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0. Abstract 
It is often assumed that at least the environmental aspect of sustainability can be defined in 
definite quantitative terms. However, we argue that sustainability is such a complex notion 
that already in its environmental dimension there are potential conflicts between different 
objectives as well as between long and short-term ambitions. When all three “pillars’ of 
sustainability are to be integrated, things become even more complex. In previous research on 
the environmental management of Stockkholm’s large brownfield development Hammarby 
Sjöstad, the concept of Situations of Opportunity was developed. That concept focused 
analysis on those shorter periods of the process when the City’s Project Team could 
powerfully contribute to the realization of the project’s environmental objectives. In this 
paper, we take analysis further in two ways: We apply theory on governance networks to 
arrive at a deeper understanding of the negotiations between the Team and the developers, 
contractors, consultants and other stakeholders. Furthermore, we use the concept of 
negotiated sustainability to analyse the epistemological disagreement on how the Sjöstad 
development’s environmental objectives were interpreted during the negotiations taking place 
in the Team’s Situations of Opportunity. The Development Contracts and the Mould Scandal 
are the two Situations selected; to support analysis, we identified two first-order aspects: an 
instrumental one, which is about the contents of negotiations, and an interactive one focusing 
on how negotiations were organised among the actors. Furthermore we looked at one second-
order, institutional aspect, analysing how negotiations were conditioned from the outside. The 
Olympic Games and The Team's Rise and Fall were the two story-lines selected for this 
analysis. Through analysis we find, that the more the negotiations were burdened with 
institutional and interactive rules, the smaller was the imprint of the environmental objectives 
on their factual outcome; and this in spite of the stakeholders’ not adhering strictly to the 
routines and rules of the Situation. In other words, the rule-regulated Situations resulted in a 
less ambitious level of negotiated sustainability. We also conclude that the application of 
governance networks theory produced a deeper understanding of the negotiation process. 
Finally we argue that the concept of negotiated sustainability was useful, and that it should 
benefit from further development through using it for the analysis of other processes of 
environmental management where several stakeholders are involved. 
 

Keywords: Negotiated Sustainabilty, Situation of Opportunity, Governance, Networks, 
Hammarby Sjöstad 
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1. Introduction 
Urban environmental management is a challenging planning task; one reason being that it 
rests on the assertion that intentional structural improvement of the urban fabric towards 
environmental sustainability is feasible. The optimism is clear; hard working change-agents 
(individuals, teams, institutions) can successfully push for more sustainable urban structures. 
However, as in any societal transformation process, questions arise: Which is the scope for 
intentional strategic change? What are the structural barriers beyond that scope, blocking 
change? More importantly: Which are the periods or moments in environmental management 
processes were substantial strategic change actually can (and does) occur?  

To explore these issues, the concept of Situations of Opportunity was developed in studies 
of historical urbanization processes (Weingaertner, 2005; Jonsson, 2006; Weingaertner & 
Svane, 2006). In these studies, Situations of Opportunity were seen as emerging scopes for 
change, both created and managed by change-agents working to implement more sustainable 
patterns of urbanization. In a case study on the brownfield development of Hammarby 
Sjöstad, Stockholm (Johansson & Svane, 2002; Svane, 2007), Situations were identified and 
analysed as parts of an environmental management process, using an explorative research 
strategy in combination with grounded theory (Strauss, 1987).  

In this paper, we elaborate the Situations’ concept by incorporating it into a broader theo-
retical governance perspective, in the pursuit of what we term negotiated sustainability 
(Engberg, 2005). By combining 'negotiation' with 'sustainability' we emphasize that policy 
decisions regarding specific environmental improvements are subject to conflicts and 
negotiations between different stakeholders. Thus, any environmental management process 
can be perceived as a matter of negotiating a number of initially differing 'sustainabilities': 
Different actors, who possess differing perceptions of sustainability and material and 
normative interests, fight over and negotiate specific interpretations of sustainable solutions or 
outcomes.  

We see the process of negotiating sustainability precisely as a Situation of Opportunity, in 
the sense that the negotiation represents an open-ended political process that could potentially 
result in an environmental improvement. The key question then is; as a change-agent pushing 
for environmental objectives, how best to influence and manage such Situations of 
Opportunity as a governance challenge? In order to develop this theoretical framework, we 
carry out a re-analysis of the aforementioned case studies of Hammarby Sjöstad (Johansson & 
Svane, 2002; Svane, 2007).  
 
2. Hammarby Sjöstad  
Hammarby Sjöstad is a large brownfield development site in Stockholm. When fully 
developed in 2012, Hammarby Sjöstad will have 9.000 apartments and 30.000 people are 
expected to live and work there. The area is a natural continuation of Stockholm’s inner city 
towards the south. Planning focuses on its waterside setting, transforming an old industrial 
and harbour area into a modern environment with a distinctively urban character, but also 
utilising its location close to the Nacka nature reserve (Hammarby Sjöstad, 2006). In its 
environmental programme from 1997, the project has detailed, in part quantitative objectives 
on for example land use, transport and energy. They were summarized as ‘twice as good’ as 
ordinary developments of that time (Stockholms Stad, 1997). 

Realizing the environmental programme of Hammarby Sjöstad is a process of 
environmental management. This is but part of the large and complex process of developing 
the whole area, and one that abounds in potential goal conflicts. In the case study, such 
conflicts on for example energy use and the lake view were identified. Successful realization 
also calls for the innovative use of policy instruments. The City’s Project Team used 
instruments such as development contracts and design competitions.  
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Fig. 1 Sickla Udde, plan. In total, 1 200 flats were built here, development ended 2003. Source: Stockholms 
Stadsbyggnadskontor. 
 
A main finding of the case study was the identification and development of the concept of 
Situations of Opportunity; these were defined as periods when the Project Team potentially 
had great influence over the process. The planning process leading up to a regulatory detail 
plan is one such Situation, the competition for an innovative car sharing system another. 
Some of the Situations identified contributed little to the environmental management, for 
example the detail planning. Thus, in a sense they were ‘chances lost’. Others were more 
successful, for example the integration of infrastructural systems. On the whole, the 
successful Situations were unique or created by the Team, but had little of formal power. 
Other Situations had more of power, but were burdened with a prehistory of routines and 
agreements. 

In the previous study, the focus was on the Situations themselves. In this paper, our main 
interest is in their prehistory. Thus, we identify and analyze two key events during the period 
that lead up to the forming of Hammarby Sjöstad’s Project Team, established in 1997 with 
representatives from the City’s main offices and real estate companies. Through analysis, we 
penetrate the question why certain Situations had greater inertia against change and thus 
contributed little to the sustainable development of the area, while others had less. What 
decisions, organisational conditions etc. made negotiations for sustainability more or less 
successful?  

 
3. The concept of Negotiated Sustainability 
In suggesting the notion of negotiated sustainability, we adopt the research tradition of 
Maarten A. Hajer (1995, 2003). Hajer argues that the environmental conflict should not be 
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seen as ‘a conflict over a predefined, unequivocal problem with competing actors pro and 
con’ but as a struggle over the definition and meaning of the environmental problem itself 
(Hajer, 1995; p. 14-15). Hajer's strategy is to deconstruct the dominant ecological moderni-
zation discourse, questioning the belief in the objective calculability and validation of 
environmental issues and market internalisation of ‘externalities' in a green economy 
approach. Instead he argues that the way environmental problems are defined and narrated 
determines whether they appear as anomalies to existing institutional structures, or can be 
processed by these same institutions (ibid; p. 4, 15). In other words the environmental 
discourse is seen as a conglomerate of different claims and convictions that are negotiated in 
the policy process in a way that reflects the stakeholders' perceptions of feasible problem 
definitions and -solutions.  
 
3.1 Definitions of environmental sustainability 
In the Brundtland report ‘Our Common Future’ (World Commission, 1987), sustainability 
was defined as actions that meet the needs of the present populations without compromising 
the ability of future generations to meet their needs; the environmental sustainability aspect is 
the long-term maintenance of society’s relationship with its resource base and waste sink, 
nature, for the benefit of future generations. From this follows that population densities must 
be kept below the carrying capacity of a region, that renewable resources are increasingly 
used, that priorities for the use of non-renewable resources are established, and that environ-
mental impacts are kept below the level required to allow affected systems to recover and 
continue to evolve. Specific projects and initiatives are to be assessed from a life cycle 
perspective; for a project to be sustainable, its outcomes should be produced without perma-
nent and unacceptable change in the natural environment on which it and other economic 
activities depend, as seen over the whole life span of the project.  
 
3.2 Defining negotiated sustainability 
Thus, a classical natural science understanding of environmental sustainability is that of 
societal metabolism – a quantifiable model of the flows of resources and waste between 
society and nature (Baccini & Brunner, 1991; Girardet, 1999). We do not disagree with the 
assertion that such a definition in principle is an objective standard according to which 
various development trends can be evaluated as more or less sustainable. However, our point 
is that the term sustainability in practical decision making situations is subject to both con-
flicting material interests and epistemological disagreement, since it is embedded within an 
array of competing understandings and social contexts. Furthermore, project-specific environ-
mental objectives and technical solutions are often ambiguous and might be negative in 
relation to the social or economic aspects of sustainability or other aims of the project. In this 
sense, sustainability is an open term subject to interpretations and negotiations in specific 
decision-making contexts, the outcomes of which might markedly diverge from a classical 
definition of environmental sustainability.  

By suggesting the notion of negotiated sustainability we underscore this dimension of 
epistemological openness, an openness that in itself provokes a process of interpretation and 
negotiation when concretised and implemented in specific decision-making contexts. We 
define negotiated sustainability as:  
 

The negotiating of specific interpretations – in a given situation and by that situation’s 
actors – of the epistemological and practical content and ramifications of the term 
sustainability, in a process that legitimizes these actors' specific interests in and under-
standings of sustainability in practice.  
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When stakeholders negotiate they resolve disputes and bargain for individual and collective 
advantage. The incentive to negotiate is that the parties potentially create outcomes that serve 
their mutual interests in a situation where they share a common objective but have competing 
or mutually exclusive interests. The outcome of the bargaining is typically a compromise or a 
stand-off. However, negotiation also implies creative (re-) learning; when ideas and interests 
clash, there is a potential push for developing innovative ways of solving the conflict 
(inventing new ideas, reframing existing ones etc.). 
 
4. Analysing Situations of Opportunity from a governance perspective 
The analytical concept of Situations of Opportunity was developed during the original 
analysis of the Hammarby Sjöstad case-study using a methodology related to Grounded 
Theory (Strauss, 1987). Comparable concepts can be found in political science, for example 
those of ‘windows of opportunity’, ‘policy windows’ and ‘formative moments’ (Kingdon 
1995; Rothstein 1996). In previous research, the differences and similarities between these 
concepts were explored (Brikell et al., 2003; Jonsson, 2006). To summarize: Unlike the other 
concepts, that of Situations of Opportunity exists within a framework of (limited) goal 
rationality. Thus, the Situation is an Opportunity in relation to an overarching aim; in our case 
a vision of the sustainable city. If we want to know to what extent the Opportunity was 
utilized, we need to assess its outcomes in relation to its aims. Furthermore, since we want to 
know why the Situation was a success or not, we should analyse not only the formative 
moment of a Situation, but also it's prehistory. Thus the concept of Situation of Opportunity is 
narrower than the other concepts in that it relates to a relative goal rationality. On the other 
hand it is wider in the sense that it by needs also includes analysis of its prehistory and 
outcomes. 
 
4.1 The operational network analysis 
In order to elaborate the analysis of Situations of Opportunity we adopt a governance 
perspective (Jessop, 1998a, 1998b; Bogason, 2000; Sehested, 2000; Engberg, 2003) on the 
process of negotiating sustainability. The perspective allows us to explore how different 
stakeholders strategically negotiate practical solutions. As already mentioned, we assume that 
material and epistemic conflicts exist between the stakeholders, and that these reflect (if not 
define) the specific understandings, interests and strategic positions of these stakeholders. 
Furthermore, we argue that the governance process is semi-open; on the one hand it is institu-
tionally embedded and rule and practice regulated, on the other it is susceptible to the 
incremental decision making practices of its participants. 

The dynamics of network interaction are analysed as a relationship between the strategic 
games played by participants and the conceptual stories that inform patterns of collective 
behaviour in the network. Games are rule-regulated negotiation processes in which 
participants seek to optimise their preferences through strategic interactions. Stories are the 
narratives, metaphors and world-views that actors use to interpret their collective experiences. 
Because stories function as a means to interpret new situations in changing circumstances 
they influence strategies (Münch & Smelser, 1987). When specific stories or narratives are 
agreed upon as representing a shared understanding they inform and direct the specific actions 
of participants in the network (Roe, 1994; Engberg, 2000; Koppenjan & Klijn, 2004).  
 
4.2 A double perspective on Situations of Opportunity 
In this logic we analyze the strategic impact on governance outcomes in Situations of 
Opportunity from a double perspective:  
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• as strategic bargaining games with focus on actors' objectives, strategies, resources and 
institutional affiliations (perspective: Playing the game), and  

 
• as games conditioned by structures outside the direct control of participants (perspective: 

Staging the game).  
 
From the perspective of a change-agent (network manager) such as the Hammarby Sjöstad 
Project Team, there are three basic and closely interrelated dimensions to consider when 
managing a network process (Kickert et al., 1999; p. 167-191): 1) an instrumental dimension 
that has to do with the formulation and implementation of substantial policy issues, 2) an 
interactive dimension relating to the manipulation and facilitation of negotiation and dialogue 
in the specific network game, 3) an institutional dimension that concerns the ways in which 
the institutional affiliations of network participants condition their roles, positions and strate-
gic capacity in the network interaction.  

When a network manager wants to influence network negotiations there are three obvious 
ways, directly related to Kickert’s aforementioned dimensions, namely (Koppenjan & Klijn, 
2004; p. 240-260): 1) the pursuit of a narrative strategy that articulates and influences 
substantial policy issues and the policy discourse of the network participants (agenda setting), 
2) a game-strategic approach that influences the network participants from the inside (game 
management) through negotiation, bargaining, conflict-regulation etc., and 3) the pursuit of a 
strategy that seeks to influence the structural conditions for the network game from the out-
side (network structuring).  
 
First-order perspective: Playing the game 
Tentatively, in our methodology for re-analysis of the Hammarby Sjöstad case with a first-
order perspective, we have two overarching questions:  
 
• First we identify the 'game contents' of the Situation of Opportunity, i.e. the substantial 

issues being negotiated. We then analyze the negotiation process with reference to actors' 
interests and possible (diverging) ideas and worldviews with regard to the environmental 
sustainability issue. How was the innovative dimension organized, to what extent were 
innovation costs covered, and what were the incentives to take on short-term expenses in 
order to gain long term savings in the specific Situations? Furthermore, can we identify 
examples of innovation caused by disagreement or conflict (the parties disagree on an issue 
but a solution is made that reframes the problem or develops a technical innovation)? 

 
• Second, for each Situation, we explore the strategic playing field from the perspective of 

the Project Team; to what extent did the Team members pursue network governance 
strategies to impact the negotiation game in line with the above (agenda-setting, game 
management and network structuring)? Did they develop specific instruments for direct 
and indirect regulation of the network game?  

 
Second-order perspective: Staging the game 
The main purpose of the concept of Situations of Opportunity is to identify possible and 
actual moments of negotiation and decision-making when intentional structural trans-
formation is possible. Furthermore, through analysis of the Situation’s prehistory to indicate 
(and in studies of the future to reduce) the inertia against change that is inherent in each 
Situation through rules, routines, previous decisions etc. The magnitude of this inertia has 
been interpreted in widely differing ways; compare the extremes of path dependency or 
muddling through vs. their opposites, the unrestricted freedom of action indicated by concepts 
such as ‘economic man’. Furthermore, consider the debates on actor-structure, micro-macro, 
actor-cum-structure, structuration theory etc. on the same issue. We argue that identification 
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of empirical social agency depends on theoretical position and analytical perspective; there is 
no shortcut to sociological and institutional analysis.  

In our re-analysis of the previously identified Situations of Opportunity, we pragmatically 
address the issue of inertia by supplementing the first-order focus of previous research 
(Svane, 2007) with a general outline of key institutional features and historical events that 
'stage the games' of our empirical focus. Inspired by narrative policy analysis (Roe, 1994) and 
analyses of discourse coalitions (Hajer, 1995, 2003) we in the following present two key 
story-lines that together illustrate events that conditioned the Project Team’s institutionalised 
context or practices from the outside, thus staging the games of the Situations that we re-
analyse. In their turn, these practices produced more or less of inertia during negotiations – 
against the various environmental issues at stake as well as through the institutional setup of 
the team itself.  

Finally, combining the first- and second-order perspectives, we can ask: 
 
• How did the enabling and constraining dynamic between the first- and second-order levels 

impact upon the Project Team’s efforts to effectively utilize the Situation of Opportunity?  
 
• Which were the measures taken by the Team in order to influence the combined processes 

at the two levels? 
 
5. Playing the Game: Re-analysis of two Situations of Opportunity 
The overarching aim of Hammarby Sjöstad’s Environmental Programme is that the area 
should perform ‘twice as well’ as ordinary new housing (Stockholms Stad, 1997). The Pro-
gramme has objectives under six main headings:  
• Land use, 
• soil decontamination, 
• technical supply: energy, waste and water-sewage, 
• transport, 
• construction materials, and 
• noise. 
There are also some social and economic objectives. They are, however, neither as concrete as 
the others, nor as comprehensive. 

The Environmental Programme has one descriptive, arguing part for each of the main 
headings. Arguments relate more to conditions in Stockholm and Hammarby Sjöstad, less to 
the global challenge of sustainable development or to an overarching vision of the sustainable 
city. In an appendix, the objectives are quantified as ‘operative guiding aims’, and mainly in 
relative terms: 80 per cent of commuting is undertaken by public transport, bike or on foot’ 
(ibid). The objective of energy is, however absolute: ‘The total need for supplied energy shall 
be at the most 60 kWh/m2’ (ibid). 

To realize the environmental objectives of Hammarby Sjöstad, all stakeholders of the 
whole development process must combine efforts; planners, developers, consultants and con-
tractors all have their share. For objectives on for example transport, waste and energy use, 
also the users and managers of the area must contribute. The Project Team thus has direct 
control only over part of realization. Influencing the other stakeholders though indirect, in-
formal means becomes a main task.  

The other stakeholders are not only numerous, many of them participate only for a shorter 
period; once the design phase is over, the architects are little involved according to Swedish 
practice, to give one example. Furthermore, stakeholders work together in teams, unique for 
each development contract. Thus, the Project Team’s counterpart in each development is a 
unique, temporary organization consisting of a developer and his consultants or a contractor 
with his sub-contractors. The Team is part of the City administration; each of its members is 
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also a representative of a City authority, such as one of the political boards, the Planning 
Office or the Stockholm Energy Company.  

Two cases illustrate the first-order perspective of the Project Team’s negotiations within as 
many Situations of Opportunity. They were compiled from previous research (Johansson & 
Svane, 2002; Svane, 2007) and here serve to illustrate the Team’s negotiations on sustain-
ability as a background for the re-analysis of the second-order story-lines. The period studied 
here is 1997-2003, from the forming of the Team until the construction of Hammarby 
Sjöstad’s first phase, Sickla Udde, was finished.  
 
5.1 Playing the Game: Development contracts in Sickla Udde 
In Stockholm’s planning practice, development contracts are signed by a developer and a 
representative of the Roads and Real Estate office. The contract regulates the construction 
process as well as the outcome. It is also an expression and a symbol for the partners having 
agreed upon a division of responsibilities (and benefits), all related to the successful con-
struction of the buildings. However, it does not replace the regulatory detail plan, another 
strong formal policy instrument that Swedish municipalities have at their disposal through 
their planning monopoly by law. Instead, they supplement one another. The two have one 
formal difference: While the contract is a document signed by two parties after negotiations, 
the plan is issued by the municipal office alone, albeit after negotiations. 

On Sickla Udde, ten contracts were negotiated. The signing developers belonged to one of 
the following categories: Private developers, developers belonging to the Federation of 
Housing co-operatives (HSB Stockholm) or municipal housing companies (Svenska Bostäder, 
Familjebostäder). HSB and most private companies were developing to sell the buildings to 
housing co-operatives, the municipal companies develop rental property that they will own 
and manage on a long-term basis. 

The negotiation situation is characterized by the fact that the signers have a strong interest 
in coming to an agreement; both parties want construction to begin. They also know that they 
will meet again as persons or at least in the same combination of organisations in other 
development projects. When the developer is not one of the municipal housing companies and 
the City owns the land, the Team’s negotiator can use the land price as a policy instrument; to 
some extent it can be used to compensate for the developers’ extra costs. However, this was 
not the case on Sickla Udde since the City did not own the land. 

The contracts were signed in spring, 1998, shortly after the detailed regulatory plan for 
Sickla Udde was adopted. Negotiations proper had no well-defined beginning. Instead, the 
signing of a contract was preceded by a long prehistory of preparatory positioning, between 
developers as well as towards the City. The prehistory begins around 1990. As part of the 
comprehensive planning in the early 1990s, Sickla Udde was divided into development areas; 
their potential developers were identified through a preliminary land designation. This is a 
political decision where the city identifies the developers to be and for a period of two years 
designates the land to these. The decision is guided by principles such as a fair division 
between tenure forms and different categories of developers. Depending on the political 
majority, the share of private vs. municipal housing companies as well as between tenure 
forms might differ.  
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                             Sickla Avenue bridge, (right). Photo: Author. 

 
The signed contracts have stipulations on adherence to the regulatory detail plan and a quality 
programme (including design), on green areas, parking and procedural issues. On the whole it 
is a standardized document, and negotiations follow strict routines known by both parties. 
Sustainability is addressed under the main heading ‘Environmental Issues’ with the sub-
heading ‘Environmental Programme’. When negotiations around the Sickla Udde contracts 
started, it was found that with one exception, there was little of conflict concerning the regula-
tory detail plan and the quality programme. On the other hand the contracts as signed had an 
unresolved conflict between two environmental programmes: In the texts it says that the 
developer ‘...undertakes to adhere to the Environmental Programme of Hammarby Sjöstad... 
/through/ ...adhering to the requirements of the City's Programme for Ecological Construction 
and strive for compliance with its aims.’ The latter already had been used for some time in all 
new developments in Stockholm and is a checklist with compulsory requirements as well as 
recommendations. The former is the project-specific programme developed for Hammarby 
Sjöstad. 

The Programme for Ecological Construction was already planning practice and thus should 
be ‘adhered to’. The Sjöstad Environmental Programme was new, and it is more compre-
hensive as well as more specific. Thus, negotiations lead to the wording ‘…strive for compli-
ance…’.  

The Ecological Programme’s checklist was appended to the contract with those objectives 
marked that the developer had agreed to follow. The potential conflict between the two sets of 
objectives was left to the developer to resolve. Only in one case, the so-called Mould Scandal, 
this later on became an issue between the City and a developer. Instead, it was resolved within 
each developing company: Most of the municipal companies and private developers already 
had their own general environmental programme, for example in the case of Skanska in the 
form of an environmental management system according to ISO 14 000. As part of program-
ming and design, each developer merged all environmental programmes into one, which was 
specific for the buildings that were to be constructed. ‘In practice, this programme is the one 
that will be followed in the first hand’ (Interview, environmental officer, January 2002). 

The Team and municipal housing company Familjebostäder had one conflict with the 
Team related to its development contract. It concerned the design of the building that won 
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third prize in a competition on best pilot project. The southern façade has solar cells for pro-
ducing electricity integrated into its design. This was suggested by the architect and accepted 
by the developer, but initially not by the main City planner. In the end it was accepted, based 
on the argument that the pilot project should be allowed to visualize the local production of 
energy. 

The conflict on solar cells had an underlying, much wider one that was not visible in the 
development contracts. The Environmental Programme has very strict objectives on energy 
use, 60 kWh/m2 and year. The Sickla Udde developers together compiled a report on how to 
concretize the environmental objectives to constructions (Kellner et al., 1997). In the report, 
they claimed that the energy objectives could only be realized at the cost of the residents’ 
comfort. In parallel, there was a debate on the merits and shortcomings of local energy 
production, for example in solar panels for heating or solar cells producing electricity. Was it 
technically feasible in an area that was to be connected to the district heating system? Was it 
financially sound? Should locally produced energy be excluded from the quantitative 
objective? This debate had no specific negotiation forum where an agreed-upon compromise 
could be found. Instead, it has been ongoing till this day. 

The contracts also stipulate that all developers and contractors should supply input data to 
the Environmental Load Profile (ELP), a computerised, Life Cycle Assessment based tool. 
This was not in itself a conflict, but developers and contractors were hesitant because they 
argued that great amounts of hard-to-find data would be required. Experience indicates that 
this was indeed the fact, especially concerning the chemical composition of construction 
materials. On the other hand, the Team argued that the collection of these data was a one-off 
contributing to the knowledge on the environmental performance of the area and its buildings. 
In the end, both parties were right: There were difficulties in obtaining data but the assess-
ment gave interesting results. However, no report has been published.  

During construction, one of the contractors through bad on-site management produced 
buildings that had severe mould problems when residents started moving in. This was the only 
case when the Team considered using a development contract for follow-up and to put 
pressure on the offender. It is also an example of the Team’s ability to ‘grab a chance’ at 
negotiations, and thus will be elaborated in the following. 
 
Analysis of case: Development Contracts 
The Environmental Programme of Hammarby Sjöstad was passed by the City Parliament 
during the Project Team’s first months. Thus, to the Team as well as to the developers the 
issue was introduced from the outside, from above. Sustainability negotiations between the 
Team and each developer thus to a large extent took the form of a “negative control game’, 
where both of the parties involved initially saw it as a costly and impractical complication. 
The first compromise was the inclusion of two, potentially conflicting sets of environmental 
objectives, where the established Ecological Programme was mentioned in more binding 
terms than the new, Sjöstad-specific programme.  

At the time, the city promised to contribute SEK 200 million to the extra costs for realizing 
the environmental objectives. However, in the end this money was never placed at the dispo-
sal of the developers. Thus, indirectly, the City deviated from the original agreement, reduc-
ing the developers’ budget for environmentally motivated extra costs. 

During negotiations between the Team and one of the developers, one conflict indirectly 
related to the Environmental Programme was addressed: Given that there should be a supple-
mentary local production of electricity, should it be designed to become visible as an 
educational measure, or hidden? Here, two aesthetic ideals clashed, the energy and the visible 
alternative getting the upper hand. 
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In the end, compromising between the two sets of environmental objectives was not an 
issue for negotiations but left to the individual developer, as part of concretizing the 
programmes to drawings and construction programmes. Only in one case did the Team con-
sider using its formal power to follow up adherence to the development contract, namely 
during the Mould Scandal. 

By law and through practice, the development contract is a powerful policy instrument. If 
skilfully negotiated by the authorities, utilizing land price whenever possible, it has the 
potential of strongly influencing construction. However, in the contracts of Sickla Udde, 
Hammarby Sjöstad’s first ten, this influence is not evident.  
 
5.2 Playing the Game: The Mould Scandal 
The Mould Scandal was a spectacular event occurring in 2000-01 and getting nationwide 
publicity. With a narrow perspective, it involved two main stakeholders, the Project Team and 
one of the contractors on Sickla Udde, Skanska. Furthermore there were several secondary 
ones, such as the other contractors, the developers, the press and other media and the National 
Board of Housing, Building and Planning. It involved issues of project management, building 
quality and residents’ health as well as of the contractors’ and the whole construction 
industry’s reputation. This Situation was a totally unique one: It is extremely unlikely that 
something similar will occur again. Our analysis here is based on interviews, a research 
report, documents, and articles in newspapers and journals (Samuelsson & Wånggren, 2002). 

The company group of Skanska is Europe's largest contractor. One of its construction 
companies was main contractor on part of the Sickla Udde development. As part of an agree-
ment with the contractors, officers of the Project Team made regular rounds on the con-
struction sites of Sickla Udde. In April 2000, it became clear that Skanska had problems with 
the on-site management of one of its contracts; construction materials were stored without 
rain protection, the concrete framework was not allowed to dry properly etc. The Team 
documented these neglects through photographs and minutes, and repeatedly commented on 
them to the site manager and his superiors, but to no avail.  

In January 2001, residents were moving into the buildings; the moisture problems, now 
clearly visible as mould and an obvious health hazard to residents, became public. 
Stockholm’s largest newspapers wrote about the ‘Moisture and mould scandal’, the specialist 
press followed. Since the Project Team had documented the Situation’s prehistory, its 
members could fully utilise the formative moment: They called a crisis meeting where all 
developers and main contractors of Sickla Udde were represented by their principals. A crisis 
group was formed, experts were summoned, the contractor had the site manager expelled, the 
damaged buildings were dismantled to their concrete frame and reconstructed at great costs 
etc. All developers and contractors unanimously declared that what happened was a ‘one-off’.  

Already during the early stages of this Situation, there were negotiations on the Team's 
initiative. The Team members tried to influence the site manager; when this gave no result, 
the local and company level environmental officers as well as others within the company and 
the Skanska group were approached. The Team claimed that the site management would 
cause moisture problems later on; the other party argued that the on-site management 
followed their normal practice. Furthermore, the site manager was known to build at low 
costs, which gave him a strong position in his company. In other words the Team argued that 
the residents’ health and the long-term qualities of the buildings were at stake; the company 
focused on their normal practice and on the economic side.  

The formative moment of the Situation was triggered by articles in the press and skilfully 
utilised by the Team. Not only the site management and the construction company but also 
the other contractors and the developers of Sickla Udde were actively involved in negotiations 



12  (19) 

when Skanska was ‘brought to book’. Thus this was a negotiation where one party, the Team, 
had the upper hand and the others were on the defensive. 

Later on, the National Board of Housing, Building and Planning organised a round table 
with representatives from the construction and real estate sector. The issue was to what extent 
the sector can be assumed to use internal control instead of being controlled by local and 
national authorities. In the previous decade, Swedish law on planning and construction had 
abolished the institution of municipal inspection, but now this was at least momentarily 
questioned. 
 
Analysis of case: The Mould Scandal 
Two main sustainability issues were at stake here, those of residents’ health and of con-
struction quality, respectively. In the later, public part of the conflict, there was a shift of 
focus towards the Sickla Udde contractors’ public reputation and even that of the construction 
industry in general.  

Negotiations on these issues had three phases: The first was a conflict between the Team 
and Skanska, first represented by the site manager, later on by environmental officers and 
their principals. The Team was on the defensive but documented what they could not amend. 
Skanska’s representatives argued in terms of economy and ‘ordinary practice’. The second 
phase started when the problem became public. The Team’s counterparts now included all 
contractors and developers of Sickla Udde, the documentation created a situation with little of 
negotiation, more of persuasion and the Team’s exercise of informal power. During the third, 
the number of stakeholders at least indirectly grew to include the whole construction industry. 
In this phase, the Project Team played a secondary role, but the pressure on Sickla Udde’s 
developers remained. Discussion was widened to include also the issue of internal contrac-
tors’ quality control vs. societal inspections.  

Two results remain after public interest waned: The Hammarby Sjöstad contractors have 
developed methods for construction under covering and improved the on-site storage of 
materials. Furthermore, the Project Team and the contractors agreed that the Team shall make 
regular inspections and rounds, take minutes, and discuss problems with the contractors’ site 
managers. This voluntary agreement remains in force and is written into the development 
contracts of the later phases of Hammarby Sjöstad. In their environmental reports, the Team 
shows that it has considerably influenced on-site management and construction routines 
(Stockholms Stad, 2003). Following the debate in the specialist press, the national authorities' 
intervention etc., the ‘Mould Scandal’ influenced contractors nationwide. 
 
5.3 Recapitulation: The strategic approaches of the Project Team 
Looking at the ways in which the Project Team approached the Situations of Opportunity as 
accounted for above, it is possible to retrospectively analyse the strategies developed by the 
team: 
 
• First of all, the Team did not articulate a progressive narrative on environmental construc-

tion practice or a specific environmental policy agenda of its own for Sickla Uddde.  
 
• Second, the approach used by the Team in negotiations of development contracts was 

essentially based on a voluntary strategy in which the participants sought to reach 
agreement and mutual understanding. Neither the Team nor the developers tried to exceed 
the level of ambition present in the Environmental Programme; instead, there were com-
promises that reduced the ambitions concerning for example energy use. 

 
• Third, the consensus-oriented strategic approach influenced those Situations of Opportu-

nity faced by the Team that were marked by disagreement or conflict. For example in the 
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Mould Scandal, the Team strengthened its supervisory role via a media strategy that forced 
contractors to implement better construction routines. On the other hand, in the develop-
ment contract negotiations, the Team more readily accepted the less ambitious positions of 
the contractors. 

 

6. Staging the game: Analysis of the Team’s strategic playing field 
By law and practice, the development contracts of Sickla Udde were a powerful policy instru-
ment for the Project Team in negotiating to realize the Environmental Programme. However, 
their full potential was not utilized. On the other hand, the Team’s actions during the Mould 
Scandal profoundly influenced the developers’ construction practice, although the formal 
power was restricted. To explore the difference, we re-analyse the events leading up to these 
Situations of Opportunity, their prehistory. Analysis utilizes the theory on network gover-
nance and its related concepts that were outlined above. As before, we use empirical data such 
as interviews, documents, observations etc. from previous research (Johansson & Svane, 
2002; Svane, 2007).  

     
Diagram illustrating the extension in time of the Situations of Opportunity studied and their relations to other events. 

 
The City’s Project Team was established in January 1997, and remains in function till this 
day, albeit re-organised several times. It had a head, a secretariat and seven representatives 
from the city’s offices and companies, the “heavy’ ones being the City Planning office, the 
Roads and Real Estate Office and the Environmental Office. During those first years, the 
Team was a true project organization, outside the ordinary line organization of the City. 
Following a change of political majority from left to right, it was made part of the Roads and 
Real Estate office from 1999 on. 
 
6.1 Story-line 1: How Olympics’ competition invigorated Stockholm's spatial planning 
regime 
During the mid-nineties, leading politicians of Stockholm started acting powerfully for 
making the City the site of the 2004 Olympic Games. Consultants that helped Australia in 
writing their application for the 2000 games were engaged, and it was decided that the 
Hammarby Sjöstad area was suitable as the Olympic village. In general, the planning activi-
ties and interest in the area quickly gained momentum. The application process proper was 
just two years, from the City Parliament’s accepting the proposal in late 1995, over the formal 
application in August 1996, to the International Olympic Committee’s giving the Games to 
Athens in September 1997. 
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However, during that short period many activities were initiated or drastically influenced 
in ways that have formed the whole of the rest of the development of Hammarby Sjöstad, 
including its focus on environmental issues and sustainability. The Environmental Program-
me, the Quality Programme for Design and the Hammarby Model for infrastructural services 
were all compiled and passed; work on Sickla Udde’s regulatory detailed plan was ongoing 
and the development contracts for the same area were negotiated. The involvement of 
Stockholm’s leading politicians in the project as well as of a steering committee consisting of 
the heads of the City’s ‘heavy’ offices and of the infrastructure companies established the 
Team as the City’s main co-ordinating and executing body. In general, it indicates that the 
most influential politicians and city officers were prepared to and indeed did go far beyond 
the City’s ordinary routines of planning and development to get the Olympics.  

Of equal importance is the fact that that key document of the Sjöstad development, the 
Environmental Programme, was initiated through the involvement of the Australian 
consultants. It was then developed by middle-level officers from the City’s main offices and 
infrastructure companies, and unanimously passed in the City Parliament during spring, 1997, 
that is after the application to the Olympic Committee had been sent in but before the negative 
decision was taken. One of the mid-level officers indicates in an interview that the draft 
Programme of the consultants was more far-reaching than the later versions. When a draft was 
circulated for consideration to the City’s offices and companies, the first reaction was ‘an out-
cry’; however, after internal discussions in the line organization, changes were few. The 
objectives on energy were even sharpened, following an initiative of one of the political 
parties. As we have seen, this lead to protests from the developers, who argued that the level 
of energy use indicated in the Environmental Programme could only be realized at the cost of 
the residents’ comfort (Kellner et al., 1997).  
 
6.2 Story-line 2: The rise and fall of the Project Team 
The second story-line follows the Project Team from its being established in 1997, through its 
re-organizations up till 2003: Once established, the Project Team had less than a year with the 
full impact of the City’s competing for the Olympic Games. The first direct consequence of 
the ‘No’ to the Games was that time pressure was reduced. Also the plans for the area 
changed; the construction of an arena and the temporary adaptation of housing as Olympic 
village were no longer necessary. Equally important, but only gradually having the effect of 
‘staging’, was the fact that the strong interest of top politicians and City officials waned. In 
spite of this fact, all involved declared that the Team and the Environmental Programme were 
to remain intact, and still to guide planning and construction. Thus, the programme as a whole 
has remained unchanged and can still be found on the Sjöstad Project’s web pages 
(Hammarbysjostad, 2007). However, the last time that it was publicly used by the Team as 
part of the management process was in 2002 –03, as the basis for comprehensive evaluation 
of the project. This was undertaken by the Team’s environmental officer and published as the 
Team’s latest (last?) Environmental Report (Stockholms Stad, 2003).  

One year after the ‘No’, an election was held and the result was the change to a right-wing 
political majority in Stockholm, its full effect beginning by 1999. The new majority changed 
the Team’s internal organization and staff, and also subordinated it to the Roads and Real 
Estate Office. From then on, the Team’s premises were no longer in the Sjöstad construction 
area but in the City administration’s ordinary office building. Thus the Team became less in-
dependent. On the other hand, as the new head of the team argued, the Team should have 
more influence over the large investments that the Roads and Real Estate office was to make 
in roads and other infrastructure. In one of our interviews, the Roads and Real Estate officer 
in charge confirmed this, indicating that Environmental Programme based investments such 
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as the innovative storm water treatment of Hammarby Sjöstad would have been difficult to 
purchase in the original organization. 

The first head of the Team was appointed because he had successfully lead an earlier, 
similar organization, and the reorganization might have influenced him to quit. The new one 
had previous experience from construction and consultancy, and accepted the new conditions. 
Early on, he took the strategic measure of compiling the overarching aims of the whole 
development, inclusive the main points of the Environmental Programme, as one document, 
the ‘Success Criteria’. One of his ambitions with the Criteria was to take away internal 
inconsistencies and contradictions, and reformulate the whole in a concise, communicative 
way. Interestingly the Criteria did not give any objectives for the energy use, which had 
initiated so much of discussion a few years earlier. Taking a totally different approach to 
reducing the use of energy, the new head applied for European Union funding for the instal-
lation of individual metering and debiting of heating and hot water, which is not Swedish 
practice. He claimed that this measure on its own should reduce energy use by 20 percent 
(Interview, February, 2003). The Success Criteria never gained official status e.g. through 
political decisions; however, in interviews some of the contractors and developers as well as 
the Team’s environmental officer argued that it facilitated later negotiations.  

During the first years of the 2000s, residents started moving into the new buildings on 
Sickla Udde. Thus, from then on a new stakeholder came on the negotiation arena. At general 
meetings organized by the Team, residents claimed that there was not enough space to park 
their cars. Thus, they re-introduced another, potentially politically hot topic: Initially, the 
planning norm had been set at 0,5 place per flat, the same as in the central parts of the City; as 
a result of residents’ pressure backed up by the new political majority, the norm was increased 
to 0.7 in the later phases of the Sjöstad development.  

The Team then remained relatively unchanged until late in 2002, when this second head of 
Team retired and was replaced by yet another man from the construction industry. Thus, after 
1999 the Team had almost three years when there was comparatively little of ‘staging’ of their 
game, their negotiation processes. One main exception was the so-called Mould Scandal 
already discussed. Following it, the Team had more of informal influence through its 
members’ expert handling of negotiations. The Scandal also lead to formalized inspections or 
rounds being formalised as part of the agreements in the later development contracts. The 
latter is still in effect. 
 
6.3 Analysis of story-lines 
During the early 1990s, comprehensive planning of the Hammarby Sjöstad area started 
leading to concrete actions: The City gave out preliminary land assignments to potential 
developers, land was sold and purchased etc. The overarching visions at the time could be 
characterized by words such as ‘modern’, ‘inner city-like’, ‘urban’, ‘dense’, ‘lake view’ and 
‘close to nature’.  

The introduction of the idea of Stockholm as host for the 2004 Olympic Games did not 
take away that vision but it added much that has become unique with Hammarby Sjöstad, in 
organisational terms as well as in its environmental venture. Stockholm’s top politicians and 
officials saw the need for rapid, concerted action, which in its turn lead to the establishment of 
the Team. A comprehensive and challenging Environmental Programme was deemed 
necessary. Together, the project organisation, the active involvement of leading politicians 
and City officers as well as the general public interest quickly established a unique second-
order strategy (Koppenjan & Klijn, 2004) that set the structural conditions for the Project 
Team’s network game from the outside (network structuring). Furthermore, the Environ-
mental Programme was established as an influential narrative strategy that articulated the new 
policy discourse. In all, during this short period of the Sjöstad development, the top actors 
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experienced little of inertia against deviating from the City offices’ established routines and 
strategies. 

However, during its first year and a half, the Team had the construction of an Olympic 
Village as its main objective; the Environmental Programme as well as all other documents 
and policy instruments were all means to that end. With the ‘No’ to the Olympics, the politi-
cians’ and principal City officers’ interest gradually waned, outside pressure on the Team was 
reduced. The new, right-wing political majority re-organized the Team; only now, the 
Environmental Programme’s ‘Twice as Good’ became an overarching development objective 
on a level with the original vision, instead of a means for getting the Olympics.  

The Environmental Programme was initiated before the Team was established and passed 
by the city parliament during the Team’s first months of existence. During the period between 
the Team’s establishment and the ‘No’ (January 1997 through September 1998), other 
strategic documents such as the Sickla Udde development contracts, the same area’s regula-
tory detail plan and the quality programme were finalized and decided upon with the active 
involvement of the Team. For example the ambiguous treatment of the Environmental 
Programme in the development contracts should be understood in that light. Furthermore, all 
of these documents had a prehistory going back before the time when the Team was formed. 
For that reason, too, the Environmental Programme initially was seen by some of the Team 
members as well as by some developers as a complication added to an ongoing process. Thus, 
most of the formative forces related to the Team as organization and to the issue of sustain-
ability came from politicians and City officials that were all outside the Team and its primary 
counterparts, the developers and their consultants. In other words, the basic conditions for and 
first experiences of negotiating sustainabilities and utilizing Situations of Opportunity were 
set from the outside, as a second-order strategy within which the Team and the developers 
were expected to ‘Play the Game’.  
 
7. Conclusion 
The case study clearly illustrates how the topic of environmental sustainability in 
environmental management processes is subject to processes of negotiation, interpretation and 
conflict in real-life situations, in this case in the construction and development of Hmmarby 
Sjöstad’s Sickla Udde. To illustrate this, we conducted a re-analysis of two Situations of 
Opportunity faced by the development’s Project Team that was established to guide and co-
ordinate the project. Inspired by governance theory, we adopted a double perspective in 
analysis: 1) how did the Team manage and play their strategic games in relation to the other 
actors? 2) How was the strategic playing field of the team conditioned by external develop-
ments staging the scene for these particular games? Obviously, the interesting question then 
becomes 3) to what extent the strategic horizon of the Team included this deeper (second-
order) level, and whether its members took steps to influence on this level. 

To begin with the latter question, our story-lines illustrate that the Project Team did not 
embark upon second-order strategies aimed at changing the rules of the game for the team's 
negotiations with developers and contractors. In essence, the Team adopted a consensus-
seeking and conformist approach during the initial planning stage and the negotiation of 
development contracts, and no explicit attempts were made to question or change its powers 
or prerogatives. Considering the Team’s organisation, it makes sense that it did not seek to 
influence its capacity to push for improved environmental performance; although the team did 
manifest the City policy, it was not a political body oriented to push for still better policies, 
standards and practices. Instead, it was essentially an administrative body collecting and 
coordinating relevant professional knowledge, and as such composed by representatives from 
relevant administrative offices and companies of the City.  
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When evaluating the strategic choices made by the Team, the Environmental Programme is 
the obvious starting point and base line. When negotiating the development contracts with 
each of the ten developers of Sickla Udde, the Team compromised in relation to the Program-
me in more than one way. First, through combining it in an unclear way with the City's 
already established programme for Ecological Construction, and second through specifying 
that the Programme's quantitative objectives were not binding. Furthermore, negotiations 
concerning the level of energy use were also resolved through non-binding wordings. This 
outcome should also be related to the fact that at the time of negotiations the City promised 
SEK 200 million to cover the developers' extra costs for realising the programme, a funding 
promise which was never carried through.  

In all, we found that the Team compromised in relation to the sustainability objectives of 
the Environmental Programme in some ways, but also succeeded in retaining the original 
aims in part. In its Environmental Report of 2002/2003, the Team openly discusses goal 
achievements so far in relation to the Programme, but without directly relating outcomes to 
the agreements of the development contracts or other policy instruments. Since the City in 
general has a strong position in these negotiations, why these compromises? 

Our analysis of the strategic playing field suggested further explanations. Although 
negotiations proper took place during a short period, preparatory positioning had been 
ongoing for years and resulted in preliminary land assignments, land purchase etc. The Team 
was not established until late in this process, when the City was in the middle of applying for 
the Olympic Games. The Environmental Programme was developed at the same time and as a 
means to get the Olympics; the political focus and enthusiasm went down when Stockholm 
did not get the bid, and the Programme was introduced into negotiations as a finished product, 
not developed with the involvement of the Team or the developers. 
   
Reflections and further research questions 
The term 'negotiated sustainability' touches upon a democratic dilemma: If sustainability 
issues are opened to negotiated compromise, balancing off absolute environmentalist goals 
against pragmatic vested interests, sub-optimization is likely to be the result. This is particu-
larly challenging when the exponentiality of current non-sustainable trends is acknowledged: 
Small changes have large long-term impacts, and if necessary actions are delayed today, they 
will require double effort tomorrow. As shown above, this dilemma is present in a social 
context where different parties with different agendas negotiate their sustainabilities in a non-
absolute and relatively pragmatic way. From the point of view of present and future 
generations this issue needs to be taken very seriously; there is an urgent need to develop our 
analytic capacity for understanding and proactively identifying both institutionalised barriers 
and Situations of Opportunity, all in order to realise substantial changes towards 
environmental sustainability.  

In future research we want to develop the notion of negotiated sustainability with a gover-
nance perspective on Situations of Opportunity that better allows for such a proactive policy 
development. How do change-agents proactively position themselves in network relations in 
order to impact not only the specific games but also the rules of the games being played, 
hence strengthening their own change-agendas in the face of institutionalised, bureaucratic 
power? How to develop a strategic and reflexive position that constructively deals with 
frustration and increases the collective climate for innovation? Our hypothesis is, that the 
more such strategic considerations and capacities are developed in the prehistory and 
formative moment of a Situation of Opportunity, the more likely it is that the Situation will 
become a "chance taken" instead of a "chance lost" in relation to the overarching, guiding 
vision of a sustainable city. 
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