out of it (Ashraf et al., 2017). This
tendency was perhaps hinted in developers' sharp protests against
having parking outside NV where they seemed to perceive that if that
decision was made they could not capture value and could just as well
leave the collaboration. Yet, in our case, rather than letting the part-
nership break apart, planners revealed to developers that their rela-
tion was, in fact, interdependent, by acknowledging these protests
and seeking compromise instead, even to the point of replacing one
of their own staff.

Thus, if partners are dependent on continued collaboration or
“pot committed” as one of our respondents put it using a poker
term, they instead try to get their way without risking the partner-
ship. Then a second effect of power comes into play: Power
provides partners with some means (but not others) to try and sway
things their way while collaborating. Here, not all types of power
are on the table but only those that fit legitimately within a collabo-
ration; a case in point is authority, the right to determine things,
which aligns less well with collaboration (Hardy & Phillips, 1998).
We suggest that it is the ability to engage in such legitimate micro-
level practices of power-use, to frame and reframe issues, engage in
more or less explicit bargaining, or bewilder each other with
arguments and knowledge that produce compromises. Thereby,
these abilities also explain the content of business model decisions
with their trade-offs between social, environmental, and economic
value creation. Moreover, power use energizes and drives BMIfS
forward to the point that it may be difficult to discern from learning
or co-creation.

Subsequently, in collaborations where partners' interests conflict
and partners are highly interdependent, one would expect the use of
less antagonistic forms of power, persuasion rather than authority,
something which Fleming and Spicer (2014) refer to as manipulation.
In our case manipulation also involved the collaborative organizing as
such, first by developers who got a business model task force set up
in which they outnumbered planners and, through framing choices,
produced decisions that steered BMIfS “their way.” But then it was
also countered by planners, who, in coming to realize what was going
on, took back the initiative and organized a new way of working that
they could control.

It could be argued that because public actors are used to run
things through their authority and attention to formal rules, they are
less skilled in manipulation than private actors, who, at least in urban
planning and other publically controlled sectors, need to get by
through creative skills in bargaining and persuasion. In our case the
latter seems epitomized by D1, whose rhetorical tactics and colorful
expressions never left him void of ideas of how to put problematic

issues “in the City's lap,” while managing to portray himself as always

acting with common interest in mind. Yet, as suggested by the above
example, planners did seem to learn how the game was being.

Thus, in suggesting that manipulation, rather than authority, is
what produces compromises and trade-offs in conflicted yet
interdependent collaboration for BMIfS, we propose that those part-
ners that are apt in using these forms of power are more likely to steer
compromises, and that if these partners are firms, we expect trade-
offs that navigate BMIfS towards economic, rather than social and
environmental, value creation. Moreover, our case leads us to believe
that, at least in particular sectors where public actors' authority is par-
ticularly noticeable, private actors may be more skilled in using manip-
ulation and thus increase their influence when partnering with public
ones. In combination, this suggests that cross-sectoral collaboration
for BMIfS may come with some limitations. If collaborations have a
hard time bringing forth business models that create social and envi-
ronmental value even before they have been market-tested, it seems
that they will have severe difficulties in pushing beyond existing mar-
ket demand necessary for addressing rampant unsustainability. Even if
partnerships may succeed in mitigating the tensions that partners feel,
and thereby survive, this is not the same things as producing business
models that steer towards a sustainable development (Schad &
Bansal, 2018). If sustainability conflicts markedly with market logics,
as it did in our case, collaboration may therefore make sustainability
worse off and it may be better for sustainability-motivated authorities
not to collaborate and push things forward through using their formal
authority instead.

7 | CONCLUSION

In this study we explore how sector-specific characteristics matter for
collaboration and the subsequent challenges of making tension-filled
choices in BMIfS. We do so via an in-depth longitudinal case study of
an intensive collaboration between City planners and developers
developing a business model for mobility hubs to provide residents
with mobility. We contribute theoretically to research of cross-
sectoral collaboration in BMIfS by modelling how compromises to
tension-filled choices emerge through an interplay between partners'
institutional logics, power relation, and subsequent power-use. In par-
ticular, we suggest that when partners have conflicting interests yet
are highly dependent on continued collaboration, their ability to use
manipulation is what produce compromises and resulting trade-offs
between social/environmental and economic value creation. Because
firms may be more skilled at manipulation in sectors such as urban
planning, infrastructure, and transport, where public authorities are
used to rely on their authority, we caution that collaboration may
make social/environmental dimensions in BMIfS worse off as firms
are likely to focus on economic value creation and value capture.

Our model over the contingencies among institutional logics,
power, and choices is likely not evident in all form of cross-sectoral
collaborative BMIfS, especially not those where interests are less con-
flicted or where power makes partners less dependent on each other

or some of them very dominant. In sectors other than, for instance,
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urban planning where authorities have less dominant roles, cross-
sectoral may look very different. It should also be noted that authori-
ties may also behave conservative in relation to a particular sustain-
ability topic and that institutional logics per se does not determine
partners' interests concerning a BMIfS-topic. One must consider the
particular socio-material contingencies of the topic as such; for
instance, City is a place with a history of poor air quality and policy
efforts to reduce cars but strong demand for cars among residents
and voters, where parking is cheap to build, unlike in the larger Swed-
ish cities where public transport works better, parking is expensive to
build and developers have found reduced parking to make good busi-
ness sense (Sprei et al., 2020).

Thus, while our study shows the fruitfulness of combining ana-
lyses of institutional logics and power to understand compromising
within cross-sectoral collaboration for BMIfS, more research is needed
to understand contingencies in other sectors, partner constellations,
and with other BMIfS-topics. We think that this points to fruitful ave-
nues for emergent research that does not to shy away from the ten-
sions and conflicts of interests that BMIfS involves. For instance, it
made us better understand the collaborative conditions that benefit
different types of value creation, under different socio-material condi-
tions, to ultimately benefit a sustainable development.

For practitioners our research suggests the need to think carefully
of what collaboration implies in terms of possibilities for advancing
one's interests and whether one possess the “power tools” necessary
to both maintain collaboration and address tension-filled choices
without compromising away one's interests. If one realizes that such
tools are missing, it may be better to prepare before entering collabo-
ration then, as our planners did, trying to learn while addressing
choices, as the latter risks generating compromises that are not in
one's interest.
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APPENDIX A

TABLE A1 Logics and power—exemplary quotes

Exemplary quotes—institutional logics In vivo codes
Bureaucratic logic of planners

(O)ne of the things that we've talked a lot about is trying to create an area where the easiest way to travel is by bike Sustainability dominates
or by bus. Even though this area is somewhat on the outskirts of the City [...] We have for long discussed that we among ends
need to prioritize walkers and bikers but we have not done so in practice but in this [zoning] plan we have pushed
far. There are streets that really prioritize [walking and biking] (P3).

It's about traveling in a more sustainable way. It could still be travelling by a car, with an electric car or a gas car. Or it
could be an electric bicycle or whatever. But [...] the best way would be not to have to [travel] at all. [...] OK, do you
really need that journey? Do you need to go to the shop? Because we could provide [package] delivery for a lot of
people through one journey instead of fifty. [...] This piece of the city with school and preschool so people don't
need a car to drive the kids to school. You could find [all] services locally. So people can stay in [NV]. It will create
time for people to enjoy more social relations in the area. It will cost less. And with that in mind, we started
[planning]. (14)

Interviewer: Let's say if we imagine the worst scenario, the most negative scenario for [NV] what do you see?

| see ordinary blocks with parking spaces inside. No green areas and lots of streets With many cars going on them as
well. So the bus doesn't have enough room. It's not very nice to walk because there's lots of traffic. Well, | think
that it is mobility which can really drag this project down. This is if you look at it in the worst way. But we have to
solve that problem because it really has to be very good to walk and very good to go by bicycle [...] Mobility
question [is] so fundamental in this project. Because we want [mobility] to be focused on not using cars. We want
people to walk and travel by bike and use a bus, not a car.[...] Connected with the City's overarching strategic goals
and objectives [...] [T]he vision of sustainable living and a car free living or less car-dependent living. Most
[participants] agree on that but we have different perspective of why [this is important] amongst [us]. (P4)

When we talk about sustainability and we talk about CO, in Sweden we should talk about ‘housing cars and meat’.
And here we work a lot with you have not to use your car. And if you have your car, it's a bit away and you have
buses closer and things like that. We should make it possible for a person to not own a car. (Po1)

Well, now there are different parts of the municipality that are involved in the project: the planning department, the Formal procedures
land development department, building permits. In my view these departments have a political home in the building
council where I'm the chairman or in the planning delegation where | am a member. So they are reporting what's
happening. And I'm also talking with people. (Po1)

Because if you don't have the support from the top leaders then when you start to find problems it is very easy to
stop [everything]. (P6)

The chief officials from the different [planning] departments are in the steering committee. But then they have to
secure things with the politicians as well. They cannot go their own ways. Because there are enormous investments
that have to made there before we can start building. (D8)

But | think it has been important not to step on some civil servants' feet, some of them have said “no, wait a minute!”
[...] Yes, that we are allowed to control things too much [...] but | think that is has improved over time. (D9)

Market logic of developers

We [developers] have to partake with our knowledge, and influence things so that the project turns out economically Economic viability
viable. Because you cannot ... if the City sits there, planning for castles, and we will not be able to lease out rent
those apartments and not sell condos either. (D1)

...] you must always approach [projects] from that financial perspective. And it depends on how many projects you
have. If you have like 100 projects you can do one and lose money and it could be ok on an aggregate level. But
from my perspective is you must come over the hurdle that makes it financially sound and then you do the other
thing. [...] | don't need to maximize the profits, | just need to reach that hurdle. When | reach the hurdle, then | can
sort of do whatever sustainability thing. [...] If we don't reach the hurdle we don't do the project. But when | reach
the hurdle | can do wood construction or carpool or whatever. [...] (D3)

| think the biggest difference when it comes to the [NV] vision is that we [developers] always bring the market to the
table. So we always have to know is that there're people who are willing to live there and be able to afford to live
there. And that's not always as clear with [the City] as it is with [us] developers. (D9)

I mean, if | have a good location | will sell all of apartments. That will always work. It's location, location, location, you

know, the first course in real estate. This location [Tomtebostrand] isn't A, it's probably B. So you can find B plus or
B minus locations. But the biggest problem is that it's 3,000 apartments. 50% is rental and 50% is condominium. [...]
That what was we agreed, that in the end the final customer would be the one paying for everything. (D2).

For me and everybody else who involved in the project it is an experience to do this together, we learn a lot about the ~ Sustainability learning
process and specifically about sustainability things [...] But we see this is education, you see this as a chance to try
this and engage in the participation may give some benefits [...] (D9)

(Continues)
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TABLE A1 (Continued)

Exemplary quotes—institutional logics In vivo codes

It is a business opportunity and this is also a good thing to learn from the other actors involved, their views and their
best practice [...] Initially it was a business opportunity. But a business opportunity with a sustainability twist. And
the sustainability twist is, of course, interesting, because we have to work ... | mean, the future is going in that
direction and we have to be working sustainable. And so why not? This reason [sustainability focus] was not a
negative thing. (D3)

Sustainability is such a big question now in every company. And | think the time for this project is quite good. Because
we need to work with sustainability questions and learn more about. (D6)

It is about learning. When we joined this, we could not do all of these things that we are working with now. (D8)

Exemplary quotes—power Codes
Planner's power

And second, or even more important, this is [the] planning and building legislation. According to these rules only Authority:
the municipality decides what to build even if they are not [the] landowner. [...] [Collaboration] has taken much landownership and planning
time, we have put a lot of money into this. [...] We have to finish this. | must be able to show my organization monopoly
that we got results. Would we get stuck in some way, [then] we would not be able to [collaborate] another time.

It would be detrimental (D2)

(M)any of the City planners are not used to working like this, it is new for them, to be open to advice from
developers, we don't control things, the City still controls things, | mean it is their land. In the end they are the
ones that decide. (D9)

Yeah, that's right. That's often how it is. The most of the planning is done by [the City] by themselves, then you
get to, you can say: ‘our company is interested in.” And then you make like an example of what you could do
from your company. And then you compete with all others. (D4).

Because it is cities that have the key role in [these] projects. So it has to be a municipality that wants to invite
companies to help them to develop. And all around the country it's not like that. They usually go like “this is how
we going do it”. Especially when they own land themselves, they can plan exactly what they want. (D10)

In a usual case it is very important for them if they get the land at all. Or if they get to build fifty apartments or Resources: land and building
500. It's very important for each company. In [City], which is a growing city, many companies want to build. So rights
which one we should pick to get the chance to build? It's sometimes a kind of difficult question. (P5)

Without the municipality it would be faster. But now we do it in this way because they are landowner and they
have the monopoly. (D3)

Interviewer: So it was a lot of uncertainty [for developers]?

Yes. Of course, there is still some uncertainty but less so (P1).

Of course land is expensive and there's a lot of competition for land (P1).

Interviewer: But you don't have any like a promise from [City] like you will get a land plot?

No, we don't. But as | see it would be very hard for City to step around any of the seven building companies that
have been in this project for the whole time. So | think | feel certain that the seven of us will get land in stage 1.

And after that it's up to us. If we do good job in that project | think we will have good chances to go on [...]I
think that since this is a lot of land my view is that if we get one project or one land plot then we will be
satisfied. If we don't get that of course we will not be satisfied. But | think there's an informal but not written
promise that all the actors from the group will get at least one plot. And | think they would stay that as a
promise. (D3)

...] sometimes they assume that the work at City is very strict and stiff. And, you know, we talk about water and Discursive legitimacy
we talk about trees and we talk about different things. [...] And we have to think about all these things at the
same time and try to make the puzzle. (P3)

But this is also a new [way of working] for everyone: how we as a group work together and we against the

municipality so to speak. And | think their managerial role works well with us.(D3)

So, | mean, there's a lot of different rules. And this is like it when you're applying for building permit. This is what

they look at. They look at different things and compare them and you must follow every single rule under law

otherwise you will not get the permanent to build this [...] And then we had sort of like a frame around the four
areas of the sustainability program. And then we had organized according to the vision. And then this is the end

goal: the vision, the framework from the sustainability program and then we said also the zoning plan is also a

product that is going to be a frame around that all. That's the legal document. And the sustainability program is a

road map. (P1)

Developers' power

(S)o important to have the developers as a part of this, to have their acceptance. Because since they've been a part  Authority over how to build
of making this it would be sort of impossible to say [later on]: ‘we don't agree on this ... This is not feasible ...
This is not possible.” | mean, we have an agreement on this [...]We must know that they are sort of living up to
what they're promising, that they are prepared to build everything, that they are not just sitting the land and not
finishing this. And sort of making sure that we had some way of making sure that everything was going to be as
we wanted [...] At the same time we wanted to make sure that our demands still affected the result. In the start
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TABLE A1 (Continued)

Exemplary quotes—power Codes

[developers] came to us and said: ‘we want to build something that is world leading’. And in one way we [the
City] wanted to [accept] the challenge and said: ‘okay. Show us how. You are experts when it comes to building
houses.” (P1)

But [the City] can't be too specific in the zoning plan. [The City] can demand it in the land negotiation, they can
say like you need to build something here. But | think when it all comes down to the building permit
[developers] actually going to say this is what we want to build and this is what we will do. And “Building
permit”, that department, can only look at the laws and regulations, they can't look at the land [contracts]. So |
think in City and other cities there's been a lot of times that [developers have] said: ‘I will do this, and | will do
that.” And then nothing happened. Developers just built a regular box house. And the problem here is that is
hard to control for. (D9)

Because in the other area here, in BEACH, we also had this collaboration in the beginning but when [developers]
got their land plots, they went away from [agreements]. They started focusing on only their land plot. And this
area doesn't look good. (Po1)

But if a company comes and says: The economic conditions are different now, we can't build what [the City want].
‘To sell we need to build this way and the zoning plan does not match it anymore.” Then we're not able to say:
No, you're wrong, because we can't force them to build something, they can't sell. And it happens sometimes
that they come and say something like that. And then we have to decide if we really want the houses to be built,
then we might have to redo the zoning plan. We don't want to because it takes a lot of energy. We rather would
have done it right from the start taking longer time.(P5)

| mean, we [planners] don't know so much about building residential areas but we have a lot of ideas. | think it's Resources: building and market
nice to discuss with them how to achieve this. How can we make it work economically? And of course it has to knowledge
work in the end. And they [tell us] what the market looks like. What are people expecting in new housing
nowadays? Things that we never know because we don't have that kind of information. So that's central. It's
interesting [...] | think it's nice to discuss with them how to achieve this. How can we make it work
economically? And of course it has to work in the end. (P3)
We have to make sure that people afford to live there as well (D8)
I don't know how to say, but we focus on these questions because we know that [the City]often misses these
questions. Like it's important that you get to higher top of the buildings because that's a big factor. That's a big
thing. When it comes to building house if you build it higher you get lower cost per apartment. So we try to
focus on questions like that and doing so we know that project doesn't come to a phase where it's hard to build
there. (D4)
We have that economic understanding and that is a security for the City, to make sure that this will be viable (D1)

But we [developers] went to politicians first [...] we went to the politicians and persuaded them that this [to build Discursive legitimacy:
NV] is a good idea and the politics then said to the [planners]: we're going to try this. [Politicians] are the ones in politicians' ear
charge. (D5)

And then when it comes to the building permit and all the details in the project [and developers] see they can't get
economy in the project if they follow the zoning plan. And [developers] inform us and again it's very hard to
stand up and say: ‘no, you're wrong’. Because they should know best and we have to ask our politicians. ‘Is it
okay that we [force] them?’ [...] And then in [City] we have a tradition of being very permissive. When
companies say: ‘no, we can't build this as we promised, we then say: OK. The important thing is that it's built at
all.” We have a tradition of that. (P5)

[In OTHER PROJECT], | don't think they really listened. And therefore, | think, five calls for changing the [zoning]
plan was made after the plan was finished and submitted (D2)

The lady that was the head of the zoning plan [for NV] wrote a 17 pages long letter that this was not the way
[planning] should work. But the politicians thought that this was great. ‘This is good’. So she was given another
job. (D5)

But we were a quite new team of politicians [...] me for example and the chairman [City major] of the municipality
board. We were quite interested in doing this with the companies. Our idea was that we could benefit from
[developers] putting in their knowledge in the project [...] And it was a short but quite hot discussion in the
municipality between different people from different departments who are responsible for the planning process.
For example, [P1's] former chief and some others wanted to [plan] by themselves. [...] And we also thought that
we wanted to show to the market that we in the municipality walk along with the companies and not against
companies. (Po1)
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In the City we have made lots of investigations about [mobility] and we think that the only way to make people leave the Location of hubs
car and take the bus is to put residents closer to bus stops, bike lanes lines and make it [closer] easier to walk there than
to go to your car. And the builders also say that if we have some nice buildings with apartments and then you have
[parking] like one kilometer away, they won't be able to sell the apartments. (P4)

And for instance we have the mobility hubs. We were supposed to make a decision about that before the summer [of
2019]. And we had a Friday meeting and everybody disagreed on how many [they should be] and where they were
supposed to be located. So then we created a small working group that would have four or five people [the task force
group] and work with this for a while and then come back to the bigger group presenting a solution that we all can decide.
(D9)

And right now we have something of a conflict, or at least an argument which is that the City's traffic department, or those
who work with [traffic in NV] they hired a consulting company called [consultants] and they have suggested that hubs
should be located out in the periphery. We want the hubs to work, and then [consultants] want to place car pools in the
buildings blocks [not in the hubs]. [...] So there are hubs there, but you have to walk damn far [...] if you are going to get
this to work, human behavior, | think 300 meters is reasonable. That is where you can have your parking. But if it is 600
or 700 meters—it may not sound much but it is damn far. And you are to walk there every morning. So the [City traffic
planners] have a conflicting view on this. We want to put the hubs more ... maybe not in the middle of everything but
there has to be some hub that is rather central because the hub is not just a parking facility as [consultants] think. It is
going to be a social hub where people can meet as well. Maybe there will be some local business there, with a kiosk, a
store etcetera. The bus will stop at such a central hub. We will have car pools and we will have the other things. There
will be one type of hub and maybe another type of hub that is more about parking, to take care of the need for parking
[...](P2)

You have made a suggestion. [...] It is not super-easy for the City to borrow money [...] But then [responsibility] all ends up Initial investment
in the City's lap, even if we make a good long-term agreement [...] When it comes to borrowing money, the City and Park
City are the same. This is not self-evident. So | think, which alternatives are there, what [else] can we look at? We are not
throwing this suggestion out but surely there are more actors involved [than just the City] [...] The risk with ground
parking, it is not good for the image of NV, to have a large ground parking for a long time, this temporary period, it is 300
cars, regardless. | get it, it's simple, maybe it [start with ground parking] is the only way to do it [...] but we have raised
expectations, we have said that this will be the sustainable district, and then, the first thing you will see will be a large
parking lot (P1).

[...] we have joint responsibilities, but | am hearing that, you want us to step in and take responsibility as developers. The
problem is just that it has never been done before. Sometimes we have built together and sold to another company. No, it
has never been done, it has always been a City-owned actor, it has always been the city owning [joint parking facilities].
(D2)

A lot of actors have done that [made temporary parking on the ground while building] around the country [...] we should
have ground parking first. We have parking on the ground for 3-4 years first [as we build the area] [...] We could have
ground parking until all purchases have been paid for, then we start building. It has to be done within reasonable time,
when we have 8 out of 10 purchase payments we borrow for the last 2, that have not gotten their land yet, and the other
8 will have to pay for that [loan] [...] We need D3's way of thinking. How is this temporary, moveable mobility service
provision solution to look like for 10 years [that it takes to build NV]? From what D3 has sent us, there are some solutions
that don't look to expensive (D1).

It [to start with ground parking] is exactly aligned with what we have said all along, to get cash flow early on to run mobility
services. It needs to be coordinated though, when we open and close ground parking and mobility hubs (14).

The service hub is really difficult to finance, it needs to be based on rental contracts, are these City-run activities? But Construction of
should [services] be economically viable, such as a café, then it will be more difficult [then if the City leases the premises]. service hub
(D2)

When we think about café and our services we look at them as costs because they cannot pay market rent. (D3)

Can the City put some activities [there]? Several actors may be interested in building [a service hub] if it is clear that the City
will [pay] rent (D1)

| don't have any promises when it comes to financing. In principle, our real estate department wants to own any facilities
[that] the City uses]...] it is an ongoing puzzle. But when you mention things like social venues, there has been nothing
said that the City should be the one to use these. We need more dialogue regarding this (P1).

It is like with ordinary premises to lease commercially. | have built a lot of those. It ends up being the condo associations
that is to subsidize that rent for eternity. [...] Very few locations [in NV] that will be commercially viable, perhaps just
around the central bus stop (D2).

Look at our old [AREA], there is one kiosk and one pizza place and we began building there in 1988. There are thousands of
apartments and one kiosk! (D2)

These premises can never sustain themselves (economically), they service the area, but there is no business opportunity in
running a pizza place there. (D3)
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We are going to build a whole new school [in NV] (D1) [...] | think that the school can be a focal point, that one can use the
school facilities around the clock for meetings, we should not build meeting venues in vain [...]Service-wise | think that is a
more tasteful solution. It may take 10-12 years before there is enough people [living in NV] to make the service hub
commercially viable [...] can have a café, a bakery there [at the school], a bike repair-school and -premise at the same time
(D7)

And here is the parrot again—don't forget the mobility services.[...] We are working with setting the base line requirements Hub functions
for storage and service of bikes [...] Mobility—will be a separate chapter [about it] in the Quality program. Where we
describe and illustrate NV's mobility [requirements] (P2).

Heated bike storage rooms—here we have a conflict. [...]Bike storage room that are heated—we cannot reach climate
neutrality like that. But maybe in five years—with innovation [...] Most critical is to have flexibility. We can be pretty sure
that there will be a flood of new sustainability solutions coming [...] we need to be flexible if we are to be a role model,
that is what | think [...] it is also the mobility services, | am not against them, but to have these areas heated so that it is
easy to use the bike, what is the energy target with that? We do not normally build heated extra areas, the climate effect
of that. [...] (D1)

We still have our sustainability program, our goals we want to fulfill, to reach what we agreed upon. We will need to
balance, between requirements and promises. [...]| Some may feel that they want to be more ambitious [...] But all
[developers] should reach the base line, that the base line is high enough for mobility to be sustainable. [...] Now [we in]
the City is controlling more of the process and is driving the planning. We are leading and developers are more in the back
seat. Maybe it is just natural, nothing is wrong with it. There will be more chances ahead, when you [developers] work on
your own buildings (P1)

These are containers, it is a small mobile store, it does not require space when it is not there, it can be loaded on a trailer,
comes a certain time each month. Interesting and cheap solution. (D3)

That is a conflict between goals—then we need to identify goal conflicts. | think—public or private [responsibility]—it needs
to be investigated more. It is a bit of catch 22 [...] What | have heard from all other prior projects: The payment for
mobility services should not be independent, it needs to be included in the rent, otherwise residents will cancel [service
contracts] after a couple of years (DC)

The City is now running things in the planning process, | feel involved in the mobility issues but not the rest of it. The City is
running things now. [...] That sounded really interesting, but what you mentioned sounded mostly like costs. [...] Bike
storage costs 42,000 per bike [to build] (D1)
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