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Abstract 

The integrated profit and loss (IP&L™) model is a model that provides a holistic performance 

evaluation of the organisation. The purpose of this study has been to explore how IP&L™ can 

be used in a wider setting and contribute towards more sustainable practices for an industry. 

The aim has therefore been to investigate advantages of having a widespread usage of the 

IP&L™ method, and to find out how the method can be spread to more companies. Based on 

this, the following three research questions was developed: 

What are the advantages of IP&L™ within an industry? 

What are the key factors in order to spread IP&L™ to other companies? 

What are the prerequisites for collaboration around IP&L™?  

The study has had a deductive and qualitative approach, investigating two different case 

companies. One company within the Australian water industry, and one within the Swedish 

forest industry. Data was collected through interviews with representatives from three different 

perspectives of working with IP&L™ within each company; the strategic perspective of 

sustainable development, the perspective of integrated reporting, and the market and customer 

perspective. It has been found that the main advantages of IP&L™ within an industry is that it 

develops consensus and new norms, enhances the external communication, and improves 

industry reputation. In order to spread IP&L™ to other companies, the study show that 

collaboration is an important factor, and to establish fruitful collaboration around IP&L™, it is 

important with leadership and dialogue. 

This study contributes to theory by providing knowledge around the specific IP&L™ model. It 

further has a practical contribution in the sense that it provides deeper knowledge around the 

IP&L™ and its usefulness, and can serve as a foundation for organisations in further developing 

how they use IP&L™. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

Sammanfattning 

Modellen Integrated profit and loss (IP&L™) är en modell som utvärderar en organisation och 

dess påverkan ur ett holistiskt perspektiv. Syftet med den här studien har varit att undersöka hur 

IP&L™ kan användas i ett bredare sammanhang och bidra till mer hållbara arbetssätt inom en 

industri. Målet har därför varit att se vad det finns för fördelar med att ha en utbredd användning 

av IP&L™ metoden, och att ta reda på hur metoden kan spridas till fler företag. Utifrån detta 

togs följande tre forskningsfrågor fram: 

Vad finns det för fördelar med att jobba med IP&L™ inom en industri?   

Vilka är nyckelfaktorerna för att sprida IP&L™ till andra företag? 

Vad är de nödvändiga förutsättningarna för samarbete kring IP&L™? 

Studien har haft en deduktiv, kvalitativ ansats där två fallföretag har undersökts. Ett företag 

inom den australiensiska vattenindustrin och ett inom den svenska skogsindustrin. Data har 

samlats in genom intervjuer med representanter från tre olika perspektiv av att jobba med 

IP&L™; det strategiska perspektivet av hållbar utveckling, perspektivet av integrerad 

rapportering, samt ett marknads och kundperspektiv. Det har visat sig att de huvudsakliga 

fördelarna av IP&L™ inom en industri är att det skapar konsensus och nya normer, förbättrar 

den externa kommunikationen, samt förbättrar industrins rykte. För att sprida IP&L™ till andra 

företag visar studien att samarbete är en viktig faktor, och för att uppnå ett givande samarbete 

kring IP&L™ är det viktigt med ledarskap och dialog. 

Denna studie bidrar till teorin genom kunskap kring den specifika IP&L™ modellen. Den har 

också ett praktiskt bidrag då den ger en djupare kunskap kring IP&L™ och dess användbarhet, 

vilket kan utgöra en grund för organisationer i deras fortsatta utveckling gällande hur de 

använder IP&L™. 
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1. Introduction

In this chapter, a background is provided in order to introduce and give an overview of the 

problem area for the study. The background is followed by a problem discussion which leads 

into the purpose and the developed research questions. The chapter ends with a presentation 

of the delimitations of the study. 

1.1 Background 

In today's world, sustainability is a well-known and frequent topic that is discussed in many 

different contexts. Humanity is facing challenges regarding how to live within the boundaries 

of planet earth, without destabilizing the earth system (Steffen et al., 2015). Both leaders and 

employees of corporations are also becoming more aware of their role as corporations in 

contributing towards sustainability (Lozano, 2012). This is an important step according to 

Sukhdev (2013), who argues that a lot more corporations have to transform towards conducting 

business more responsibly and develop the economy towards a greener economy. He describes 

that the corporations together generate 60 percent of the global gross domestic product and thus 

drives the economic system. However, he points out that many corporations by doing business 

creates costs they do not have to take responsibility for. Instead these costs must be carried by 

society. Moreover, he argues that corporations should account for these costs and conduct their 

business in a way that enables producing financial value without draining the social, human and 

natural capital of society. From another point of view, Ryan, Kajzer Mitchell and Daskou 

(2012) describe that corporations by taking responsibility can drive the change towards 

increased sustainability. They discuss that to do so, it is necessary to collaborate and form inter-

organisational relationships. 

Sustainability as an idea have existed for a long time and was first developed within forestry 

during the 18th-century (Kuhlman & Farrington, 2010; Wiersum, 1995). According to Wiersum 

(1995), the original meaning of sustainability was to not harvest more than what could be 

yielded in new growth from the forest. However, he points out that it was not before the 

publication of the Brundtland report Our common future in 1987 the concept of sustainable 

development became generally accepted. In the Brundtland report, sustainable development 

was described as making sure that humans, both today and in future generations, are able to 

satisfy their needs (World Commission on Environment and Development, 1987). In Dyllick 

and Hockerts (2002) view, corporate sustainability can be defined as meeting the needs of 

today's stakeholders without compromising with the ability to meet future stakeholders’ needs.  

Slaper and Hall (2011) describe that even though sustainability often is an expressed goal for 

corporations, it is hard to evaluate how sustainable the organisation really is. They further 

mention that the triple bottom line is a concept developed in the mid-1990s by John Elkington 

in order to enable measuring sustainability. Elkington (1998) himself, describes that the overall 

impact of a business is reflected in their performance within three dimensions: the economic 

performance, environmental performance, and social performance. He further argues that it is 

hard to manage what cannot be measured, and therefore it is important to be able to measure 
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the progress towards sustainability. This goes in line with the ideas of Pope, Annandale and 

Morrison-Saunders (2004) who discuss that assessing the progression towards sustainability 

can be an important tool for promoting sustainability. Instead of assessing this progression with 

different and separate tools, there is a need for integrated sustainability assessment (Maas, 

Schaltegger and Crutzen, 2016).   

Lotze-Campen (2008) describe that there are several existing models that aims for conducting 

integrated sustainability assessment. He further concludes that a problem with many models is 

that they are too complex and thus fail to be transparent (Lotze-Campen, 2008). Both Hubbard 

(2009) and Slaper and Hall (2011) conclude that to measure the performance based on the triple 

bottom line is not an easy task. Hubbard (2009) further discuss that the question is how to 

quantify the values of different dimensions and how to put them in relation to each other. Slaper 

and Hall (2011) agree with this and point out that a problem is that there is no common unit of 

measurement. They further discuss that there is no consensus in what unit of measurement to 

use, and different ways of measuring have different advantages and disadvantages.  

One of the models for evaluating business performance in a broader perspective is the integrated 

profit and loss (IP&L™) model, which provides a holistic performance evaluation (GIST 

advisory, 2019a). On their web page, GIST advisory (2019a) describes that there is a correlation 

between the long-term financial performance and the social and environmental performance. 

Therefore, their evaluation system evaluates the performance across all the capital categories 

which consist of evaluations of the human capital, social capital, natural capital as well as the 

financial value addition (GIST advisory, 2019b).  

The IP&L™ model was together with GIST advisory used in 2016 by the Australian water 

corporation Yarra Valley Water, and in 2017 by the Swedish forest corporation Sveaskog (GIST 

advisory, 2019b). Both these organisations point out that it was used to evaluate and present 

their business from a wider stakeholder perspective (Sveaskog, 2018; Yarra Valley Water, 

2016a). Sveaskog (2018) present in their sustainability report that the analysis exposes all the 

values they create and provides a foundation for a continuous evaluation process. This is also 

presented by Yarra Valley Water (2016a) who further mention that the analysis highlight 

impacts generated by their business that they do not receive benefits or costs from. Moreover, 

both Yarra Valley Water and Sveaskog state that the IP&L™ serves as a basis for creating 

understanding and transparency. According to them, it makes it possible to communicate about 

their value creation, and it also enables follow up against international frameworks. Finally, 

they both conclude that by working with the IP&L™ model they can both measure and manage 

their value creation.  

In this study, the usage of the IP&L™ model is further reviewed, in order to expand the 

knowledge around the usefulness of IP&L™ as a holistic performance evaluation tool. 
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1.2 Problem discussion 

Yarra Valley Water (2016b) state that they are the first company within the water sector to start 

working with the IP&L™ model. According to them, this was an effort within their 

commitment to be a restorative company that creates more societal value than it consumes. In 

the same way, Sveaskog is the first Swedish forest company to conduct an IP&L™ evaluation 

together with GIST advisory (GIST advisory, 2019b). This makes them both pioneers within 

their sectors, and in line with that, Sveaskog (n.d.) describe that they see themselves as a pioneer 

within the forest sector in their work with multidimensional value creation (Sveaskog, n.d.).  

Since using the IP&L™ model is a fairly new method for conducting an integrated 

sustainability assessment, there is very limited research around the specific method of IP&L™. 

In previous research, it has been reviewed how IP&L™ contributes to corporate strategy 

making, where motives for working with the model, as well as influences it can have on 

corporate strategy, have been reviewed (Lindkvist, 2018).  

Lindkvist (2018) points out that main motives for using the IP&L™ model as a performance 

evaluation tool is to create transparency, and to generate more information that can support 

decision making and stakeholder communication. Furthermore, she points out that the 

generated information from a complex evaluation process is presented in an understandable 

way. Based on that, she draws the conclusion that the biggest utility from a manager’s 

perspective is that IP&L™ converts capital values that are often seen as invisible values, into 

monetary financial values. By doing so, changes in strategy can be a result since there is a 

possibility to manage all the values, even those that were earlier unknown (Lindkvist, 2018).  

However, according to Gray and Milne (2004) a voluntary action by just one company might 

not be enough. They argue that voluntary actions within reporting around sustainability only 

can achieve high-quality, permanent and widespread changes if the majority is willing to 

volunteer. They also point out that it is hard to know if the voluntary actions from one company 

alone actually leads towards better practices, or if it is just statements made to look better. 

Furthermore, they suggest that in order to really know if individual companies are sustainable 

and cares about contributing towards sustainable development, it should require that most of 

the organisations completely communicates about their environmental, social, and overall 

sustainability performance. This goes in line with Meqdadi, Johnsen and Johnsen (2017) who 

highlight the importance of spreading sustainability across networks and to involve suppliers at 

different levels.  

In this sense, Seuring and Gold (2013) point out that to integrate sustainability effectively into 

companies, actions need to be embraced from a system perspective and organisational 

boundaries should be exceeded. To achieve systematic changes, there is a need for collaboration 

and collaborative efforts to act differently (Millar, Hind & Magala, 2012; Ryan et al., 2012). 

Besides the need for collaboration in order to enhance the overall sustainability, Orenstein and 

Shach-Pinsley (2017) conclude that to improve the chance of successfully assessing 

sustainability on a more regional scale, integrated and holistic frameworks needs to be used.  
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There seem to be a lacking knowledge in literature around how IP&L™ can be used as that 

type of holistic framework, and how, if it is spread to many companies, it can contribute towards 

more sustainable practices within the industry. There is previous research that have been 

reviewing how to implement different sustainability initiatives and transform corporations 

towards increased sustainability (Lozano, 2012; Meqdadi et al., 2017; Orenstein & Shach-

Pinsley, 2017). Orenstein and Shach-Pinsley (2017) point out that different sustainability 

initiatives have very diverse characteristics, which makes it hard to find one common way to 

implement initiatives and reach the goals of sustainable development.  

However, there are no specific research around this regarding the IP&L™ method in Sweden. 

Therefore, the question arises how to achieve a more widespread usage of the IP&L™ method, 

and how it could contribute in the progression towards more sustainable practices. 

1.3 Purpose and research questions 

The purpose of this study is to explore how IP&L™ as a holistic framework can be used in a 

wider setting and contribute towards more sustainable practices for an industry. The aim is to 

investigate advantages of having a widespread usage of the IP&L™ method, and to find out 

how the method can be spread to more companies.  

In order to approach the aim, the following research questions have been developed: 

What are the advantages of IP&L™ within an industry? 

What are the key factors in order to spread IP&L™ to other companies? 

What are the prerequisites for collaboration around IP&L™?  

1.4 Delimitations 

The study will be delimited to reviewing the use of IP&L™ in two different industries, namely 

the Australian water industry and the Swedish forest industry. For each of these industries, one 

case company will be studied.  
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2. Literature review 

This chapter reviews existing literature on the subject of sustainability and its evaluation. It 

explains and discusses important theoretical areas and concepts, and serves as the theoretical 

foundation for the project. In the end of this chapter, a frame of reference is provided that sums 

up the most important aspects from the theory considering the research questions. 

2.1 Evaluation for sustainability  

Daya and Nourelfath (2018) and Lewandowski (2016) discuss that evaluation is important in 

order to reach more sustainable practices. Amini and Bienstock (2014) agree with this and point 

out that companies in their communication should provide public disclosure of thoroughly 

accounted performance data regarding sustainability. It can serve as a way to take 

accountability, and can also yield new market opportunities (Frias‐Aceituno, Rodriguez‐Ariza 

& Garcia‐Sanchez, 2013). Daya and Nourelfath further add that it is important to not only 

evaluate sustainability but to also use the evaluation for optimizing the sustainability 

performance. Besides this, Jenkins and Yakovleva (2006) highlight that to be truly engaged in 

developing greater sustainability outcomes, a holistic perspective of all the company's actions 

needs to be developed. Moreover, they assert that evaluation of the performance can be a 

foundation for documenting the holistic performance, and it can also help to justify the 

existence of the company. Seuring and Gold (2013) agree with these ideas and underline a 

crucial question: how can the wider sustainability performance be measured?  

2.1.1 Measuring performance 

Daya and Nourelfath (2018) conclude that a challenge is to have a trade-off between economic 

and environmental dimensions. In line with this, Gray and Milne (2004) point out that there is 

often a conflict between financial and moral criteria. They discuss that a problem with assessing 

the social, environmental, and financial dimensions is that situations occur where these 

dimensions are conflicting, and the financial dimension is most often prioritized in today's 

economy. They further highlight the importance of transparency and say that the conflicts 

between the dimensions should be exposed. By doing so, it is possible to investigate their 

reasons and develop solutions. Also, as discussed earlier in the background, an issue is to have 

a common unit of measurement for the three dimensions of sustainability (Slaper & Hall, 2011). 

Ring, Hansjürgens, Elmqvist, Wittmer and Sukhdev (2010) discuss how using an economic 

valuation unit in monetary terms can lead towards more sustainable practices. They describe 

that an advantage of using a monetary unit can be that economic reasoning have high persuasive 

power in today's society. They further point out that by calculating overall performance in 

economic values, new information can be provided around future benefits, and both human-

made capital and natural capital can be highlighted and compared. This can increase the 

awareness of the different values, and serve as incentives to guide politicians, administrators, 

businesses and consumers towards taking decisions where also for example the values of 

ecosystem services and biodiversity are considered. Moreover, they point out that by using 

economic values, environmental goods can become marketable and new markets can be created.  
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However, Latruffe, Diazabakana, Bockstaller, Desjeux and Finn (2016) point out that a 

complex issue is how to perform the evaluation and put a value on the different aspects. Slaper 

and Hall (2011) discuss how it on philosophical grounds can be hard to put a monetary value 

on for example endangered species or wetlands. Ring et al. (2010) also acknowledge this issue 

and discuss how ecosystem services are of vital significance, and how an infinite value could 

be put on for example the existence of a specie or a cultural landscape. Therefore, they 

emphasise the importance of taking political, economic and ecological challenges of the valuing 

in consideration. They also point out that the aim with economic valuation is not to put a price 

tag on nature but to highlight the true values, in order to be able to take these into consideration 

in the process of decision making.  

2.1.2 Evaluation credibility 

Jenkins and Yakovleva (2006) point out that a common problem in the evaluation of 

sustainability is that there is often low confidence in the data provided by the organisations. 

Schreck and Raithel (2018) highlight that in order to provide reliable information and reduce 

information asymmetry, it is important to have third-party evaluators that are independent and 

trustworthy. This is also mentioned by Gray and Milne (2004) who point out that the auditing 

and quality assurance is crucial, and to make the sustainability statements trustworthy it is 

important to have them confirmed by some expert. However, the main reason for low 

confidence in the data is according to Jenkins and Yakovleva that there are no generally 

accepted standards regarding the accounting and auditing around sustainability performance 

information. Based on that, they conclude that it within the industry is a need for more 

collaboration and homogeneity in the environmental and social disclosure. Gray and Milne also 

conclude that there is a need for more honesty and clarity regarding the overall sustainability 

performance. They argue that legislation is an important factor for reaching real accountability.  

Frias‐Aceituno et al. (2013) point out that larger companies are often more willing to produce 

integrated information since they have more resources to spend on the area. Also, Jenkins and 

Yakovleva (2006) suggest that leading companies within the area should act with strong 

leadership and promote cooperation and collaboration so companies that are falling behind can 

be helped to catch up. Finally, Gray and Milne (2004) also discuss that evaluation of the 

performance within the three dimensions of sustainability is important for being able to report 

around sustainability performance.  

2.2 Reporting sustainability 

Gray and Milne (2004) point out that to produce a good and honest reporting, the social and 

environmental dimensions needs to be thoroughly reported. They further describe that the 

reporting should put as much emphasis on the social and environmental dimensions as on the 

financial dimension to show real accountability for all the impacts of the company. Frias‐

Aceituno et al. (2013) agree with this and discuss that a problem is that financial information 

and information within the other sustainability dimensions often is presented separately, which 

can result in confusion. The information in the different presented documents can be 

overlapping and inconsequent, and this could have a negative impact on the decision-making 

process. They further conclude that by having an integrated way of reporting, where all 
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information is provided in a shared document, the confusion can be avoided, and the 

stakeholders can have a clearer picture of the overall corporate performance.  

2.2.1 Advantages of integrated reporting 

Sierra‐García, Zorio‐Grima and García‐Benau (2015) state that the integrated reporting may be 

the best way to communicate the overall performance to stakeholders. They describe that 

integrated reporting can provide a clear and specific picture of how the organisation creates and 

maintain value, and it gives an extensive understanding of the company's strategy. Frias‐

Aceituno et al. (2013) further mention that it reflects the sustainability and viability of the 

organisation. By doing so, the stakeholder engagement can be improved. Similarly, Gray and 

Milne (2004) point out that the sustainability reporting provides information that allows all 

stakeholders to form an opinion about whether the organisation is meeting external expectations 

as well as they claim.  

Sierra‐García et al. (2015) further point out that one advantage with integrated reporting is that 

companies who produce integrated reporting more often have their corporate social 

responsibility reports assured by a third party, which improves credibility. Moreover, they 

conclude that another positive outcome of working with integrated reporting is that it embeds 

long-term sustainability thinking deep into the core functions of the firm. By doing so, Sierra‐

García et al. state that integrated thinking can be improved, and financial and non-financial key 

performance indicators are better connected. Disclosure of information can also reduce political 

cost, agency cost, and incoherent information (Frias‐Aceituno et al., 2013). Besides this, 

Dashwood (2014) point out that by voluntary reporting, companies can show their 

determination to improve sustainability performance and the industry reputation can be 

improved. In addition to these advantages, Gray and Milne (2004) conclude that the main 

advantage of having this type of sustainability reporting is that it makes it possible for society 

to reconsider and develop the laws, to make sure that the system promotes a sustainable society. 

2.2.2 Achieving integrated reporting 

Amini and Bienstock (2014) describe that companies that have sustainability within their 

strategic orientation are more likely to be willing to communicate around sustainability. 

Furthermore, the government can have an important role in the promotion of the integrated 

reporting (Sierra‐García et al., 2015). According to Frias‐Aceituno et al. (2013), an important 

role in the progress towards a holistic transparency is also played by the board of directors. 

They conclude that diversity in the boardroom often have a positive impact on the willingness 

to perform voluntary spreading of holistic information. Moreover, Frias‐Aceituno et al. 

describe that two other very important factors in the integrated spreading of information are 

company size and growth opportunities. According to their results, larger companies can have 

more added value and improvements in their environmental and social impact if they implement 

more objective, broad, and comparable reporting. Companies with good growth opportunities 

also seem to prioritize this type of integration and transparency more than other companies 

(Frias‐Aceituno et al. 2013).  
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2.2.3 Challenges within the reporting 

However, Gray and Milne (2004) point out that many forms of reporting fail to include the 

context and the whole picture, and therefore have a limited amount of usefulness. They state 

that when measuring and reporting around sustainability performance, it is important to 

compare the current performance with earlier performances. By doing so, it is possible to report 

if the performance is improved or not. In other words, if sustainability has increased or 

decreased. Moreover, Gray and Milne point out that if real sustainability is the goal, the 

reporting level has to be lifted from the scope of the single company to a higher level where the 

scope reviews a whole community or ecosystem. An example they mention is reviewing 

sustainability at a national level. They point out that it is first when organisations are equally 

required to report their sustainability performance it is possible to know if an individual 

organisation really is sustainable. Before this is the case, they argue that it is hard to know if 

the organisation actually lives up to its own statements. Finally, they point out that it is 

necessary to reach a common level of reporting, and it is important to make reliable reporting 

a norm rather than an exception. Then the burden can be taken from the leading-edge companies 

who voluntarily have adopted new reporting initiatives (Gray & Milne, 2004).  

2.3 Sustainable development  

Rakic and Rakic (2015) suggest that there is a need for changes within different areas in order 

to succeed with sustainable development. One area they mention needs to change is the 

economic structure. Economics and finance should be seen as a means to achieve a higher goal 

and encourage life, justice, and a good environment, rather than being seen as the end goal 

(Gray & Milne, 2004). Lewandowski (2016) point out that changing to more sustainable 

systems of economy can result in large benefits within the economic, social, and environmental 

dimensions of sustainability. He describes that companies can be one of the main winners, and 

benefits for the companies can be that they improve both financial and reputational value. He 

further mentions that competitive advantage can increase, new revenue streams can be found, 

long-term contracts can be formed, advantageous partnerships can be established, and the 

loyalty and feedback from customers can improve. Also, resilience against strategic challenges 

can be established (Lewandowski, 2016). 

Besides the changes in economic structure, Rakic and Rakic (2015) point out that changes are 

needed in regulations, organisational behaviour, and the general awareness concerning 

sustainable development. They suggest that organisations should take responsibility and 

actively redirect towards sustainable development goals instead of reacting to external pressure. 

When it comes to changes in regulations, these ideas by Rakic and Rakic are also emphasised 

by Amini and Bienstock (2014). They discuss that in order to be truly sustainable, organisations 

should proactively comply with regulations, and actively take a role in shaping the sustainability 

regulations. 

Millar et al. (2012) point out that businesses can act as agents for the world benefit, and take 

responsibility in developing solutions to current problems. They further discuss that there is a 

need for responsible leaders who strive for making the world a better place. This goes in line 

with the ideas of Ryan et al. (2012) who suggest that instead of only responding to changes in 
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their business environment, the organisations should see themselves as builders and shapers of 

the market. By doing so, the organisations can influence the regulations and legislation to 

improve and push for more sustainable practises. In that way they can be driving the change 

towards sustainability and also influence the consumers to change their behaviour for increased 

sustainability.  

Gray and Milne (2004) point out that primarily, in this regard, sustainability is a global concept. 

They continue by describing that ecology and nature do not recognize the boundaries of 

institutions and companies. Therefore, the impact of individual organisations is not what 

matters the most. Instead, they argue that the total impacts from many organisations are what 

really matters. Also, since the world is more and more interconnected, Seuring and Gold (2013) 

emphasise that sustainability challenges should not be addressed by organisations on their own. 

In line with these ideas, Kiron et al. (2015) describe that since the issues of sustainability in 

many cases are global and complex, there is an increasing need for collaborations to tackle the 

challenges. Many scholars agree on the fact that organisational collaboration is an important 

step towards increased sustainability (Aquilani, Silvestri, Ioppolo & Ruggieri, 2018; Gray & 

Milne, 2004; Jenkins & Yakovleva, 2006; Kiron et al., 2015; Millar et al., 2012; Ryan et al., 

2012; Seuring & Gold, 2013; Sol, Beers & Wals, 2013). 

2.4 Collaboration for sustainability 

Ryan et al. (2012) describe that organisations are linked to, and a part of society and the natural 

environment. The organisations are both affecting as well as depending on society and the 

natural environment, and should therefore not operate exclusively on their own. Furthermore, 

Ryan et al. point out that sustainability has often been considered from a firm-centric 

perspective, and they stress the need for a perspective of the wider system. According to them, 

more inter-organisational relationships and collaboration is needed to make a change for 

sustainability. Therefore, they suggest that more coordinated efforts should be taken by 

organisations, both within and across industries. This goes in line with the ideas of Millar et al. 

(2012), who emphasise that a bigger systematic change requires a collaborative effort to act 

differently. The need for a collaborative effort is by them motivated by their conclusion that a 

change process can not take place in isolation. In addition to this, Seuring and Gold (2013) 

point out that to integrate sustainability into companies effectively, organisational boundaries 

needs to be exceeded and actions need to be embraced from a system perspective.  

Aquilani et al. (2018) also embrace the importance of a wider system, and describe how value 

can be co-created. According to their results, collaboration allows value to be created and 

utilized in a wider context. They point out that instead of creating and appropriating value 

within and for the own firm, value should be created together by many individuals both inside 

and outside the firm. By doing so, the values are created and appropriated by the firm as well 

as by the wider context where the firm operates. Aquilani et al. further describe that if 

companies within an industry together collaborate towards common goals in a non-competitive 

way, competitive advantages can be created in the long run. The relationships with all 

stakeholders, including society as a whole and the environment, can be improved and both 
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higher profits as well as sustainable growth for all the firms within the industry could emerge 

over time (Aquilani et al., 2018).  

Diving deeper into examining organisational links and connections, Ryan et al. (2012) describe 

that organisations are interconnected and interdependent with other organisations, 

governments, and consumers. According to them, it is very important to recognize these 

connections. They further point out that by doing so, relationships and interaction can be 

improved, and working networks can be formed. Kiron et al. (2015) also discuss how 

collaboration can give access to new networks. They describe that one advantage of working 

outside the own organisation is that the individual company can get access to new expertise. 

Sol et al. (2013) agree with these ideas and they point out that by working in networks with 

many actors, there is a possibility to take advantage of different perspectives and develop more 

sustainable policies and practices. 

2.4.1 Advantages of collaboration 

Jenkins and Yakovleva (2006) argue that if companies within an industry collaborate, new 

practices can be developed in order to move the industry forward. Kiron et al. (2015) further 

conclude that a goal within many sustainability collaborations is exactly to develop common 

practices and set new standards. To form common practices is a very important aspect for 

sustainability according to Gray and Milne (2004). They point out that there have to be a shared 

understanding of the vocables used. If there is no common meaning of words as sustainability, 

they argue that sustainability statements will be more confusing than clarifying and transparent 

for stakeholders. To set new standards and develop common practices is not just a goal as 

mentioned by Kiron et al. but also a benefit of collaborating according to Dashwood (2014). 

She concludes that by taking collaborative initiatives, consensus and new norms for sustainable 

development can be established.  

Kiron et al. (2015) further describe that another common goal within many sustainability 

collaborations is to build power for influencing authorities and policy makers. This is also one 

of the main benefits they highlight that companies can achieve by collaboration. In their article, 

they conclude that collaborating companies gain power for influencing authorities and policy 

makers. The enhanced power is also beneficial in the overall external communications, and it 

increases the ability to have an impact on the public opinion. Moreover, some important reasons 

for collaborating regarding sustainability are to improve product and service innovation, 

promote new findings, enhance brand reputation, share investments, mitigate risks, and to 

encourage market transformation (Kiron et al., 2015). 

Finally, Kiron et al. (2015) describe how different types of collaborations for sustainability are 

becoming more popular among companies. Their results show that companies are starting to 

realise that they by acting alone can not make the impact that is needed. Therefore, they turn to 

collaborations with suppliers, governments, industry alliances, non-governmental 

organisations, and competitors. However, Kiron et al. conclude that even though most managers 

agree on that collaboration is needed to address the sustainability challenges, only about half of 

the same businesses are actually engaged in sustainability collaborations. Therefore, the 

practice is falling behind the belief. 
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2.4.2 The main issues in collaboration   

Sol et al. (2013) discuss that collaboration on a regional level can be appropriate for dealing 

with, and managing sustainability issues. The motivation for this is that it is on a regional level 

possible to address the relation between the human activities and the ecological system. 

Moreover, they point out that different actors can have different interests and values, and it is 

important to discuss these and develop a shared framing of the problem and the challenge. Kiron 

et al. (2015) agree with this and add that having an early dialogue about intentions and 

differences in organisational cultures is important in order to build trust within the 

collaboration. The importance of dialogue is also highlighted by Ryan et al. (2012) who state 

that having dialogue is crucial in order to successfully form networks.  

Within the dialogue, it should be ensured that the same language is spoken, since it is a common 

problem that different actors have different views of sustainability (Kiron et al., 2015; Millar 

et al., 2012). Therefore, Kiron et al. (2015) point out that it is first of all important to recognize 

that there can be differences in the perception of sustainability. By doing so, they explain that 

a shared understanding and language can be formed, which will encourage and develop trust 

between the different parties. The importance of creating a shared understanding is also 

highlighted by Sol et al. (2013), where they state that reframing is one of the three most 

important factors within the interactions. With reframing they mean when a group with different 

perspectives explore a challenge, and develop new and shared ideas around the nature of the 

issues. Together with the reframing, Sol et al. conclude that trust and commitment are the two 

other most important factors within the interaction between actors. 

Sol et al. (2013) describe that trust allows having expectations that other actors are going to act 

in an agreeable way for the own organisation, even if the own organisation is not present in the 

situation in question. Moreover, they point out that trust can facilitate managing mutual 

differences that can be present between the actors. If trust is established between the actors, it 

is also more likely that knowledge and experience is shared within the network (Sol et al., 

2013). This is important according to Kiron et al. (2015) who describe that willingness to share 

knowledge is a key aspect within the collaboration. They state that by sharing both formal and 

informal knowledge and working more closely together, stronger relationships and a better 

communication is formed.  

Sol et al. (2013) further mention that commitment is about how motivated and willing the 

participating actors are to contribute in the collaboration towards the common goals. They 

describe how contribution can be made both in thought and in action and can involve passion 

regarding the problem, or resources like time and money spent on the project. Dashwood (2014) 

emphasise that the underlying reason for the company to get involved is important for the results 

of the collaboration. She explains that if companies are just seeking the reputational benefits, 

the risk of having free riders and low engagement in the collaboration increases. On the other 

hand, if the underlying reason is to enhance sustainability and take responsibility for the 

externalities, a culture of commitment can be formed, which can lead to successful development 

of more sustainable practices. Therefore, companies who seriously view sustainability as 

important and place it as a top management agenda are more likely to be committed and 



 

12 

 

participate in collaborations (Kiron et al., 2015). Moreover, Kiron et al. (2015) point out that if 

the board of directors is actively engaging, and playing a strong role in driving the sustainability 

efforts, this makes it twice as likely to succeed with the sustainability collaborations. 

2.4.3 Structure of a successful collaboration 

Overall, Kiron et al. (2015) emphasise the importance of forming relationships for a successful 

collaboration. They also describe that an important aspect is to have a clear governance 

structure for the collaboration, where roles are clearly defined, and reporting frameworks are 

developed. Aquilani et al. (2018) further describe that it is important that the different 

participants remain engaged over time, play active roles, and all gain some benefits from the 

engagement in order to co-create value successfully. It should also, according to Kiron et al. be 

discussed from the beginning when and how the collaboration should end. By doing so, they 

point out that different partners can during the collaboration focus on the parts they do best. 

Then it can also be made sure that a partner does not leave before their job is done, or that a 

partner is not leaving too late (Kiron et al., 2015).  

Dashwood (2014) mention that in the mining industry, collaborative efforts have successfully 

been taken to create consensus and new norms in sustainable development. In this case, the top 

companies within the area took a leading role and were willing to risk taking the costs of having 

other companies free riding on their initiatives. The reason for this was that the leading 

companies saw benefits in improving the reputation of the whole industry, and to be an early 

mover within the improvements. 

2.5 Implementation of sustainability initiatives 

Ansari and Qureshi (2015) review the implementation of sustainability initiatives in a wider 

supply network since they argue that it is not enough to focus on the internal processes. They 

point out that motives for implementing sustainability initiatives are to protect the environment, 

maintain reputation, take social responsibility, and to maintain profitability. Gray and Milne 

(2004) also agree that having only internal focus is not enough. They conclude that there is a 

need to lift the sustainability initiatives to a higher level than the individual companies. 

Orenstein and Shach-Pinsley (2017) describe that different sustainability initiatives can have 

very diverse characteristics, and therefore have to be adapted to the specific conditions and 

priorities of each situation.  

For example, Daya and Nourelfath (2018) examine the implementation of a new, more 

sustainable business model. They studied the implementation within the area of bioenergy in 

the Canadian pulp and paper sector. Their result show that in order to be successful, government 

support was needed and could encourage the decision-makers to form a positive partnership 

between public and private organisations.  

Another example is an initiative of implementing green supply chain management practices 

that aims for integrating environmental issues into the supply chain. In the study by Agi and 

Nishant (2017), they conclude that a reason for implementing this type of new practices 

proactively is to gain competitive advantage. Furthermore, they highlight that commitment 
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from managers is crucial for a successful implementation. Also, they emphasise that the nature 

of the relationship between the different supply chain partners plays an important role in the 

implementation. Agi and Nishant point out that the most influencing factors in the 

implementation are trust, dependence, and the relationship durability between the partners. 

Finally, they discuss that the size of the company matter when implementing these initiatives 

since smaller companies often have less resources and competence to devote to the 

implementation of the new initiative. 

Even though the implementation of a sustainability initiative according to Orenstein and Shach-

Pinsley (2017) needs to be adapted to the situation and the specific conditions, they state that 

there are some key components that seem to be crucial for almost every sustainability initiative 

on a more regional scale. In their article, practical issues to consider when trying to implement 

new projects for increased sustainability are identified and characterized. The results show that 

key components for regional sustainability initiatives are participatory governance, full 

collaboration and trust between stakeholders and agencies, an increased linkage between 

ecological and socio-economic well-being, and a focus on the local communities. 

2.5.1 Spreading sustainability initiatives 

When one actor tries to spread sustainability to other actors, relations between the different 

actors are important (Meqdadi et al., 2017). Ryan et al. (2012) agree with this and explain that 

dialogue and learning relationships are crucial for achieving transformational change in 

business systems and markets. Millar et al. (2012) discuss that real change needs to be based in 

the personal values, since implementation barriers to sustainability appear to be rooted in 

frameworks of personal cognitivity. Furthermore, Meqdadi et al. (2017) point out that the 

spreading of sustainability initiatives require interaction between the different actors, and that 

the relationships serve as channels for spreading the sustainability initiatives. In line with 

Orenstein and Shach-Pinsley (2017), who mention trust as a key component, Meqdadi et al. 

also discuss the importance of trust, where they conclude that trust have an impact on the 

engagement in the sustainability initiative.  

Beside trust, Meqdadi et al. (2017) further discuss that power affects the engagement in the 

sustainability initiative. In this case, power is defined as influencing another actor to do 

something they by themselves would not have done. Their results show that power can be used 

either to force another actor to do something or to persuade them to do something, where the 

latter is to prefer. Even though forcing power can result in changes, they notice that it often has 

a negative impact on the trust and relations. On the other hand, power used to persuade other 

actors can involve the actors and provide a discussion about the benefits of the sustainability 

initiative. By doing so, this type of power can also increase trust between the actors (Meqdadi 

et al., 2017). 

In the view of Millar et al. (2012), leadership plays a crucial role in establishing a sustainability 

culture. Also, communities targeted by the sustainability initiative need to be willing to 

participate, and a shared and dynamic vision of sustainability should be formed (Orenstein & 

Shach-Pinsley, 2017). Ansari and Qureshi (2015) further conclude that to successfully 

implement sustainability initiatives, clearly defined objectives are important. This seem to be 
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in line with the ideas of Orenstein and Shach-Pinsley (2017), who point out that when 

implementing sustainability initiatives at a regional scale, it is important to align the interests 

of the different participating stakeholders. They describe that within this process, it is important 

to develop shared goals in order to succeed with the regional sustainability initiative.  

However, Daya and Nourelfath (2018) point out a common problem with new sustainability 

initiatives. They describe that due to the novelty, there can be low confidence of stakeholders, 

and the stakeholder confidence need to be increased. According to them, environmental, 

technological and economic validations might increase this confidence in the new model. 

Moreover, Lozano (2012) point out that many sustainability initiatives have problems to deal 

with sustainability from a holistic perspective since the sustainability is a complex and broad 

area.  

2.6 Frame of reference 

This frame of reference seeks to summarize the literature and discuss what answers the literature 

suggests for the three different research questions. It conceptualizes the theory related to each 

research question and constitutes the framework for the upcoming data collection and analysis.  

2.6.1 Sources for conceptualization research question one   

What are the advantages of IP&L™ within an industry?  

The first research question is reviewing advantages of having a widespread usage of the IP&L™ 

model among the companies within an industry. As the literature review point out there are 

many potential advantages described and derived from the different theoretical areas (Ansari & 

Qureshi, 2015; Aquilani et al., 2018; Dashwood, 2014; Frias‐Aceituno et al., 2013; Gray & 

Milne, 2004; Jenkins & Yakovleva, 2006; Kiron et al., 2015; Lewandowski, 2016; Ring et al., 

2010; Ryan et al., 2012; Seuring & Gold, 2013; Sierra‐García et al., 2015; Sol et al., 2013). 

While some advantages are only mentioned occasionally, there seem to be a theoretical 

consensus around some other advantages. As a basis for this study, the advantages where theory 

seem to be aligned will constitute the conceptual framework for this research question. In table 

2.1 below, these advantages are summarised. 

Table 2.1: Frame of reference for research question one. 

Potential advantage Reference 

Developing consensus and new norms Dashwood (2014) 

Jenkins & Yakovleva (2006) 

Sol et al. (2013) 

Enhanced external communication Frias‐Aceituno et al. (2013) 
Gray & Milne (2004) 

Kiron et al. (2015) 

Ring et al. (2010) 

Sierra‐García et al. (2015) 

Influencing regulation and legislation Gray & Milne (2004) 

Kiron et al. (2015) 

Ring et al. (2010) 
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Improving industry reputation Ansari & Qureshi (2015) 

Aquilani et al. (2018) 
Dashwood (2014) 

Lewandowski (2016) 

Seuring & Gold (2013) 

New networks and access to new expertise Kiron et al. (2015) 
Ryan et al. (2012) 

Sol et al. (2013) 

  

Following is a summary and explanation of each potential advantage listed in table 2.1 above: 
 

Developing consensus and new norms 
 

An advantage with taking collaborative efforts and initiatives within an industry is that 

consensus around sustainability issues can be established, and new norms and practices can be 

developed (Dashwood, 2014). Jenkins and Yakovleva (2006) point out that if companies within 

an industry collaborate in their sustainability efforts, new practices can be developed in order 

to move the industry forward. Sol et al. (2013) also mention that when many actors are working 

together, it makes it possible to take advantage of different actors’ perspectives and develop 

more sustainable policies and practices.  
 

Enhanced external communication 

Ring et al. (2010) describe that an advantage of evaluating the overall performance in monetary 

terms is that it is possible to provide new information regarding the different values. They 

explain that the different values can be highlighted, which allows comparison between them, 

and thus the awareness can be improved. Also, by having a holistic perspective in the reporting, 

incoherent information can be reduced, and a clearer picture of the overall corporate 

performance can be communicated to stakeholders (Frias‐Aceituno et al., 2013; Sierra‐García 

et al., 2015). Gray and Milne (2004) point out that it allows all stakeholders to form an opinion 

about whether the organisation is meeting external expectations as well as they claim. They 

further point out that if there is no common meaning of words as sustainability, sustainability 

statements will be more confusing than clarifying and transparent for stakeholders. A 

collaborative effort where consensus is formed can thus facilitate for stakeholders to form their 

opinions around the credibility of companies’ sustainability statements. Furthermore, Kiron et 

al. (2015) point out that collaborative efforts by companies results in gaining power, which 

increases the ability to have an impact on the public opinion. 

Influencing regulation and legislation 

Gray and Milne (2004) point out that the main advantage of communicating the holistic 

sustainability performance is that it makes it possible for society to reconsider and develop the 

laws. Then the system can be designed so it promotes a sustainable society. Ring et al. (2010) 

further discuss that by evaluating and communicating values in a monetary unit, it can serve as 

incentives to guide politicians, administrators, businesses and consumers towards taking 

decisions where the different values are considered in the decision making. Kiron et al. (2015) 
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also describe that companies by collaborating achieve more power for influencing the 

authorities and policy makers.   

Improving industry reputation 
 

An advantage of evaluating performance is that the information can be used to justify the 

existence of the company (Jenkins & Yakovleva, 2006; Seuring & Gold, 2013) Dashwood 

(2014) further point out that this information can be used by companies to show their 

determination to improve sustainability performance, and the industry reputation can be 

improved. Lewandowski (2016) is also suggesting that the reputation can be improved, and he 

describes that in shifting towards more sustainable systems of economy, the reputational value 

can be increased. Furthermore, implementing sustainability initiatives in a wider setting can 

influence the reputation (Ansari & Qureshi, 2015). In line with this, Aquilani et al. (2018) 

describe how collaboration allows value to be created and utilized in a wider context, and the 

relationships with all stakeholders, including society as a whole and the environment, can be 

improved.  
 

New networks and access to new expertise 

According to Ryan et al. (2012), an advantage of collaborating is that new networks can be 

formed. They suggest that this can result in that relationships and interaction are improved. 

Kiron et al. (2015) also point out that by collaborating in the sustainability efforts, the 

collaboration can give access to new networks. According to them, these networks allows 

investments to be shared, and risks can be mitigated. Moreover, they conclude that the networks 

can give the individual companies access to new expertise. Sol et al. (2013) agree with these 

ideas and point out that by working in networks with many actors, there is a possibility to take 

advantage of different perspectives and develop more sustainable policies and practices. 

2.6.2 Sources for conceptualization research question two   

What are the key factors in order to spread IP&L™ to other companies? 

The second research question reviews key factors in the spreading of IP&L™ to other 

companies. As can be seen in table 2.2 below, literature have been harmonized in their 

suggestion that to promote sustainability efforts and initiatives, there is a need for collaboration. 

No other factors have been coherently pointed out in the studied literature. Therefore, the 

foundation for the conceptualisation of this research question is that collaboration should be 

promoted. 

Table 2.2: Frame of reference for research question two. 

Potential important factor Reference 

Collaboration Aquilani et al. (2018) 

Gray & Milne (2004) 
Jenkins & Yakovleva (2006) 

Kiron et al. (2015) 

Millar et al. (2012) 

Ryan et al. (2012) 
Seuring & Gold (2013) 

Sol et al. (2013)  



 

17 

 

 

Following is a summary and explanation of the factor collaboration listed in table 2.2 above: 

Collaboration 

According to Jenkins and Yakovleva (2006), a common problem in the evaluation of 

sustainability is that there is often low confidence in the data provided by the organisations. 

They point out that the main reason for this is that there are no generally accepted standards, 

and conclude that it within the industry is a need for more collaboration and homogeneity in 

the environmental and social disclosure. Also, Gray and Milne (2004) point out that if real 

sustainability is the goal, the reporting level has to be lifted from the scope of the single 

company to a higher level. They emphasise that ecology and nature do not recognize the 

boundaries of institutions and companies. Therefore, the impact of individual organisations is 

not what matters the most. Instead, they argue that the total impacts from many organisations 

are what really matters. They point out that it is necessary to reach a common level of reporting. 

Seuring and Gold (2013) emphasise that sustainability challenges should not be addressed by 

organisations on their own since the world is more and more interconnected. In line with these 

ideas, Kiron et al. (2015) describe that since the issues of sustainability in many cases are global 

and complex, there is an increasing need for collaborations to tackle the challenges. Due to the 

organisations being both affecting as well as depending on society and the natural environment, 

Ryan et al. (2012) describe that organisations should not operate exclusively on their own. They 

stress the need for a perspective of the wider system, where more inter-organisational 

relationships and collaboration is needed to make a change for sustainability. Therefore, they 

suggest that more coordinated efforts should be taken by organisations, both within and across 

industries. 

Millar et al. (2012) are emphasising that a change process can not take place in isolation and 

suggests that a bigger systematic change requires a collaborative effort to act differently. In 

order to integrate sustainability into companies effectively, organisational boundaries need to 

be exceeded (Seuring & Gold, 2013). Aquilani et al. (2018) also embrace the importance of a 

wider system. According to their results, collaboration allows value to be created and utilized 

in a wider context. Finally, Sol et al. (2013) discuss that collaboration on a regional level can 

be appropriate for dealing with, and managing sustainability issues. The motivation for this is 

that it is on a regional level possible to address the relation between the human activities and 

the ecological system. 

2.6.3 Sources for conceptualization research question three  

What are the prerequisites for collaboration around IP&L™? 

The third research question reviews prerequisites for collaboration around IP&L™. The 

different theoretical areas in the literature review point out different prerequisite factors that 

could be important for this. The factors where there seem to be a theoretical consensus around 

their importance are chosen to form the conceptual framework for this research question. These 

factors are presented in table 2.3 below.   
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Table 2.3: Frame of reference for research question three.  

Potential important factor Reference 

Leadership Dashwood (2014) 
Frias‐Aceituno et al. (2013) 

Jenkins & Yakovleva (2006) 

Meqdadi et al. (2017) 

Millar et al. (2012) 

Relations Agi & Nishant (2017) 

Kiron et al. (2015) 

Meqdadi et al. (2017) 

Ryan et al. (2012) 

Dialogue Ansari & Qureshi (2015) 

Kiron et al. (2015) 

Millar et al. (2012) 

Orenstein & Shach-Pinsley (2017) 

Ryan et al. (2012) 

Sol et al. (2013) 

Trust Agi & Nishant (2017) 

Kiron et al. (2015) 
Meqdadi et al. (2017) 

Orenstein & Shach-Pinsley (2017) 

Sol et al. (2013) 

Commitment Agi & Nishant (2017) 
Dashwood (2014) 

Kiron et al. (2015) 

Sol et al. (2013) 

 

Following is a summary and explanation of each potential important factor listed in table 2.3 

above: 

Leadership 

An important factor in promoting collaboration seem to be leadership. Millar et al. (2012) 

emphasise that leadership plays a crucial role in establishing a sustainability culture. In line 

with this, Jenkins and Yakovleva (2006) suggest that leading companies within the area to be 

promoted should act with strong leadership and promote cooperation and collaboration so 

companies that are falling behind can be helped to catch up. This was for example according to 

Dashwood (2014) done successfully in the mining industry to develop consensus and new 

norms in sustainable development. The leading companies were in this case willing to risk 

taking the costs of having other companies free riding on their initiatives since they saw benefits 

in improving the reputation of the whole industry. They also saw benefits in being an early 

mover within the improvements (Dashwood, 2014). Within the leadership, Meqdadi et al. 

(2017) point out how power can be used to influence the other actors to do things they by 

themselves would not have done. According to them, it is important to use the power to 

persuade rather than force, since power used to persuade can create involvement and provide a 

discussion about the benefits of the sustainability initiative.  
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Relations 

Relations can be an important factor in the promotion of collaboration around sustainability 

initiatives. For example, Kiron et al. (2015) state that it is important to form relationships in 

order to reach successful collaboration. Moreover, Meqdadi et al. (2017) point out that in the 

spreading of a sustainability initiative to other actors, the relations are important and serve as 

the channel for spreading the sustainability initiative. Agi and Nishant (2017) as well as Ryan 

et al. (2012) agree that the nature of the relationship is important when implementing a 

sustainability initiative. Ryan et al. (2012) further point out that learning relationships are 

crucial also for achieving transformational change in business systems and markets. The 

relations can be improved by working more closely together and by sharing both formal and 

informal knowledge (Kiron et al., 2015). Millar et al. (2012) further point out that personal 

values are important when striving for change. 

Dialogue 

An important factor for promoting collaboration can also be dialogue. Ryan et al. (2012) state 

that having dialogue is crucial in order to successfully form networks and that the dialogue also 

is important when trying to achieve change in business systems and markets. Kiron et al. (2015) 

point out that having an early dialogue about intentions and differences in organisational 

cultures is important in order to build trust within the collaboration. Since different actors can 

have different interests and values, is important to discuss these and develop a shared framing 

of the problem and the challenges (Sol et al., 2013). Within the dialogue it is therefore important 

to recognize that different actors often have different views of sustainability, and it is important 

to ensure that the same language is spoken (Kiron et al., 2015; Millar et al., 2012). In line with 

this, Orenstein and Shach-Pinsley (2017) also suggests that a shared and dynamic vision of 

sustainability should be formed. They further mention that goals should be discussed, so shared 

goals can be developed which improves the chances of success for the sustainability initiative. 

Ansari and Qureshi (2015) further conclude that to successfully implement sustainability 

initiatives, it is important to define clear objectives.  

Trust 

In the promotion of collaboration and spreading of sustainability initiatives, trust can be an 

important factor (Agi & Nishant, 2017; Orenstein & Shach-Pinsley, 2017; Sol et al., 2013). Sol 

et al. (2013) describe that trust allows having expectations that other actors are going to act in 

an agreeable way for the own organisation, even if the own organisation is not present in the 

situation in question. They point out that trust can facilitate managing mutual differences that 

can be present between the actors. By forming a shared understanding and language regarding 

the sustainability challenges, trust can be developed and encouraged (Kiron et al., 2015).  

Meqdadi et al. (2017) conclude that trust have an impact on the engagement in the sustainability 

initiative, and Sol et al. (2013) further point out that with trust between the actors they are more 

likely to share knowledge and experience. 
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Commitment 

Commitment can also be an important factor when spreading sustainability initiatives and 

promoting collaboration (Sol et al., 2013). It is according to Sol et al. (2013) about how 

motivated and willing the participating actors are to contribute in the collaboration towards the 

common goals. Dashwood (2014) point out that the underlying reason for companies to get 

involved in the sustainability initiative is important for the results of the collaboration. 

According to her, there is a risk of having free riders and low engagement in the collaboration 

if companies are just seeking the reputational benefits. On the other hand, if the underlying 

reason is to enhance sustainability and take responsibility for the externalities, a culture of 

commitment can be formed, which can lead to successful development of more sustainable 

practices. In line with this, Kiron et al. (2015) mention that if companies place sustainability as 

a top management agenda and seriously view sustainability as important, they are more likely 

to be committed in the collaboration. Moreover, according to Agi and Nishant (2017), 

commitment from managers is crucial for a successful implementation of a sustainability 

initiative. If the board of directors is actively engaging, and playing a strong role in driving the 

sustainability efforts, this makes it twice as likely to succeed with the sustainability 

collaborations (Kiron et al., 2015).  
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3. Research method 

This chapter describes and explains the methods for how the research has been conducted. It 

aims for creating a deeper understanding around the purpose and approach of the research, 

and how information has been collected and analysed. It ends with a discussion around the 

credibility of the study. 

3.1 Overview of methodology   

In table 3.1 below, the methodology choices for this thesis are summarised.  

Table 3.1: Overview of methodology choices. 

Research purpose Descripto-explanatory 

Research approach Deductive, qualitative 

Research strategy Multiple case study 

Sample selection Purposive 

Data collection Semi structured interviews 

Data analysis Thematic analysis 

 

In the following sections, the different methodology choices displayed in table 3.1 above will 

be explained and motivated more in detail. 

3.2 Research purpose 

Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill (2012) describe that the nature of a research project, and the 

way questions are asked, results in different types of research purposes. The objective for a 

research study can be either to explore, describe, or explain (Cooper & Schindler, 2003; 

Eriksson & Wiedersheim-Paul, 1997). Denscombe (2010) point out that exploratory research 

examines new areas, and seeks to generate new concepts and theory. He further describes that 

a descriptive research also can be useful for investigating new areas, and it seeks to describe 

what is going on and provide a clearer picture of the studied phenomenon. According to him, a 

difference between these purposes is that the descriptive purpose is based in existing theory, 

while an exploratory purpose instead seeks to generate new theory. Finally, he discusses that 

explanatory research seeks to investigate and explain relationships, and examine why certain 

things are as they are. 

Since the investigated IP&L™ model currently is used only by one company respectively 

within the studied industries, it is a fairly new area. As mentioned in the previous paragraph, an 

exploratory or descriptive purpose can be suitable for studying new areas (Denscombe, 2010). 

This study has been based in existing theories rather than seeking to generate new theory, which 
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suggest having a descriptive research purpose. Moreover, considering the first research question 

“What are the advantages of IP&L™ within an industry?”, a focus in this research have been 

to provide a clearer picture around how a widespread usage of IP&L™ can contribute towards 

more sustainable practices, which also suggests having a descriptive research purpose.  

Saunders et al. (2012) further describe that a descriptive research purpose often is used together 

with an explanatory research purpose, where the descriptions constitute a foundation for 

explanation. They mention that the emphasis in an explanatory study is to explain the 

relationships between different variables in the studied situation. Considering the second 

research question in this study, “What are the key factors in order to spread IP&L™ to other 

companies?”, the focus is on explaining important factors within the spreading of the model. In 

the same way, the third research question “What are the prerequisites for collaboration around 

IP&L™?” is focused on explaining what is important in order to establish collaboration around 

the model. Therefore, an explanatory research purpose is combined with a descriptive research 

purpose in this study. According to Saunders et al., this type of research purpose is called 

descripto-explanatory. 

3.3 Research approach 

According to Saunders et al. (2012), a research approach can be either inductive, deductive or 

abductive. They describe that research with an inductive approach starts with gathering specific 

data, which is then used to generate and build theory. A deductive approach on the other hand 

starts with literature and theory as a foundation, and tests the general theories in a specific 

situation. They further describe how an abductive approach continuously collect data and test 

theories in order to generate or modify theory.  

This research has been based on a gap in literature, where general theories around evaluating 

sustainability, corporate collaboration, and implementation of sustainability initiatives have 

been used to explore the specific situation concerning the IP&L™ model. Thus, this research 

has had a deductive approach.  

The research approach can further be quantitative or qualitative, or a mix with both quantitative 

and qualitative elements within the research (Denscombe, 2010; Saunders et al., 2012). 

Saunders et al. (2012) describe that quantitative research often seeks to investigate statistical 

relationships between variables. Therefore, quantitative research often relies on collecting data 

in a highly structured and standardized way, where numerical data and statistical analyses are 

common. According to them, qualitative research on the other hand focuses on the meanings of 

the participants. Merriam (2014) adds that qualitative research focuses on understanding, 

insight and discovery from the perspective of the ones who are being studied.  

Due to the new area with relatively few practitioners who work with IP&L™ within the studied 

industries, this research has focused on investigating their meanings and perspectives. Bo doing 

so, it is possible to create more insights and a deeper understanding. Therefore, a qualitative 

approach has been used in this research.  
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3.4 Research strategy 

Saunders et al. (2012) describe that it is important to have a research strategy that is aligned 

with the objectives and research questions of the study. They also conclude that more practical 

aspects such as available time, amount of existing knowledge, and potential access to 

participants can influence the choice of research strategy. Different research strategies are listed 

by them, and they describe that ethnography research, action research, grounded theory, 

narrative inquiry, or case study can be appropriate for different types of qualitative research. 

The case study has been considered to be the most appropriate strategy for this research. The 

case study allows to examine a phenomenon within its context (Baxter & Jack, 2008; Saunders 

et al., 2012). Furthermore, Saunders et al. (2012) mention that if the study seeks to develop a 

deep understanding of the context and what is going on in the studied situation, a case study is 

a relevant strategy. The case study has therefore been considered suitable for this study, since 

the IP&L™ model then can be studied within the context of an industry. Moreover, Saunders 

et al. point out that a case study can be used to generate answers to questions of type “why?”, 

“how?”, and “what?”. The research questions developed in this study have been: “What are the 

advantages of IP&L™ within an industry?, “What are the key factors in order to spread 

IP&L™ to other companies?”, and “What are the prerequisites for collaboration around 

IP&L™?.  The study has thus been based on “what?” questions in line with what can be suitable 

for a case study.  

The companies that have been reviewed in this study is one company within the Swedish forest 

industry and one within the Australian water industry. Baxter and Jack (2008) point out that if 

the study review more than one case, it is a multiple case study. In this type of case study, 

different contexts are studied within the different cases. Since the IP&L™ model have been 

studied within two different industries, thus in two different contexts, this case study has been 

a multiple case study investigating two different cases.  

3.5 Sample selection 

Merriam (2014) describe that in a qualitative case study, there are two levels of sampling. First, 

the cases that are going to be studied should be selected. She mentions that sometimes the cases 

are emerging naturally from the framing of the question, while sometimes there have to be an 

active selection of appropriate cases. The cases in this study have emerged quite naturally from 

the background and problem discussion to be the Swedish forest industry and the Australian 

water industry. Reasons for this is that one company within each of these industries recently 

have pioneered to adopt and implement the investigated IP&L™ model. They were also 

selected based on their availability and willingness to participate in this study. 

Merriam (2014) further describe that a sampling within the case is needed unless not all within 

the case are going to be studied. The sample selection can be done either with probability 

sampling or non- probability sampling (Merriam, 2014; Saunders et al., 2012). Saunders et al. 

(2012) describe that in probability sampling, there is a known and often equal probability for 

each specific case to be selected out of the population. This allows drawing statistical 

conclusions and interpretations. A non- probability sampling on the other hand consist of 
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selected cases where the probability of being selected is unknown. Accordingly, statistical 

conclusions are not possible. Merriam (2014) discuss that qualitative studies do not seek 

statistical generalization and therefore there is no point in having a probability sampling 

strategy. Therefore, non- probability sampling is most often suitable for a qualitative study, and 

is also used in this study. 

Baxter and Jack (2008) point out that in a case study, it is important to use a sampling strategy 

that is purposeful to the specific case. Merriam (2014) further describe that the most common 

type of non- probability sampling is purposeful, even called purposive sampling. She points out 

that this type of sampling is based on the idea that in order to gain insight and create 

understanding, samples that can contribute the most to the learning are chosen. Therefore, the 

samples should be selected based on their competence and special knowledge. Based on what 

is presented above, this study has used a purposive sampling in order to find the people with 

most knowledge around working with the IP&L™ model. This has been done in order to gain 

as much insight as possible into the topic. Merriam (2014) continue by describing that it is 

important to establish selection criteria for selecting the right sample units. The primary 

selection criteria when selecting the samples in this study have been that the selected person 

should be in contact with the IP&L™ model in their daily work. To find these persons have 

been important in order to have a sample that really have practical knowledge about the 

investigated area.    

Saunders et al. (2012) further describe that in non- probability sampling, there are no strict rules 

regarding adequate sample size. Instead, the sample size should be based on what is needed 

considering the objectives, what is useful, what is appropriate to achieve credibility, and what 

can be done considering the resources available. They further mention that if the research seeks 

to observe key themes, a strength in a small sample can be to have a heterogenous group where 

the participants have different characteristics. If it then appears to be any patterns, these are 

more likely to represent key themes. Moreover, Saunders et al. point out that this type of 

sampling also allows to document uniqueness. In line with this, the samples within the cases 

have been selected so they have different roles within their company. This results in that they 

have different perspectives, and they are in contact with the IP&L™ model in different 

organisational contexts. Based in the frame of reference, selection criteria have been to have a 

sample consisting of the perspective of integrated reporting, the strategic perspective of 

sustainable development, and the market and customer perspective.  

In the company from both the Swedish forest industry and the Australian water industry, 

persons from each of these perspectives have been interviewed. In the Swedish forest company, 

one person from each perspective was interviewed. In the Australian water company, the two 

persons who respectively had the perspective of integrated reporting or the strategic perspective 

of sustainable development were also the ones who had the market and customer perspective. 

Thus, these two persons were interviewed in order to cover the three different perspectives. 

This results in a sample of five, with three participants within the Swedish case and two 

participants within the Australian case.  
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3.6 Data collection 

In line with what Saunders et al. (2012) describe is suitable for a case study, data have been 

collected by conducting semi structured interviews. Merriam (2014) describe that in a semi 

structured interview, there is a mix between more and less structured questions. She further 

explains how semi structured interviews allows the researcher to respond to new ideas on the 

topic and adapt the interview to the specific situation and view of the respondent. Moreover, 

she points out that by interviewing those who have had first-hand and immediate experience 

with the studied phenomenon, insights in the underlying structure can be established.  

According to Saunders et al. (2012), a semi structured interview usually consists of 

predetermined key questions and concepts but the usage of these vary between the different 

interviews. There is no predetermined order the questions have to be asked in, and different 

interviews might focus on different questions. They further point out that in exploratory 

research, the interviews can rely on the interviewee’s expert knowledge and the quality of their 

contributions.  

For the interviews, an interview guide has been developed. It has been based in the frame of 

reference, and the different questions have been developed to guide the discussions towards 

finding answers to the research questions. Open questions have been used to leave room for the 

participants own insights and ideas. The two interviews within the Australian case were 

conducted in English. Within the Swedish case, the three interviews were conducted in Swedish 

due to it being the native language for both the interviewer and the participants. The interview 

guide has thus been written both as an English version and a Swedish version. The interview 

guide in English can be found in appendix 1, and the interview guide in Swedish can be found 

in appendix 2.  

Due to the nature of the sample, where the interview participants are based in widespread 

geographical locations, it was in many cases not possible to meet in person. The majority of the 

interviews have thus been conducted via Skype. Saunders et al. (2012) discuss that there are 

different opinions regarding conducting this type of electronic interviews. They point out that 

some argue that an electronic interview such as a Skype interview can not achieve the same 

level of communication as face-to-face interviews, while others argue that it is not a problem. 

However, in order to establish a good connection between the interviewer and participants in 

this project, the interviewer has been in contact with the participants before the interviews to 

establish some personal connection before the interviews.  
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In table 3.2 below, the conducted interviews within the data collection are summarized. 

Table 3.2: Summary of the conducted interviews. 

Respondent Duration Form Language 

Person with the perspective of integrated 

reporting and the market and customer 

perspective, Australian company. 

50 min Skype 

(Recorded) 

English 

Person with the strategic perspective of 

sustainable development and the market and 

customer perspective, Australian company. 

45 min Skype 

(Recorded) 

English 

Person with the market and customer 

perspective, Swedish company.  

60 min Face to face 

(Recorded) 

Swedish 

Person with the strategic perspective of 

sustainable development, Swedish company. 

45 min Skype 

(Recorded) 

Swedish 

Person with the perspective of integrated 

reporting, Swedish company.  

40 min Skype 

(Recorded) 

Swedish 

 

3.7 Data analysis 

According to Merriam (2014), it is in qualitative research important that the data is not only 

analysed after all data is collected, it should also be analysed at the same time as it is collected. 

By doing so, the collected data can guide the researcher in a direction of where to look next and 

what to ask further questions about. Also, it reduces the risk for information overload within 

the analysing. Therefore, she argues that the process of data gathering and analysis should be 

dynamic. In line with this, data have been analysed continuously when gathered during the 

project. Merriam (2014) further describe that in a multiple case study, the individual cases are 

first analysed. Thereafter, a cross case analysis is conducted in order to compare between the 

cases. The two cases within this study have accordingly been analysed separate from the 

beginning, and then compared with each other. 

Braun and Clarke (2006) describe that thematic analysis can be suitable for analysing the 

qualitative data in a study. They further point out that thematic analysis is a wide notion that 

includes many potential ways of conducting an analysis, and therefore many analyses are 

thematic even if they do not specifically claim to be so. However, they explain that thematic 

analysis is a method for identifying and analysing themes and patterns within the data. In line 

with what Saunders et al. (2012) describe regarding how to conduct the analysis, the data 

have been analysed following some different points:  

First, the data have been coded and different categories have been formed. In line with the ideas 

of Merriam (2014), the different categories are reflecting different recurring themes. By 

forming different categories, a structure for the further analysis is provided (Saunders et al., 

2012). In the next step, the categories have been revised and sorted, and data have been divided 
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into the different categories. Merriam (2014) point out the importance of keeping notes on the 

coded and sorted data so it is possible to return to the original source of the certain data if 

needed. After this, the process of analysis continued by further examining and revising the 

categories. This was done in order to seek relationships, key themes and patterns. Saunders et 

al. (2012) mention that in this step the analysis can lead to further rearrangements of the 

categories and data. When there appeared to be relationships or connections between certain 

categories, the next step has been to form and test propositions. The testing refers to 

investigating alternative explanations to the pattern, and seeking examples that do not align 

with the proposition. Saunders et al. (2012) discuss the importance of this type of testing, and 

argue that when testing the propositions in this way, it is then possible to draw conclusions and 

explain the studied phenomenon.  

3.8 Credibility 

Merriam (2014) describe that regardless of the research type, reliability and validity are 

important to consider in order to show the credibility and trustworthiness of the study. She 

points out that for a qualitative study, it is important to consider internal validity, external 

validity, and reliability.  

3.8.1 Internal validity 

According to Merriam (2014), internal validity is reflecting and dealing with how well the 

findings of the research matches with reality. She further discusses that since qualitative 

research investigates the perception of reality according to the ones who are being studied, there 

can be different realities and it is therefore not possible to capture a definite truth. Moreover, 

she points out that biases can be present in the research and should be addressed.  

Saunders et al. (2012) discuss that when data is gathered through semi- structured interviews, 

there can be interviewer bias, response bias, and participation bias. In their view, interviewer 

bias is when the actions of the interviewer, and the way questions are asked, affects the answers 

that are gathered. Moreover, this form of bias can also be present in the way responses are 

interpreted. Response bias on the other hand can be that the participants may avoid sharing 

some information, or do not provide the complete picture for different reasons.  They further 

describe how participation bias can occur if it is not possible to interview the ones that are 

intended in the data collection.   

To avoid participation bias in this study, the sampling has been carefully selected to ensure the 

feasibility of the interviews. The sampling has also been selected in a way which allowed 

triangulation in form of multiple sources of data to be used in order to improve the internal 

validity. Denzin (1978) points out four different types of triangulation: multiple sources of data, 

multiple investigators, multiple methods, and multiple theories. Multiple sources of data can be 

done by interviewing and collecting data from people with different perspectives (Merriam, 

2014). In line with this, the people who have been interviewed in this study are working in 

different roles and have thus different perspectives of the studied phenomenon. 
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Furthermore, to minimize the risk for interviewer or response bias, thorough preparations have 

been made by the interviewer before conducting the interviews. This has been done in order to 

have a sufficient level of knowledge, and to be aware of potential cultural differences that may 

affect the interview. Also, the themes for the interview have been sent to the participants in 

advance in order to allow them to prepare for the interview and consider organisational 

information to share. To avoid that the participants are feeling uncomfortable in sharing their 

view, and thus avoid answering the questions, names have been excluded and participants have 

only been presented based on their role and perspective of working with IP&L™.     

Another strategy to improve internal validity that has been used in this study is to have peer- 

review. Merriam (2014) describe that peer- review where feedback is provided to the researcher 

can be used to determine if findings are coherent with the gathered data. According to her, this 

can reduce the risk of having bias where the researcher’s expectations and values are 

influencing the way the study and its findings. This study has been examined both by other 

students as well as by the supervisor, who have provided feedback during the project.  

3.8.2 External validity 

According to Merriam (2014), external validity concerns how generalisable the results of a 

study are. Saunders et al. (2012) further describe that the generalisability is considering to what 

extent the findings of the study can be applied to other settings. They point out that the sample 

of the study have an impact on the generalisability. Merriam (2014) agree, and discuss that if 

results are derived from a sampling that includes different perspectives, they are more likely to 

be generalisable. As discussed in the section about sample selection in this study, two different 

cases have been investigated. Consistent findings from the cross-case analysis are thus 

appearing to be representative in two different contexts, with different industrial settings and 

cultural values. This increases the potential for generalisability of the study, since conclusions 

formed in a multiple case study often are considered to be more robust and reliable (Baxter & 

Jack, 2008).    

Moreover, Saunders et al. (2012) point out that if the research is related to existing theory, 

generalisability can be improved since it can be shown that the findings in the specific cases 

have a wider theoretical importance. This study has accordingly been based on existing theory, 

where the general theories have been applied to the investigated cases. The results can thus be 

connected to the general theories which suggests that the findings can be relevant even in other 

settings. However, it is important to recognize that this study have been examining the specific 

IP&L™ model, and it is not seeking to be generalisable for all different potential sustainability 

initiatives. Instead it has been seeking to find out how this investigated model can be used in 

wider settings.  

3.8.3 Reliability 

Reliability is generally considering if the same information would be revealed if the study was 

replicated and conducted by other researchers (Saunders et al., 2012). Merriam (2014) describe 

that since qualitative research relies on different perspectives, interpretations, and experiences, 

a qualitative study that is replicated will probably not have the same results. She discusses that 
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the reason for this is that several interpretations can be derived from the same data. Therefore, 

she points out that in qualitative research, the important question within the reliability is 

whether the collected data and the conclusions are consistent. According to her, a study can be 

considered dependable if the findings are consistent with the presented data.  

Merriam (2014) point out that to increase reliability it is important that readers of the study 

report can understand how the research has been conducted, and can form an opinion regarding 

if the results have been derived in a meaningful way. In this study, the methodology chapter 

aims at creating this understanding. The chapter describes how the research has been conducted 

and what choices and strategies have been used, in order to be accountable for the way data 

collection and analysis have been carried through. Furthermore, in line with what Saunders et 

al. (2012) describe is an appropriate strategy for addressing the reliability, the interviews in this 

study have been transcribed and saved. This allows other researchers to take part of all the 

gathered data in its original form, and it can be examined if the findings of the study are 

consistent with the data. The fact that some interviews have been conducted in Swedish and 

then translated to English may result in translation errors. However, in order to minimize the 

risk for translation errors, the translations have been carried through carefully to make sure that 

the meanings are the same.      
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4. Data presentation 

In this chapter, the data from the interviews is presented. The data from each of the two cases 

is presented separately, in order to first enable an analysis of each case separately in the next 

chapter. Based in the research questions, the data presentation is divided into three different 

parts: Advantages of IP&L™ within the industry, Spreading IP&L™ to other companies, and 

Promoting collaboration to spread IP&L™.  

4.1 The Australian water company 

As discussed earlier in the section about sample selection, two persons have been interviewed 

within this case in order to cover the three different perspectives derived from the frame of 

reference.  

Interviewee A - had the strategic perspective of sustainable development, and the market and 

customer perspective.  

Interviewee B - had the perspective of integrated reporting, and the market and customer 

perspective. 

Both A and B describe that the IP&L™ by their company have been used as a one-time 

evaluation, rather than to produce an integrated profit and loss statement for each year. At that 

time, it was used to produce what A describe as an across- organisation total value assessment. 

A explain that the first IP&L™ assessment was done to make a point of how value can be 

viewed differently, and to develop their understanding of where they are creating and destroying 

value as an organisation. B point out as an example that it has made them realise the magnitude 

of social capital, as well as their impacts on it. After the IP&L™ assessment was done, they 

have since then instead of doing across- organisational total value assessments done program-

based value calculations, helping them for example, as B describe, “to pick projects that deliver 

the best social capital”.  

4.1.1 Advantages of IP&L™ within the industry 

Both the interviewees agree that an advantage with IP&L™ is that it widens the perception of 

value creation. B point out that it moves from just thinking of success as a financial return that 

a company makes, and takes the boundary wider to societies and the value that the company 

provide to society. A also mention that all the different capitals are included, and it shows the 

value that is created as well as the value that is destroyed. B further describe that by having this 

wider perspective, the information can help in the business decision making. As an example, B 

describe that it gave them greater confidence in committing to a goal of generating all their own 

energy by 2025.  

The interviewees both discuss that IP&L™ can identify and highlight company risks. B point 

out that it creates awareness of risks, and makes sure that no risks are overlooked. This allows 

better decision making within the company, since options that minimize the risks can be 

selected. A have the same ideas that it creates awareness of risks, and explain that it could for 

example potentially show that a company have large negative environmental impacts that they 
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are not managing. According to A, this can moreover affect the decision-making process for 

investors and shareholders in whether they feel confident to invest their money or not.  

Many of the advantages that are mentioned by A and B are related to communication in different 

forms. A explain that IP&L™ is a way of communicating all the impacts comparatively, both 

the positives and negatives in one common monetary metric. As an example, A point out that 

if you do not have a common metric, it is hard to estimate the different values if you try to 

compare tonnes of emissions with impact on community happiness, and financial return. 

However, A discuss that it can be problematic with assessing the different values in monetary 

terms. If intangible values like environmental values or community values are monetized, they 

may no longer stand for themselves and may be put into accounting in a way where everything 

just is about financial metrics and the humanity of the values is lost. Therefore, A point out that 

you have to be careful to not lose the humanity aspect. On the positive side, A discuss the 

advantage of having the one metric where all impacts can be compared. This results according 

to A in that “having IP&L would provide perhaps a visibility and transparency to sustainability 

that may not otherwise exist” Moreover, A suggest that IP&L™ with the monetary metric can 

take sustainability into the world of the accountants and “show the business case and the 

importance of sustainability in their language”. A continue to describe that the IP&L™ initially 

was used in that way by their organisation, as a tool to open a conversation with the board and 

the accountants around a “true accounting of the impacts”. It could then, besides the financial 

value they were creating for the shareholders, be shown how they were creating and destroying 

value in the other dimensions.  According to A, it has since the IP&L™ assessment been easier 

to have that type of conversations for different specific programmes and projects.  

Moreover, from A’s perspective, the IP&L™ is most useful in the communication with their 

shareholders, the government, other businesses and the water sector. A further discuss that since 

they in their company have included the IP&L™ in their annual report, they are showing this 

to the government as a new and innovative way to communicate around sustainability. This 

might according to A lead to an interest in the methodology from the government, where they 

could work with the government to change its reporting requirements. B is also discussing how 

the information provided by the IP&L™ can be used in communication. B mention that today; 

people are more and more not only wanting the best value for themselves but also the best value 

for society and the wider community. As a public company they are asked and expected to 

deliver sustainable services, and B state that the IP&L™ is a “tool that can show the 

shareholders, the government and the public that we are actually making the best decisions” 

This is according to B important since many companies needs a licence of trust to operate, and 

this is thus a way of “being open and transparent and getting that trust in the community”. B 

continue to describe how this can improve the relationship between the companies, community 

and society.      

Both interviewees think that a more widespread usage of the IP&L™ would have benefits for 

the industry. A point out a general issue in the area of sustainability: “the confusing thing in 

sustainability is the amount of different frameworks and methods and tools that exists”.  A 

further describes that if many organisations adopt a single approach, it becomes easier for all to 

work with. According to A, it can be quite complex for a company to calculate and produce an 
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IP&L™ assessment. A suggests that if more organisations within their sector would use the 

model, they could combine and come up with a common tool and a common methodology. By 

doing so, A think that the companies would have better understandings of their true impacts as 

organisations, and that the communication would be more transparent. It would, as A phrase it, 

allow all to “speak kind of in the same language and streamline it so it’s less complex, I think 

that would be powerful”. A also point out that the organisations, if forming a common 

methodology, would not always need to articulate and explain why they have chosen their own 

specific method and how they are using it. Instead, the different organisations would be able to 

work in the same direction.  

B is suggesting that the communication within the industry, and how different organisations are 

communicating with each other, would improve by having many companies working with the 

same framework that “monetizes the externalities”. According to B, it would probably result 

in that the companies would work together more since they would be able to see new 

possibilities. If the companies would be working together, B think that the horizon of solving 

sustainability problems can be expanded to focus more on the outcomes rather than on the 

specific technical solutions and their costs. B gives an example and explains that if all 

companies on their own are spending different amounts of money to reduce pollution, it easily 

becomes a focus on the own environmental actions and spending. Moreover, the spending from 

certain companies might be very high compared to the relative environmental improvements. 

If there instead would be collaboration, the focus can be on the overall outcomes, and the 

spending could be optimized, so all are focusing their spending on where it provides the best 

outcomes.  In B’s view, this would, in this example, result in both better environmental 

outcome, and in better financial outcome since they “could spend less money doing something 

else to get a better environmental outcome” Therefore, the main advantage of working with a 

common framework is according to B that it allows to get  “better value at a lower cost”.  

B point out that this value- cost relationship can be for the different values, whether it is the 

“social return on investment” or “environmental return on investment”.  However, B 

emphasise that to be able to deliver the best value related to the costs, it is important to have a 

mean for assessing all options across the whole spectrum of value creation, to make sure that 

the best outcomes actually are delivered. Even if A is not going into this matter as deep in the 

answers, A also think that the priorities of the organisations might change if having a common 

framework based on IP&L™. A point out that “it could create a slightly different area of focus 

to work towards together”. It could according to A be possible to together see and address 

common negative impacts for the sector. In the same way it could highlight opportunities to 

collaboratively have really positive impacts.  

4.1.2 Spreading IP&L™ to other companies 

Both A and B thinks that IP&L™ is worth spreading to other companies. B emphasise that it is 

absolutely worth spreading because it can change how a company thinks. According to B, it 

allowed them as a company to form their strategic direction in order to deliver greater value in 

the future. B suggests that companies that are better able to do so will have greater success in 

the long term. A think that the IP&L™ is worth spreading to other companies but discuss that 
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it might be more relevant and suitable for some, and less relevant for others. According to A, it 

depends on for example what industry the organisation is in, what the current level of 

sustainability thinking is, and what audiences the organisation has. A continue to describe that 

IP&L™ is “great and really relevant” for companies that are relying heavily on natural and 

environmental capital, like them as a water company, fishing companies, and forestry 

companies. However, A think that even for the companies where it might be less relevant to 

use IP&L™, it could provide interesting information about the value creation. For example, for 

a company that does not rely at all on environmental capital, it could still show their positive 

and negative impacts on their human capital and social capital, and thereby help them to think 

more broadly.       

B discuss that a challenge with spreading IP&L™ is that it is quite a complex methodology that 

requires investments from businesses and people within the business. This is something that A 

also point out, who mention that the issue is in the complexity and that a company needs to hire 

a consulting group if they want to do an across- organisational IP&L™ assessment. A believe 

that to spread the IP&L™ to other companies, there would need to be some kind of body that 

could develop and set up a common framework and methodology for how to use it. A discuss 

how the body could for example be formed and follow in the footsteps of the Global Reporting 

Initiative, who according to A have done a great job in spreading their sustainability reporting 

framework. If they were involved, A think it would be a good way to get the spreading “off the 

ground”.  A also discuss that another way could be to have innovative, early adopter companies 

to do it well and then develop the framework and methodology into a framework other 

companies also can use. The importance of having consistency in a common framework is 

emphasised by A, but A further suggest that it has to be flexible so companies can form it to 

suit their own situation.  

In line with A, B point out the importance of coming up with a common framework, so all can 

use the same methodology. However, B think that it is an interesting question how to spread 

the model, and point out that in B’s view, the spreading is hindered by getting lost in the 

complexity of the tool. B describe that people are just thinking of the tool, but emphasise that 

“it is not the tool that we need to think about, we need to think of the outcomes that it delivers 

and how it changes business decision- making”. Having said that, B discuss that the powerful 

thing in spreading the framework would be to have as many examples as possible on how the 

framework results in changed strategic decisions, which results in better outcomes. By doing 

so, B believe that it can be shown to people how the outcomes actually can be improved by 

working with the new framework.  

Furthermore, B point out that collaboration is crucial in order to reach a widespread usage of 

the IP&L™ framework. B state that “If we don’t collaborate, it won’t work” and discuss that 

collaboration as a means for exchange is necessary in working with IP&L™. Without 

collaboration, it would according to B not be possible to exchange value and create the best 

outcomes. B describe that without collaboration, it would be like if someone invented the 

concept of money and was the only one to use it. Then there would be “no one to exchange it 

with, and there’s no one to realise your value”. A think that it in their industry is “a lot of 

appetite for collaboration” and point out that there already is friendly collaboration between 
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companies within their sector in different questions. Especially between the sustainability 

professionals in different companies since they according to A are “in it for the outcome rather 

than the company’s glory”. A suggest that when spreading IP&L™ to other companies, the 

skills of working with it and using the common framework could be taught especially to the 

sustainability people and the accountants. B also discuss the existing collaboration within their 

industry and explain how they, within their industry, have an industry network where the 

companies are working together and sharing information in order to “collectively bring the 

industry along” in the regard of health and wellbeing impacts. B conclude that by working with 

these questions in an industry group, they can together progress towards delivering the best 

outcomes.    

4.1.3 Promoting collaboration to spread IP&L™ 

B think that in order to reach a fruitful collaboration among companies, the discussion should 

be focused more on the solutions and outcomes you can have through the methodology, rather 

than on the methodology itself and its complexity. B further point out that if the discussion gets 

trapped in the methodology, “people loose why you are doing it, and what benefits you could 

actually get from it”. A discuss that the confusing thing in sustainability is the amount of 

different methods, frameworks and tools, and discuss that companies should combine and form 

a shared view about best practice within sustainability. Then it would allow them to “speak 

kind of in the same language”. B is also discussing the need for alignment, and point out as an 

example that if companies are going to work together with creating values, they “have to make 

sure that a dollar in one company is worth the same as a dollar in another company”. B further 

suggest that in the work with shared value creation, there is a need for working out how to get 

equivalency and an exchange right, and to create a “funding mechanism for one person to do 

something that another person gets the benefit from”. Therefore, B state that companies have 

to work together and share their knowledge.  

A think that one way of reaching collaboration can be to form a working group. According to 

A, the innovative and forward-thinking companies could probably come together in this type 

of group, and it is important that the companies are having low ego and high self-esteem. A 

further suggests that it has to be formed a shared vision around sustainability, and the values of 

the organisations should be aligned into shared values and a common vision to work towards. 

A think that since businesses are becoming more focused on being ethical and sustainable, it is 

easier to develop shared visions focused on “doing the right things”.   

A barrier A point out for collaboration is that companies might not want to share too much 

information around their impacts, since it also shows their negative impacts and exposes risks. 

B also point out that fear of exposing risks is a major barrier, and state that it is important to 

form trust in order to establish a good collaboration. B describe that when they in their company 

started to work with IP&L™, they had some fear about exposing risks themselves. However, it 

turned out that it was not as bad as they thought. Actually, it was the other way around and by 

exposing their weak sides, they were able to deal with them and improve, and they gained trust 

both from the community and from their owners.  
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A think that one way to spread IP&L™ to other companies can be by being a leader who 

presents it and initiates conversations to “set the standard”. A also think that companies that 

have done IP&L™ should show how they have done and what it has resulted in, since some 

other companies might need to see that there is minimal negative outcomes before they feel 

safe to do it themselves. This goes in line with the ideas of B, who mention that companies that 

have done IP&L™ should show examples of the benefits that the methodology has been able 

to deliver both companies and society. A further describe an example from another sector, were 

some companies got together and successfully influenced their whole sector to shift towards 

better practices. In this case it was just something the companies together believed in, and they 

knew that they had the power to do it so they did. According to A, some companies might do 

this kind of things because they feel that it is the right thing to do, and some may also see an 

opportunity to enhance the brand.     

Both A and B discuss whether collaborative efforts should be taken by the companies 

themselves or if it should be formed and promoted on a higher instance. B says “I think 

innovation comes from the industry” and discuss that it probably would be best if the industry 

can show how it can be done and what benefits it has. Then when momentum builds up, the 

government can be an important part in the forming of a common methodology and bringing 

along the laggards. B further mention that it probably is necessary to have the government 

involved since “they are effectively responsible for the social value creation for society, states 

and countries”.  A think that they in their own company, by reporting externally around IP&L™ 

to the government are “putting that in front of them as a new, innovative, forward-thinking way 

to talk about sustainability”. By doing so, A think that they in the long run also may be able to 

work together with the government to change its reporting requirements.  

4.2 The Swedish forest company 

As discussed earlier in the section about sample selection, three persons have been interviewed 

within this case in order to cover the three different perspectives derived from the frame of 

reference.   

Interviewee C - had the strategic perspective of sustainable development.  

Interviewee D - had the market and customer perspective.  

Interviewee E - had the perspective of integrated reporting.  

C describe that during 2017 it was a lot of work with preparing and performing their IP&L™ 

evaluation project. After the presentation of the results, C explain that it has been a lot of interest 

from external parties, and they have been presenting their work with IP&L™ in different 

contexts. E point out how they realised that IP&L™ can be very useful in the communication 

about their impacts as an organisation, and describe how it resulted in creating a new section 

on their webpage, where the different values are described and discussed. E further point out 

how they have used the knowledge from the IP&L™ evaluation in their annual report, in order 

to show their business model and what outputs that are created based on the inputs.  
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C mention that the plan for the future is to keep working with IP&L™ assessments on a regular 

basis, maybe every second year or something like that. However, C point out that major values 

like for example carbon sequestration, water conservation and recreational benefits are quite 

static. These values remain approximately the same over the years, and therefore the plan is to 

lift out the floating values that they can work with in the operational activities, in order to be 

able to improve these. Both C and E also mention that they currently are working with how to 

measure and evaluate biodiversity.        

4.2.1 Advantages of IP&L™ within the industry 

All three interviewees, C, D, and E mention based on their specific perspective that an 

advantage is that IP&L™ provides a wider picture. C point out that you get an overall picture 

of all the different values that are generated by the forest and the forestry. According to C, the 

knowledge around the different values existed to a high degree within the business even before 

the IP&L™, but it was hard to put it in words. The difference now is that it is possible to really 

show how the forestry activities are generating different values, and the focus is lifted from 

only the financial value creation to how the different values are interrelated. C believe that this 

can be used both for managing the own business, and for communicating the different values 

since this is something that many people in general may not be aware of. Furthermore, C point 

out that IP&L™ also goes well in line with another framework called Agenda 2030 and the 

global goals of sustainability, which are used widely today.  

From D’s perspective, IP&L™ is a credible system for evaluating a business and forming the 

business decisions. D think that it is lifting the level from “being correct only in the perspective 

of business economics, into being correct in the perspective of sustainability economics”. This 

can be important in the process of decision making according to D, who point out that there are 

shortcomings in the traditional business economics. As an example, D refers to the consultant 

that developed the IP&L™, who stated that “A bee is not sending any invoices, but still the 

value of bees and the pollination is in monetary terms worth several billions each year for the 

planet”. Therefore, D emphasise that for sustainable development there is a need for evaluating 

the wider picture in a better way, in order to favour more sustainable decisions.  

E point out that if the IP&L™ can be used in the business planning, organisations will be much 

better in accounting for their business from a sustainability perspective. E discuss that 

traditionally the different values are very isolated. If using IP&L™, it is instead possible to see 

different negative and positive impacts in an integrated way. E point out that by being able to 

put numbers to these impacts, it can be a strategic tool that businesses can use to optimise the 

overall value creation. As an example, E describe that instead of just reviewing how much a 

new factory would cost and what revenues it would yield, it would also be possible to, more 

easily, see what environmental impact it would have and how it would affect the employment 

rate in the local community.     

C think that it would be good if many companies within the forest sector would be working 

with IP&L™, since it could give wider legitimacy for forestry as an industry. C point out that 

today, specific aspects that are lifted out of their contexts are often gaining a lot of focus in the 

debate. Then the overall picture is lost around how the different aspects and dimensions are 
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aligned, but by working with IP&L™, the impacts of forestry can be shown in a holistic 

perspective. C state that if the forest sector would be more unified, and would be working with 

more or less the same model in evaluating their value creation, it would be easier to get an 

acceptance around the relevance of the model. C state that “if many are using the same model, 

it gets stronger”, and further discuss that this would be much better compared to if all 

companies are going to create their own model. In that case, all the different models are losing 

strength. Therefore, C point out that it is a question of credibility and trustworthiness for the 

industry. By using IP&L™, C think the industry and the companies can show that they think 

sustainability questions are important and that they want to improve, since a holistic picture is 

created.     

D is also discussing how collective actions can enhance trustworthiness and credibility. D point 

out that if a company alone uses a certain model, it is more of a novelty that has to be described, 

explained and also defended. If companies could work together around a common model, D 

think that they all can gain more trust. The descriptions of the organisational impacts and value 

creation can thus be more accepted. Moreover, D emphasise the importance of developing 

reliability together, and explain that “In the moment where you can be dismissed as 

greenwashing and just being in it for your own benefits, you have no chance”. D continue to 

describe that a commonly used model of IP&L™ can help to prove the claims of different 

organisations so they can not be dismissed. Due to IP&L™ not having loyalty towards single 

companies, but towards sustainability where it tries to find a common language to improve the 

world, D believe that “if the organisational actions can be described in that context, you can 

get an acceptance that you would otherwise never be able to achieve”. D further state that the 

major benefit then is that a reliable basis can be provided to consumers for taking their 

consumption decisions in a way that is sustainable in the long term. To reach this situation, D 

emphasise that there is a need for spreading IP&L™ within the industry, and to take collective 

actions.  

Although E is not going as deep into this matter as C and D, the ideas of E are aligned with C 

and D regarding how legitimacy and trustworthiness can be increased. E point out that there is 

a lot of work around sustainability today, but it is hard to actually have an impact since there 

are a lot of opinions, and no way to actually say what is good and what is bad. By having a 

unified methodology, it would give more legitimacy to the decisions, and it would reduce the 

uncertainty. 

C, D and E all discuss different advantages a widespread usage of IP&L™ can entail in the area 

of communication. All three of them point out that the communication overall would be clearer 

if there were common practices within the industry. C emphasise that if many companies were 

working with IP&L™, all can “sort of speak in a harmonious way” where the discussion 

around the different values can be based in the same scientific foundation. C mention that this 

would be valuable. D is discussing the same area and describe that sustainable development is 

quite a fuzzy notion and concept since it is easy to ask yourself “what is sustainable for us?”, 

and then give it an own meaning based on the personal and organisational values. This results 

according to D in that organisations are “talking past each other and speaking about different 

things”, which can be very confusing for customers and the public. Then it becomes hard for 
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customers and the public to know who and what to believe, so D is worried that sustainable 

development is a notion that soon might be washed- out. Therefore, D point out that it is 

important to not lose the concept of sustainable development.  

D suggest that if many companies would be using IP&L™, it could help by forming a “shared 

language around sustainability and the different values”. D further describe that it constitutes 

a holistic perspective in the economic language which is sort of an international language in 

many ways. In the same way, E discuss that today all organisations have more or less their own 

way of evaluating and measuring sustainability, which results in a complicated situation since 

there is no unity. As an external observer or investor, it is thus very hard to follow up the 

different organisations. As an example, E describe how many investors tend to skip the 

sustainability reports in their evaluation of the organisations. Not because they do not find it 

important but since they find it too hard to compare due to the lack of unity. E think that if all 

would be working with IP&L™, it could then change towards more unity.   

All three interviewees are moreover discussing how a widespread usage of IP&L™ in the value 

chains could help customers to choose sustainable alternatives. D point out that “If we join 

together, I think we facilitate for the end customers to make sustainable buying decisions”. D 

think that the demand for being able to show product related impacts is increasing from the 

customer's point of view. C discuss that if it can be formed a discussion around all the values, 

the industry has benefits when talking with their customers. This might then spread across the 

value chains and when customers today are becoming more and more interested in sustainable 

solutions, it is important for the organisations in the whole value chain to be able to 

communicate around their impacts and value creation. C further mention that they as forest 

companies are the ones who provide the resources, and therefore they can be seen as an 

upstream tie in the value chains. E explain in line with D and C that it would be good if IP&L™ 

could be spread across the value chains since it would allow to have a deeper conversation about 

the end products overall impact on sustainability. Both D and E point out that if it then would 

be possible to compare the impacts of wood-based alternatives with other alternatives, it could 

be valuable in the progression towards increased sustainability.       

Moreover, C mention that another motive for taking widespread actions within the industry can 

be that it is easier to gather power to influence third parties. As an example, C describe that 

Sweden is a small country and the Swedish forestry is not a major question that is discussed in 

international contexts. Therefore, it can be important that the industry go together and 

communicate the same message around forestry and sustainable forestry.  

They all also point out in different ways that the communication could be more open and 

transparent by having a widespread usage of IP&L™. E believe that one communication area 

where companies could commonly use IP&L™ is in the sustainability reporting. According to 

E, it would be great if many companies within the industry would be working with IP&L™ 

because it would result in more open reflections of the industry, where the external environment 

is better able to review the organisations in a holistic way. By doing so, it would allow external 

observers to see how different organisations have been working, what products they have, and 

what impacts their actions are resulting in. E once again discuss the current problem of having 
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no unity, since different methods that are used for reviewing sustainability of organisations are 

focusing on, and showing different things. E further point out that in the best of worlds, it would 

be possible for an external observer to fully examine the impacts of different organisations, and 

to compare the different organisations with each other. E also state that having a widespread 

usage of IP&L™ probably would have a high positive impact on the degree of sustainability, 

since it would be possible to see the different impacts and have “sort of the answers around 

how the sustainability work is progressing”.  

Both C and D are in line with E discussing how it by having many companies working with 

IP&L™ could be more open and transparent. C think that it within the forest sector is a need 

for more transparency, and that this could be a way to be able to communicate in a transparent 

way. D point out that IP&L™ is very careful in its way to evaluate, and transparently describe 

how the evaluation is done. D further suggest that the external communication for the industry 

by working with IP&L™ “easily could be more transparent”. D believe that if it could be 

formed a system that all can join, which builds not only on the success of the individual 

companies but on an ambition to be correct from a sustainability perspective, it would be great. 

Then it can be more transparent, and the knowledge around organisations and their 

sustainability impacts could increase for people. D emphasise that in order to progress towards 

sustainability and achieve a shift from the traditional business economics towards taking more 

sustainable business decisions, it is important to have an understanding and pressure from the 

public in that they want to consume in a trustworthy sustainable way. It is then not what the 

companies are writing about sustainability in their marketing pamphlets that matters. Instead it 

is how the company can, in a reliable way, show that they really are acting sustainable. D think 

that IP&L™ is helping companies to show this since “IP&L does not originate from the 

perspective of individual companies; it originates from a global sustainability perspective 

where emphasis is on credibility and accurate descriptions”. D further point out “That’s where 

the value is with the whole system, that you stand for impartiality and credibility”.  

C discuss that the transparency can be a driving force in sustainability. If the communication 

can be open and show what companies are doing and how they measure value, the requirements 

can increase and promote changes. According to C, they are in the forest sector being criticised 

for “being too quiet” and C believe that it would be good if they within the industry could be 

more transparent in their work and take an open discussion also around the tougher questions. 

C is further discussing that a widespread usage of IP&L™ could result in that the companies 

can support each other in terms of what approach to take and how to use the model. C also think 

that smaller companies might be able to join and have benefits without putting in as much work 

as the early adopters. However, C think that it will not be possible to compare the different 

companies to say who is better and who is worse, since all will have their own level of reference. 

Instead, C think that all companies will be able to show how they can improve from their 

specific level of reference.   

In line with C who point out that companies would be able to support each other, D point out 

that a widespread usage of IP&L™ could result in that companies can exchange experiences 

and knowledge, and form “kind of a pool of competence“. Instead of having all companies to 
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form their own way of working, it could thus be done together which would be more resource 

effective. 

4.2.2 Spreading IP&L™ to other companies 

All three interviewees think that it is definitely worth spreading IP&L™ to other companies. D 

think that it is not only worth spreading, it is almost a responsibility they have since they have 

been working with it and learnt how it works. D further describe that in order to provide a 

foundation for taking more sustainable decisions within the industry, it is necessary that the 

industry works together. Otherwise there will probably be a lot of efforts in different directions, 

where the progressive sustainable development may be set back. Therefore, D emphasise that 

there is a need for working together, and suggest that they should explain and describe this for 

others in order to spread it. Then the industry can together believe in it and help each other.  

When it comes to the question on how to spread IP&L™, the three interviewees all point out 

that it is important to describe it and show other companies how it can be used. C believe that 

it can be done by getting together to have conversations where the model and methodology also 

can be demonstrated. C further describe that they have been organising some workshops where 

also other companies have been invited, in order to show what benefits IP&L™ can result in.  

D believe that it is first of all important to describe and explain IP&L™ within the own 

company, to make sure that the own company is dedicated in the work with IP&L™. In order 

to explain and communicate the benefits of IP&L™ to others, they need to feel comfortable in 

the methodology and why they are working with it themselves. Then D think that IP&L™ can 

be spread from company to company, and that requires building knowledge and taking active 

decisions in each company. Then the decisions have to be taken by the management and the 

board of directors. However, D point out that it would be even better if the Swedish forest sector 

could collaborate and take united actions and efforts within the area. To reach that situation, D 

believe that there is a need for “Good examples where you are not only talking about the theory, 

but where you can show actual results and what it means in practice”.  

E discuss that in the spreading of IP&L™, it is first important to create an understanding among 

companies that the model and methodology is valuable and fills a gap in how to evaluate the 

business. Then the next step is to be more open with each other and show how IP&L™ can be 

calculated. This is according to E important in order to be able to form a common methodology. 

E point out that collaboration, common seminars and workshops can be ways to form the 

methodology and find a common standard that all can use. In line with D, E emphasise the 

importance of having examples of that the model really works and can be used as a strategic 

tool. If IP&L™ is going to be spread to other companies, E believe that the other companies, 

who may be using different models, need to be convinced that IP&L™ can develop their way 

of measuring sustainability. An important step can therefore according to E be to have the 

quality assured by a third party.  

E further believe that when spreading IP&L™ to other companies, it may first be a period 

characterised by some confusion, since all may start to use it in more or less different ways. 

Then E think that after a while, consensus can be formed around how to work, and this will 
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result in large improvements in the long term. E think that in forming the common 

methodologies, it is probably best if the industry can talk together and come up with something 

they think works well. By doing so, it can be avoided that companies feel that a framework is 

enforced and thereby refuses it. However, E also discuss that it probably would be necessary to 

have some kind of third party involved that can verify and form the common methodology, to 

avoid confusion around how to measure.  

When it comes to collaboration and what role it has in the spreading of IP&L™, the 

interviewees all think that collaboration is important, but have some different ideas regarding 

the forms of collaboration. Both D and E point out that they think collaboration between 

companies in the industry is required in order to reach a widespread usage of IP&L™. E state 

that “I think it is absolutely necessary, because if you are just working with it yourself, it will 

not be successful”. In the same way, D think that collaboration is a prerequisite, and point out 

that in the forest sector all the companies are more or less connected since they all are using 

different parts of the forests. Therefore, the companies are dependent on each other. Based on 

that, D state that “Therefore, I believe that it is fundamental in this type of industry to work 

together”. D further point out that collaboration is needed both between the different forest 

companies, and across the supply chains. Moreover, E point out that E believes they are quite 

open, and works quite closely together with each other in the forest sector. Therefore, E think 

that there are good opportunities for reaching a fruitful collaboration. In contrast to this, C point 

out that the forest industry is “not always great in staying together” and describe that they have 

had some difficulties in having common views in some questions before.          

C think that some questions require collaboration and a perspective wider than the boundaries 

of the individual companies. C further point out that it probably is important for the industry to 

align and to go together in order to progress also in the “tougher questions”. According to C, 

companies today might be willing to do so if they can see that there are good opportunities.  

Then the politicians can be influenced in these areas to develop better practices. In line with D 

and E, C is discussing that wider collaborative efforts in the industry can be good. However, C 

believe that they are not ready for it yet, since C think that they may need to develop the 

methodology more by themselves first.        

4.2.3 Promoting collaboration to spread IP&L™ 

As pointed out earlier, C think that it in order to spread IP&L™ is important that companies get 

together to have conversations where the model and methodology can be demonstrated. Within 

these meetings, C point out that it is important to establish understanding and to build 

knowledge around the model. It is important to discuss how the model can be adapted to suit 

the different companies, since it might be relevant in different ways for different organisations. 

However, C discuss that even if it is adapted to the specific situations, it is important to maintain 

some degree of uniformity. Another thing C mention as important is to open a discussion around 

how things can be done differently and how the model can be further developed. E also 

emphasise the importance of having an open discussion. According to E, companies need to 

“be brave and open up a bit, to sort of share calculations and methodology in order to be able 

to help each other”. E further discuss that it may be necessary for them as a company who 
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already have implemented IP&L™ to take a step back in the discussion around the 

methodology. The discussion can then be more about how the methodology can be developed, 

and it allows to “take the best from all worlds” and use what works best from different types 

of methodologies that may be used by other companies. Moreover, E think that it is important 

to find the right forms for collaboration, and how it can be pursued. For example, is it regarding 

the sustainability reporting, or is it by having common seminars? Once again, E emphasise the 

importance of being open with each other and to “dare to put the unfinished documents besides 

each other, to show how you have been working and how you think”. E also believe that it can 

be good to involve external parties like for example nature conservation organisations, because 

if they are involved in forming the frameworks, they are better able to follow up the 

organisations in their work.  

D also point out the importance of being open, and discuss that a barrier for achieving 

collaboration is when companies are trying to gain competitive advantages within the industry. 

Then the focus is on the own company and companies tend to be a bit secretive, which is a 

problem when trying to progress towards better practices and increased sustainability. D think 

that the companies need to decide that they really want to take sustainability seriously, in order 

to also be successful in the long term and not be dismissed as an industry in the future.  

All three interviewees point out that they think it is very important to have dialogue in order to 

reach a fruitful collaboration. C think that dialogue is important because it can then be formed 

consensus and a common foundation in the area. In line with C, D discuss the importance of 

having dialogue and state that “Since my belief is that this can not be done by single companies, 

a vivid dialogue is crucial”. According to E, it is important within the dialogue to together form 

the tools and develop a shared methodology. Both C and E are further discussing that it can be 

important to find the right persons in order to form collaboration. E suggests that there is a need 

to find dedicated persons, who can be driving the collaborations. These persons also need trust 

from the management according to E. C point out that many companies are having sustainability 

professionals within the organisations, and that there already is quite good collaboration 

between these persons. Therefore, C think that it might be between these “colleagues from the 

different organisations” that a collaboration can be formed. E also point out that in forming the 

collaboration, it can be good to start talking to the organisations that are closest, where there 

already is a good relation and dialogue between the companies.    

D further think that to form successful collaboration, a company that already is using IP&L™ 

could take the lead and show others examples of how it works, what it means in practice, and 

what results it can entail. C agree that a pioneering company can have a role in taking the lead, 

and mentions arranging workshops as an example. C further point out that they want to be active 

in developing the methodology, where they can suggest different solutions, applications and 

benefits. E point out that by being first within their sector to use IP&L™, they might have done 

the heavy work, and that it can be easier for others to join. C think that this is essentially a good 

thing but point out that it is important that they keep having a leading role in the further 

development as well. Another thing E mention as important in order to establish good 

collaboration is to have insights and acceptance of the methodology from the management and 

board of directors.   
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5. Analysis 

In this chapter, the empirical data presented in the previous chapter is analysed and compared 

to the frame of reference presented earlier in chapter 2. First, each of the two cases are 

analysed separately and then the two cases are analysed together in a cross-case analysis.  

Codes used in the tables 

These codes are used to show to what extent the interviewee has pointed out the 

advantage/important factor during the interview. 

+  Clearly pointed out, This code is used when the advantage/important factor is clearly pointed 

out by the interviewee.   

/ Indicated, This code is used when the advantage/important factor is indicated by the ideas of 

the interviewee, but not clearly pointed out. 

* Not mentioned, This code is used when the advantage/important factor is not mentioned by 

the interviewee.  

- Opposed, This code is used when the advantage/important factor is opposed by the 

interviewee. 

5.1 The Australian water company  

5.1.1 Advantages of IP&L™ within an industry 

The theoretical framework of this study is pointing out five different potential advantages of 

having many companies working with IP&L™. These can be seen in table 5.1.   

Table 5.1: Comparison perspectives of potential advantages. 

Potential advantage Reference Advantage 

according to A  

Advantage 

according to B  

Developing consensus and new 

norms 

Dashwood (2014) 
Jenkins & Yakovleva (2006) 

Sol et al. (2013) 

+ + 

Enhanced external 

communication 

Frias‐Aceituno et al. (2013) 

Gray & Milne (2004) 
Kiron et al. (2015) 

Ring et al. (2010) 

Sierra‐García et al. (2015) 

+ + 

Influencing regulation and 

legislation 

Gray & Milne (2004) 

Kiron et al. (2015) 

Ring et al. (2010) 

/ * 

Improving industry reputation Ansari & Qureshi (2015) 
Aquilani et al. (2018) 

Dashwood (2014) 

Lewandowski (2016) 

Seuring & Gold (2013) 

+ + 
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New networks and access to new 

expertise 

Kiron et al. (2015) 

Ryan et al. (2012) 
Sol et al. (2013) 

+ + 

 

The first advantage literature suggest is that it can be developed consensus and new norms. 

For example, as Dashwood (2014) suggests, common sustainability initiatives can lead to 

consensus around sustainability issues, and new norms and practices can be developed. The 

collected data also indicate that this would be a benefit of having a widespread use of IP&L™ 

within the industry. First of all, new practices could be a result since the IP&L™ according to 

both interviewees widens the perspective of value creation and develops the understanding of 

where the company is creating and destroying value. Both interviewees point out that this 

allowed them to better realise their impacts, and they could start to take better and more 

sustainable decisions. In this regard, the IP&L™ can lead to new practices for the organisations 

in their decision-making. Furthermore, B suggests that how different organisations are 

communicating with each other would improve, and A state that “the confusing thing in 

sustainability is the amount of different frameworks and methods and tools that exists”. Both 

the interviewees agree that if many companies would be working with the same framework, it 

becomes easier for all companies to work with it and to work in the same direction. In this 

sense, consensus within the industry could, in line with the literature, be a benefit of having a 

widespread usage of IP&L™ within the industry.  

The second advantage suggested by the literature is enhanced external communication. This 

advantage is also emphasised by the collected data. A explain that IP&L™ is a way of 

communicating all the positive and negative impacts in one common monetary metric, which 

allows the different impacts to be compared and provides “a visibility and transparency to 

sustainability that may not otherwise exist”. This goes well in line with Ring et al. (2010), who 

describe that an advantage of evaluating the overall performance in monetary terms is that it is 

possible to provide new information regarding the different values. According to Ring et al., 

the different values can thus be highlighted, which allows comparison between them and the 

awareness can be improved.  

Both interviewees further state that the IP&L™, with the wider picture it provides around value 

creation is a way of being open and transparent in the communication. This goes in line with 

how Frias‐Aceituno et al. (2013) and Sierra‐García et al. (2015) describe that by having a 

holistic perspective in the reporting, a clearer picture of the overall corporate performance can 

be communicated to stakeholders. Gray and Milne (2004) further point out that having a holistic 

perspective in the reporting allows all stakeholders to form an opinion about whether the 

organisation is meeting external expectations as well as they claim. This statement aligns with 

how B point out that IP&L™ is a “tool that can show the shareholders, the government and 

the public that we are actually making the best decisions”. Moreover, Gray and Milne discuss 

that if there is no common meaning of words as sustainability, sustainability statements will be 

more confusing than clarifying and transparent for stakeholders. A point out that if companies 

would have a common methodology, it would allow all to “speak kind of in the same language 

and streamline it so it’s less complex”. Collaborative efforts where consensus is formed can 
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thus both according to literature and the collected data facilitate for stakeholders to form their 

opinions around the credibility of companies’ sustainability statements.  

The third advantage literature is pointing out is that it could be influencing regulation and 

legislation. However, this is not something that is coherently or even clearly pointed out by the 

two interviewees. A mention that since they in their company have included the IP&L™ in their 

annual report, they are showing this to the government as a new and innovative way to 

communicate around sustainability. This might according to A lead to an interest in the 

methodology from the government, where they could then work with the government to change 

its reporting requirements. This suggests that a result of working with IP&L™ could potentially 

be that it influences regulation and legislation in line with literature. However, none of the 

interviewees suggest specifically that this would be an advantage of having a widespread usage 

of IP&L™. Apart from what is briefly mentioned by A that indicates that there may be 

possibilities for influencing regulations, the collected data does not support the literature in this 

regard.     

The fourth advantage literature describe is improved industry reputation. Literature suggest 

that an advantage of evaluating performance is that the information can be used to justify the 

existence of the company (Jenkins & Yakovleva, 2006; Seuring & Gold, 2013). In line with 

this, B point out that companies need a licence of trust to operate and point out that IP&L™ is 

a way of “being open and transparent and getting that trust in the community”. A discuss that 

if the organisations would use a common methodology, they would not always need to articulate 

and explain why they have chosen their own specific method. This also suggest that there would 

be more trust in the way companies are operating. Moreover, Aquilani et al. (2018) describe 

how collaboration allows value to be created and utilized in a wider context, and the 

relationships with all stakeholders, including society as a whole and the environment, can be 

improved. This is something that also is described by B, who point out that by working with 

IP&L™ and thus being more open and transparent, the relationship between the companies, 

community and society can be improved. The collected data thus align with literature in the 

sense that companies can gain more trust, and thereby have a better reputation.   

The fifth advantage suggested in literature is that new networks and access to new expertise 

can be obtained. Sol et al. (2013) point out that by working in networks with many actors, there 

is a possibility to take advantage of different perspectives and develop more sustainable policies 

and practices. Both interviewees agree with the literature in this regard. A think that if more 

organisations within their sector would use IP&L™, they could combine and together come up 

with a common tool and methodology. This could “create a slightly different area of focus to 

work towards together”, where common negative impacts can be highlighted and addressed, 

and opportunities to collaboratively have positive impacts also can be seen. B have similar ideas 

and point out that widespread IP&L™ usage would probably result in that the companies would 

work together more, since they would be able to see new possibilities. Then B think that the 

horizon of solving sustainability problems can be expanded to focus more on the outcomes 

rather than on the specific technical solutions and their costs. Both interviewees are accordingly 

suggesting that the focus can be shifted more towards the outcomes, which results in line with 

Sol et al. (2013) that by working together, more sustainable practices can be developed. Even 
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if the interviewees more are discussing the advantages that can be a result of having access to 

new networks and new expertise, new networks and expertise can be considered to be an 

advantage since it according to the interviewees is what brings the other advantage of 

developing better practices. 

5.1.2 Spreading IP&L™ to other companies 

The theoretical framework of this study is unanimously pointing out collaboration as a key 

factor in order to spread IP&L™ to other companies, as can be seen in table 5.2. 

Table 5.2: Comparison perspectives of potential important factors. 

Potential important factor Reference Important 

according to A  

Important 

according to B  

Collaboration Aquilani et al. (2018) 

Gray & Milne (2004) 

Jenkins & Yakovleva (2006) 

Kiron et al. (2015) 
Millar et al. (2012) 

Ryan et al. (2012) 

Seuring & Gold (2013) 

Sol et al. (2013)  

+ + 

 

The literature is harmonized in their suggestion that to promote sustainability efforts and 

initiatives, there is a need for collaboration. Jenkins and Yakovleva (2006) discuss that to 

establish more confidence in the data provided by the organisations, there have to be more 

homogeneity in the sustainability evaluations. Both A and B are discussing that the issue today 

is the complexity of IP&L™, and in line with Jenkins and Yakovleva they point out the 

importance of developing common frameworks to successfully reach a widespread IP&L™ 

usage. A discuss that a common framework could be formed either by some kind of external 

body, or by early adopter companies that uses the framework and adapt it to be more generally 

applicable. Even if B also point out the importance of coming up with a common framework, 

B emphasise that to spread the framework successfully, more focus should be on positive 

examples of where the outcomes are improved. Both literature and the collected data are thereby 

pointing out the need for forming common frameworks. 

The different authors in literature are in various contexts pointing out that in order to progress 

towards sustainability, there is a need for collaboration and to expand the boundaries to be wider 

than the just the individual companies. The collected data support that collaboration is 

important, and both interviewees are describing how existing collaboration today helps them 

within their industry in different questions. B explain that they have an industry network where 

companies are working together to “collectively bring the industry along”, and progress 

towards delivering the best outcomes. Furthermore, B point out that collaboration is crucial in 

order to reach a widespread usage of the IP&L™ framework. B state that “If we don’t 

collaborate, it won’t work”, and explain that without collaboration it would not be possible to 

exchange value and create the best outcomes. In line with B, A explain that they within their 

sector have friendly collaboration between companies in different questions, especially between 
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the sustainability professionals in different companies since they according to A are “in it for 

the outcome rather than the company’s glory” Moreover, A think that it in their industry is “a 

lot of appetite for collaboration”, and suggest that when spreading IP&L™ to other companies, 

the skills could be taught especially to sustainability people and accountants. 

Both interviewees are thus expressing that they within their sector today have collaboration that 

helps them in different questions to create better outcomes. They also respectively think that 

there is a lot of appetite for collaboration, and that collaboration is important in order to reach 

a widespread IP&L™ usage. This corresponds to the literature regarding that collaboration 

allows value to be created and utilized in a wider context (Aquilani et al., 2018) and is needed 

to make a change for sustainability (Ryan et al., 2012).      

5.1.3 Promoting collaboration to spread IP&L™ 

The theoretical framework of this study is pointing out five different prerequisite factors that 

could be important for promoting collaboration around IP&L™. These can be seen in table 5.3.   

Table 5.3: Comparison perspectives of potential important factors. 

Potential important 

factor 

Reference Important 

according to A  

Important 

according to B  

Leadership Dashwood (2014) 
Frias‐Aceituno et al. (2013) 

Jenkins & Yakovleva (2006) 

Meqdadi et al. (2017) 

Millar et al. (2012) 

+ + 

Relations Agi & Nishant (2017) 

Kiron et al. (2015) 

Meqdadi et al. (2017) 

Ryan et al. (2012) 

+ / 

Dialogue Ansari & Qureshi (2015) 

Kiron et al. (2015) 

Millar et al. (2012) 

Orenstein & Shach-Pinsley (2017) 
Ryan et al. (2012) 

Sol et al. (2013) 

+ + 

Trust Agi & Nishant (2017) 
Kiron et al. (2015) 

Meqdadi et al. (2017) 

Orenstein & Shach-Pinsley (2017) 

Sol et al. (2013) 

/ + 

Commitment Agi & Nishant (2017) 

Dashwood (2014) 

Kiron et al. (2015) 

Sol et al. (2013) 

/ * 

 

The first prerequisite factor literature is pointing out is leadership, where for example Millar 

et al. (2012) emphasise that leadership plays a crucial role in establishing a sustainability 

culture. Both interviewees think that companies that have done IP&L™ should present it to 

other companies and show how they have done and what it has resulted in. In this sense, they 
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are both suggesting that the early adopters should take a leading role. A is also expressing that 

by being a leader in this sense, they can initiate conversations to “set the standard”. The 

collected data is thus aligned with literature regarding that leadership can be important in order 

to promote collaboration.   

The second prerequisite factor pointed out in literature is relations. For example, Kiron et al. 

(2015) state that it is important to form relationships in order to reach successful collaboration. 

In line with Kiron et al., A think that one way of reaching collaboration can be to form a working 

group where the innovative and forward-thinking companies could come together. B also 

describe their existing collaboration within the industry and point out how they have formed an 

industry network that successfully allows them to share information and progress towards 

delivering the best outcomes. The sharing of information can according to Kiron et al. further 

improve the relations. The ideas of both interviewees are accordingly indicating that relations 

can be important in line with Kiron et al..  

Moreover, Meqdadi et al. (2017) point out that in the spreading of a sustainability initiative to 

other actors, the relations are important and serve as the channel for spreading the sustainability 

initiative. In line with this, A suggest that when spreading IP&L™ to other companies, the skills 

could be taught for example to the sustainability people since they already have good relations 

and friendly collaboration. In this sense, both A and the literature suggest that the spreading 

should use existing relations as a channel. Furthermore, another benefit of spreading it to 

sustainability people is according to A that they are “in it for the outcome rather than the 

company’s glory”. This goes in line with how Millar et al. (2012) point out that personal values 

are important when striving for change. Thereby, the collected data and the literature is 

coherently suggesting relations to be important for promoting collaboration.  

The third by literature suggested prerequisite factor is dialogue. Within the dialogue it is 

important to recognize that different actors often have different views of sustainability, and it 

is important to ensure that the same language is spoken (Kiron et al., 2015; Millar et al., 2012). 

This is also emphasised by both the interviewees, who suggest that companies need to align and 

form a shared view about best practice within sustainability. B state that if companies are going 

to work together with creating values, they “have to make sure that a dollar in one company is 

worth the same as a dollar in another company”. In the same way, A discuss the importance 

of forming shared values and a common vision to work towards, which would allow companies 

to “speak kind of in the same language” Both literature and theory is thus unanimously pointing 

out the need for dialogue to form successful collaboration regarding IP&L™.  

The fourth prerequisite factor literature is pointing out is trust, which can be an important factor 

in the promotion of collaboration and spreading of sustainability initiatives (Agi & Nishant, 

2017; Orenstein & Shach-Pinsley, 2017; Sol et al., 2013). Both interviewees are describing that 

a barrier for collaboration is that companies may feel uncomfortable in sharing information 

around their impacts. This indicates that it is important to form trust between the companies 

within the organisation. B is also literally emphasising the need for trust. Trust is accordingly 

seeming to be important both according to literature, but also according to the collected data.  
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The fifth prerequisite factor pointed out by literature is commitment. This factor is not pointed 

out by the interviewees more than that A mention that since businesses today are becoming 

more focused on being ethical and sustainable, it is easier to develop shared visions focused on 

“doing the right things”. This goes in line with Kiron et al. (2015), who mention that if 

companies place sustainability as a top management agenda and seriously view sustainability 

as important, they are more likely to be committed in the collaboration. This indicates that 

commitment might be important, but more than what is mentioned by A above, the collected 

data does not mention commitment.  

5.2 The Swedish forest company 

5.2.1 Advantages of IP&L™ within an industry 

The theoretical framework of this study is pointing out five different potential advantages of 

having many companies working with IP&L™. These can be seen in table 5.4.   

Table 5.4: Comparison perspectives of potential advantages. 

Potential advantage Reference Advantage 

according to C  

Advantage 

according to D  

Advantage 

according to E  

Developing consensus 

and new norms 

Dashwood (2014) 

Jenkins & Yakovleva (2006) 

Sol et al. (2013) 

+ + + 

Enhanced external 

communication 

Frias‐Aceituno et al. (2013) 
Gray & Milne (2004) 

Kiron et al. (2015) 

Ring et al. (2010) 

Sierra‐García et al. (2015) 

+ + + 

Influencing regulation 

and legislation 

Gray & Milne (2004) 

Kiron et al. (2015) 

Ring et al. (2010) 

+ * * 

Improving industry 

reputation 

Ansari & Qureshi (2015) 
Aquilani et al. (2018) 

Dashwood (2014) 

Lewandowski (2016) 

Seuring & Gold (2013) 

+ + + 

New networks and 

access to new 

expertise 

Kiron et al. (2015) 

Ryan et al. (2012) 

Sol et al. (2013) 

+ + * 

 

The first advantage literature suggest is that it can be developed consensus and new norms. 

For example, as Dashwood (2014) suggests, common sustainability initiatives can lead to 

consensus around sustainability issues and new norms and practices can be developed. All three 

interviewees discuss that IP&L™ provides a wider picture of all the different values that are 

generated, and how they are interrelated. They all mention that this can improve how the 

business is managed and lead to a better value creation. For example, D point out that IP&L™ 

is lifting the level from “being correct only in the perspective of business economics, into being 
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correct in the perspective of sustainability economics”. In this sense, new norms and practices 

could be a result of working with IP&L™. All three interviewees further discuss in line with 

the literature that if there were common practices around IP&L™ within the industry, it could 

form consensus in sustainability issues. They describe respectively how it could lead to 

speaking in a harmonious way, having a shared language around sustainability and the different 

values, and forming unity. In line with literature, the collected data thus suggest that an 

advantage of having a widespread usage of IP&L™ within the industry can be that it is possible 

to create consensus and new norms. 

The second advantage suggested by the literature is enhanced external communication. This 

advantage is also emphasised by all the interviewees in several different contexts. In line with 

Ring et al. (2010), who explain that different values can be highlighted which can improve the 

awareness, C point out that the wide perspective obtained from IP&L™ can result in better 

communication. C discuss that it in the communication then can be focus on the different 

values, since this is something that many people in general may not be aware of. As E also 

pointed out, a new section has been created on their webpage where the different values are 

described and discussed. Accordingly, the expanded perspective of value creation can be used 

to enhance the communication.    

All three interviewees also agree that a widespread usage of IP&L™ would result in clearer and 

more transparent communication. As discussed earlier, they all think that wider consensus and 

harmonised language could be formed, and they all further point out that the external 

communication would benefit from this since it becomes less confusing for external observers. 

For example, as C point out, the discussion around the different values can then be based in the 

same scientific foundation. This is important according to Gray and Milne (2004), who state 

that if there is no common meaning of words as sustainability, sustainability statements will be 

more confusing than clarifying and transparent for stakeholders. Gray and Milne further point 

out that a collaborative effort where consensus is formed can facilitate for stakeholders to form 

their opinions around the credibility of companies’ sustainability statements. In this sense, all 

the interviewees are discussing how the enhanced communication could help customers to take 

more sustainable buying decisions and choose sustainable alternatives. For example, D and E 

point out that if IP&L™ could be spread across the whole value chain, product related impacts 

could be shown. This could lead to that it is possible for customers to compare the overall 

product related impacts, and the more different products that can be presented in a holistic way, 

the better. Then it will be easier for customers to review and choose sustainable alternatives. E 

also suggest that being able to show the holistic business impacts can be good when 

communicating with other external observers such as investors.  It thus seems like having a 

widespread usage of IP&L™ would improve the external communication, since new 

information could transparently be provided which can lead to more informed and better 

decisions for stakeholders.  

Moreover, C discuss that when customers today are becoming more and more interested in 

sustainable solutions, it is important for the organisations to be able to communicate around 

their impacts and value creation. In line with this, D suggests that the knowledge around 

organisations and their sustainability impacts could increase for people, which is important 
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since it is necessary to have an understanding and pressure from the public in order to progress 

towards sustainability. This suggests that the information provided by companies working with 

IP&L™ could influence the public opinion. Kiron et al. (2015), point out that collaborative 

efforts by companies results in gaining power, which increases the ability to have an impact on 

the public opinion. Having more companies working with IP&L™ could thus lead to increased 

possibilities to actually influence the public. To sum up, the collected data supports literature 

in that the external communication can be enhanced.  

The third advantage literature is pointing out is that it could be influencing regulation and 

legislation, where Kiron et al. (2015) describe that companies by collaborating achieve more 

power for influencing the authorities and policy makers. In line with this, C mention that the 

Swedish forestry is not a major question that is discussed in international political contexts. 

Therefore, C point out that a motive for taking widespread actions within the industry can be 

that it, by getting together, is easier to gather power to influence third parties. Gray and Milne 

(2004) further point out that an advantage of communicating the holistic sustainability 

performance is that it makes it possible for society to design the system so it promotes a 

sustainable society. This is something C also is discussing, where C mention that the increased 

transparency can be a driving force in sustainability. C suggests that if the communication can 

be open and show what companies are doing and how they measure value, the requirements 

can increase and promote changes. The ideas of C are thus aligned with the theory in the sense 

that there would be better chances to influence decision-makers and promote changes within 

the sustainability requirements. However, neither D nor E are discussing anything around that 

influencing regulation and legislation in this sense could be an advantage, so in this regard the 

literature is only supported by interviewee C.     

The fourth advantage literature describe is improved industry reputation. Literature suggest 

that an advantage of evaluating performance is that the information can be used to justify the 

existence of the company (Jenkins & Yakovleva, 2006; Seuring & Gold, 2013). Furthermore, 

Ansari and Qureshi (2015) point out that implementing sustainability initiatives in a wider 

setting also can influence the reputation. The collected data unanimously indicate that a wide 

usage of IP&L™ within the forest industry could give forestry wider legitimacy and increase 

trustworthiness and credibility. The interviewees all agree that working with more or less the 

same model and methodology would result in that the methodology gets stronger and more 

accepted. Then, as C and D point out, the companies would not need to put so much effort into 

explaining and justifying their own models and methodologies. Instead, the descriptions of how 

organisations are creating and destroying value can be more accepted. Dashwood (2014) further 

point out that by evaluating performance, the information can be used by companies to show 

their determination to improve sustainability performance. In line with Dashwood, C think that 

by using IP&L™ the industry and the companies can show that they think sustainability 

questions are important and that they want to improve. The collected data is thereby aligned 

with the literature in the sense that legitimacy and trustworthiness can be enhanced for the 

organisational actions, which results in that the organisations are considered more reliable and 

thus have a better reputation. 
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The fifth advantage suggested in literature is that new networks and access to new expertise 

can be obtained. As an example, Kiron et al. (2015) point out that by collaborating in the 

sustainability efforts, it can give access to new networks. According to them, these networks 

allows investments to be shared, and can also give the individual companies access to new 

expertise. E is not discussing anything in this regard, but both C and D discuss how a widespread 

usage of IP&L™ could result in the companies working together more. C point out that 

companies would be able to support each other more in terms of what approach to take and how 

to use the model. According to D, the companies would be able to exchange experiences and 

knowledge, and form “kind of a pool of competence“ which also would be more resource 

effective. The view of C and D is accordingly aligned with literature in that new networks and 

access to new expertise can be obtained.  

5.2.2 Spreading IP&L™ to other companies 

The theoretical framework of this study is unanimously pointing out collaboration as a key 

factor in order to spread IP&L™ to other companies, as can be seen in table 5.5. 

Table 5.5: Comparison perspectives of potential important factors. 

Potential important 

factor 
Reference Important 

according to C  

Important 

according to D 

Important 

according to E 

Collaboration Aquilani et al. (2018) 

Gray & Milne (2004) 
Jenkins & Yakovleva (2006) 

Kiron et al. (2015) 

Millar et al. (2012) 

Ryan et al. (2012) 
Seuring & Gold (2013) 

Sol et al. (2013)  

+ + + 

 

The literature is harmonized in their suggestion that to promote sustainability efforts and 

initiatives, there is a need for collaboration. The different authors in literature are in various 

contexts pointing out that in order to progress towards sustainability, there is a need for 

collaboration and to expand the boundaries to be wider than just the individual companies. In 

line with the literature, C think that some questions require collaboration and a perspective 

wider than the boundaries of the individual companies, and point out that it probably is 

important for the industry to align and to go together in order to progress also in the “tougher 

questions”. Moreover, Both D and E point out that they think collaboration between companies 

in the industry is required in order to reach a widespread usage of IP&L™. E state that “I think 

it is absolutely necessary, because if you are just working with it yourself, it will not be 

successful”, and in the same way, D think that collaboration is a prerequisite. D think that 

collaboration is particularly important in a sector such as the forest sector where the companies 

are connected and dependent on each other in the sense that they all are using different parts of 

the same resource. The collected data is accordingly well aligned with the literature regarding 

that collaboration is important in order to promote sustainability initiatives and efforts.   
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C is describing that they in their company have been organising some workshops where other 

companies have been invited to provide a discussion around the benefits of IP&L™. This 

suggest that they already have been seeking to establish some collaboration within their sector, 

and goes in line with Seuring and Gold (2013), who emphasise that sustainability challenges 

should not be addressed by organisations on their own. According to C, companies today might 

be willing to go together to progress also in tougher questions, if they can see that there are 

good opportunities. Aquilani et al. (2018) suggest that collaboration can allow value to be 

created and utilized in a wider context, and Sol et al. (2013) point out that a wider regional level 

makes it possible to address the relation between the human activities and the ecological system. 

Thus, there are good opportunities to progress in sustainability according to the literature. To 

show these opportunities to the companies, it probably is as D and E discuss, important to show 

examples of that the model really works, is valuable, and fills a gap in how to evaluate the 

business. Or as D describe it, to show “good examples where you are not only talking about the 

theory, but where you can show actual results and what it means in practice”.   

Moreover, Jenkins and Yakovleva (2006) concluded that there is a need for more collaboration 

and homogeneity within industries, due to the fact that a common problem is that there is often 

low confidence in the data provided by the organisations. In this regard, both D and E point out 

that it is important to work together and form a common methodology. Otherwise there will, as 

D describe, probably be a lot of efforts in different directions, and sustainable development may 

not be as progressive as it could be. By forming a common methodology E point out that it is 

possible to find a common standard that all can use. In line with D and E, C is discussing that 

wider collaborative efforts in the industry can be good. However, C believe that they are not 

ready for it yet, since C think that they may need to develop the methodology more by 

themselves first. Here, the ideas of C seem to differentiate from the ideas of D and E since D 

and E discuss the importance of together forming a common methodology, while C think that 

they may need to develop the methodology more by themselves first. In this regard, the 

literature is more aligned with the ideas of D and E, where for example Ryan et al. (2012) 

describe that organisations should not operate exclusively on their own, but instead take more 

coordinated efforts.  

A possible explanation to the difference in the ideas regarding forming a common framework 

could be the different views on how well the industry today have good conditions for 

establishing collaboration. E believes that they today are quite open, and works quite closely 

together in the forest sector so there are good opportunities for collaboration. However, C think 

that the forest industry is “not always great in staying together” and describe that they have 

had some difficulties in having common views in some questions before. Thus, the interviewees 

are not completely aligned regarding the industry's preconditions for collaboration. 

5.2.3 Promoting collaboration to spread IP&L™ 

The theoretical framework of this study is pointing out five different prerequisite factors that 

could be important for promoting collaboration around IP&L™. These can be seen in table 5.6. 
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Table 5.6: Comparison perspectives of potential important factors. 

Potential 

important factor 

Reference Important 

according to C  

Important 

according to D  

Important 

according to E 

Leadership Dashwood (2014) 

Frias‐Aceituno et al. (2013) 

Jenkins & Yakovleva (2006) 
Meqdadi et al. (2017) 

Millar et al. (2012) 

+ + + 

Relations Agi & Nishant (2017) 

Kiron et al. (2015) 
Meqdadi et al. (2017) 

Ryan et al. (2012) 

+ * + 

Dialogue Ansari & Qureshi (2015) 

Kiron et al. (2015) 
Millar et al. (2012) 

Orenstein & Shach-Pinsley (2017) 

Ryan et al. (2012) 

Sol et al. (2013) 

+ + + 

Trust Agi & Nishant (2017) 

Kiron et al. (2015) 

Meqdadi et al. (2017) 

Orenstein & Shach-Pinsley (2017) 
Sol et al. (2013) 

* / / 

Commitment Agi & Nishant (2017) 

Dashwood (2014) 

Kiron et al. (2015) 
Sol et al. (2013) 

* + / 

 

The first prerequisite factor literature is pointing out is leadership, where for example Millar 

et al. (2012) emphasise that leadership plays a crucial role in establishing a sustainability 

culture. All three interviewees have pointed out that for them as a company who already is using 

IP&L™, it is important to present, explain and describe the methodology for other companies 

to start a discussion. This suggests that all three interviewees believe that they should take some 

kind of leading role in this regard, which align with Jenkins and Yakovleva (2006), who discuss 

that leading companies within the area should promote cooperation and collaboration so 

companies that are falling behind can be helped to catch up. E further point out that by being 

first within their sector to use IP&L™, they might have done the heavy work, and both C and 

D is pointing out that a company that already is using IP&L™ can have a role in taking the 

lead. C is especially stating that they want to be active in developing the methodology, and that 

it is important that they keep having a leading role in the further development as well. The 

collected data is thus aligned with literature regarding that leadership can be important in order 

to promote collaboration. 

The second prerequisite factor pointed out in literature is relations. Meqdadi et al. (2017) point 

out that in the spreading of a sustainability initiative to other actors, the relations are important 

and can serve as the channel for spreading the sustainability initiative. In line with this, E 
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suggests that in forming the collaboration, it can be good to start talking to the organisations 

that are closest, where there already is a good relation between the companies. C is also pointing 

out that there are good relations between sustainability professionals in different companies, 

who are like “colleagues from the different organisations”. It is between these sustainability 

professionals C suggest that the collaboration initially can be formed. In this sense, both C and 

E suggest in line with Meqdadi et al. (2017) that relations can be the channel for spreading a 

sustainability initiative. Moreover, in line with how Millar et al. (2012) point out that personal 

values are important when striving for change, both C and E are discussing that it can be 

important to find the right persons in order to form collaboration. C and E are thus supporting 

the literature in that relations are important. However, relations are not mentioned or discussed 

by D.   

Dialogue is the third suggested prerequisite factor pointed out by literature. All three 

interviewees also state that they think it is very important to have dialogue in order to reach a 

fruitful collaboration. For example, D explain that “Since my belief is that this can not be done 

by single companies, a vivid dialogue is crucial”. Kiron et al. (2015) and Millar et al. (2012) 

point out that it within the dialogue is important to ensure that the same language is spoken, 

since different actors often have different views of sustainability. In line with these authors, C 

and E are discussing the importance of forming consensus and shared methodologies within the 

dialogue. Both literature and theory are unanimously pointing out the need for dialogue to form 

successful collaboration regarding IP&L™.  

The fourth prerequisite factor described in literature is trust, which can be an important factor 

in the promotion of collaboration and spreading of sustainability initiatives (Agi & Nishant, 

2017; Orenstein & Shach-Pinsley, 2017; Sol et al., 2013). E discuss that companies need to “be 

brave and open up a bit” and “dare to put the unfinished documents besides each other”. Even 

if E does not mention trust specifically, these statements indicate that trust may be an important 

factor. In the same way, D discuss that a barrier for achieving collaboration is when companies 

are trying to gain competitive advantages within the industry, because then the focus is on the 

own company and companies tend to be a bit secretive. This also indicates that if companies 

are viewing each other as threats, they will not share information and collaboration is hindered. 

Accordingly, the ideas of D and E are indicating that trust might be important. However, none 

of them are clearly pointing out trust as one of the important factors, and C is neither mentioning 

anything about trust. Therefore, the collected data does not clearly support literature in this 

regard.   

The fifth prerequisite factor pointed out by literature is commitment. Kiron et al. (2015) 

describe that if companies place sustainability as a top management agenda and seriously view 

sustainability as important, they are more likely to be committed in the collaboration. In line 

with this, D point out that the companies need to decide that they really want to take 

sustainability seriously, in order to also be successful in the long term and not be dismissed as 

an industry in the future. This point to that commitment might be important as literature 

suggests. Moreover, E believe that there is a need to find dedicated persons, who can be driving 

the collaborations. This is also indicating that dedicated persons, who accordingly are 

committed, are important for successful collaboration, which thus suggest that commitment 
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might be important.  However, C is not mentioning commitment, so the collected data is not 

coherently pointing out commitment as an important factor.  

5.3 Cross-case analysis 

In order to make it easier for comparison between the two cases, a brief overview of the findings 

within each case is first provided.  

5.3.1 Overview of the Australian case 

When it comes to advantages of IP&L™ within the industry, the collected data in this case is 

coherently pointing out four out of five advantages suggested by the frame of reference. These 

advantages are that it can develop consensus and new norms, enhance external communication, 

improve industry reputation, and provide new networks and access to new expertise.  

The collected data also harmoniously supports literature in the sense that collaboration is an 

important factor in order to spread IP&L™ to other companies.  

Moreover, the results unanimously state that leadership and dialogue are prerequisite factors 

for collaboration. In addition to these two factors, the results harmoniously indicate that 

relations and trust also are important factors, but these are not pointed out as clearly as the two 

previously mentioned factors.   

5.3.2 Overview of the Swedish case 

This case is coherently pointing out three out of five advantages suggested by the frame of 

reference when it comes to advantages of IP&L™ within the industry. These advantages are 

that it can develop consensus and new norms, enhance external communication, and improve 

industry reputation. 

The collected data also harmoniously supports literature in the sense that collaboration is an 

important factor in order to spread IP&L™ to other companies. 

Moreover, the results unanimously state that leadership and dialogue are prerequisite factors 

for collaboration. 

5.3.3 Cross-case analysis - Advantages of IP&L™ within an industry 

When comparing the two cases, it can be seen that the three advantages developing consensus 

and new norms, enhanced external communication, and improving industry reputation 

coherently have been pointed out as advantages of IP&L™ within the industry in both the 

Australian and the Swedish context. This can be seen in table 5.7 below. Regardless of the 

interviewees’ perspective of working with IP&L™, or in what organisation they are working, 

they all have thus clearly pointed out that these are advantages they see can be a result of 

working with IP&L™ within the industry.   
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Table 5.7: Comparison perspectives among cases. 

Potential advantage Advantage 

according to 

A  

Advantage 

according to 

B  

Advantage 

according to 

C  

Advantage 

according to 

D  

Advantage 

according to 

E  

Developing consensus and 

new norms 
+ + + + + 

Enhanced external 

communication 
+ + + + + 

Influencing regulation and 

legislation 

/ * + * * 

Improving industry 

reputation 
+ + + + + 

New networks and access 

to new expertise 

+ + + + * 

 

The advantage new networks and access to new expertise is pointed out as an advantage in the 

Australian case, but it is not harmoniously suggested to be an advantage in the Swedish case. 

However, two out of three interviewees in the Swedish case have pointed out this as an 

advantage which indicates that this also might be an advantage, even if it is not as visible and 

clear as the advantages that are pointed out unanimously.  

As it also can be seen in the table 5.7 above, all the advantages suggested by the frame of 

reference have been pointed out by at least some interviewee within the data collection. 

Moreover, none of the advantages suggested by the frame of reference are contradicted by the 

collected data in any way. This may suggest that all the by literature suggested advantages could 

be relevant to some extent. For example, the advantage influencing regulation and legislation 

is clearly pointed out only by C, and indicated by A, but none of the other interviewees point 

out in any way that this would be an advantage of IP&L™ within the industry. Since both C 

and A are the ones working with the strategic perspective of sustainable development in their 

respective organisation, it could be the case that this is an advantage that appears only from that 

specific perspective. However, it could also be just a coincidence so that might be something 

to investigate more in future research. 
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5.3.4 Cross-case analysis - Spreading IP&L™ to other companies 

As can be seen in table 5.8 below, all interviewees in both cases have pointed out that 

collaboration is needed in order to spread IP&L™ to other companies. 

Table 5.8: Comparison perspectives among cases. 

Potential important 

factor 
Important 

according to 

A  

Important 

according to 

B  

Important 

according to 

C  

Important 

according to 

D 

Important 

according to 

E 

Collaboration + + + + + 

 

In the Australian case, the interviewees have described how it in their industry is friendly 

collaboration between companies, and how they have an industry network where they 

collectively work towards delivering the best outcomes. In the Swedish case, collaboration is 

more described as something that is needed and would be good, but the views on how well their 

industry today have good conditions for establishing collaboration are a bit diverse. In this 

sense, collaboration already seem to be present to a higher degree in the Australian case, while 

in the Swedish case it is more of a future scenario that would be good. One explanation to this 

might be that the Australian company conducted their IP&L™ evaluation the year before the 

Swedish company. As a result, they might have come further in the development after the initial 

IP&L ™ evaluation. 

5.3.5 Cross-case analysis - Promoting collaboration to spread IP&L™ 

Regarding the prerequisites for collaboration, the collected data within both cases unanimously 

point out leadership and dialogue to be important, as can be seen in table 5.9 below. These two 

factors accordingly seem to be important in order to spread IP&L™ regardless of the 

interviewees’ specific perspective, or in what organisation they are working.   

Table 5.9: Comparison perspectives among cases. 

Potential important 

factor 

Important 

according to A  

Important 

according to B  

Important 

according to C  

Important 

according to D  

Important 

according to E 

Leadership + + + + + 

Relations + / + * + 

Dialogue + + + + + 

Trust / + * / / 

Commitment / * * + / 
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As it also can be seen in table 5.9 above, each of the three other factors relations, trust and 

commitment are either clearly pointed out, or at least indicated by a majority of the five 

interview participants. Moreover, none of the interviewees oppose any of these factors pointed 

out to be important by literature. Even if the interviewees are not unanimously pointing out 

these factors, they might thus be relevant and important for establishing collaboration around 

IP&L™. For example, they might be more of “invisible” factors that are overlooked and thereby 

not pointed out? As Kiron et al. (2015) describe; by forming a shared understanding and 

language regarding the sustainability challenges, trust can be developed and encouraged. In this 

description by Kiron et al., dialogue is what is pointed out in the sense of forming a shared 

understanding and language, while trust is the desired outcome of having the dialogue. In the 

same way, a factor like trust might be overlooked by an interviewee who point out the 

importance of dialogue. However, it could also be that these factors are not unanimously 

pointed out because they are considered to be less important. This could be an interesting thing 

to study in further research.    
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6. Discussion, Conclusions and Recommendations 

In this chapter, the research questions are answered and discussed based on the results from 

the analysis. The theoretical and practical contribution of the study is discussed, and 

recommendations for practitioners are provided. The chapter ends with discussing limitations 

for the study and suggestions for further research.  

6.1 Discussion and Conclusions  

Research question one: What are the advantages of IP&L™ within an industry? 

This study shows that the three main advantages of IP&L™ within an industry are that it could 

be developed consensus and new norms, it could lead to enhanced external communication, and 

it could improve industry reputation. These advantages are supported by literature, and they 

have been pointed out coherently both by literature and all the interviewees. Regardless of what 

perspective the interviewee has had of IP&L™, or if they are working in the Australian water 

industry or the Swedish forest industry, they accordingly have been pointing out these 

advantages of IP&L™ within the industry.  

When it comes to the first advantage, developing consensus and new norms, this study shows 

that the IP&L™ widens the perspective of value creation to focus not only on the financial 

value, but on all the values created and destroyed by the organisational actions. It thus widens 

the perspective to review also the social and environmental dimensions, or in other words: all 

three dimensions that, according to Elkington (1998) and the triple bottom line, reflects the 

overall impact of a business. One of the interviewees described it as that IP&L™ lifts the 

perspective from “being correct only in the perspective of business economics, into being 

correct in the perspective of sustainability economics” which illustrates this shift in a very good 

way. In this sense, the wider perspective of value creation obtained by IP&L™ can lead to more 

sustainable business decisions that deliver more value.  

Moreover, if many companies would use IP&L™ it would form more unity and consensus in 

the area of sustainability, where the companies could have a shared view and way of speaking 

about sustainability. This is supported by both Kiron et al. (2015) and Millar et al. (2012), who 

mention that different actors often have different views of sustainability. This study agrees with 

Kiron et al. and Millar et al. in this regard, and the collected data has been pointing out that an 

issue today is that sustainability is a quite fuzzy area. Consensus in sustainability questions 

could therefore be important in the sustainable development, and lead to new and better 

practices.   

Regarding the second advantage, enhanced external communication, this study show that the 

external communication could be clearer and more transparent by working with IP&L™. By 

showing the holistic perspective of value creation, companies can be more open in their 

communication and give stakeholders a better picture of the overall corporate performance. 

Then, by being able to highlight different values, the awareness of the organisational value 

creation can increase. If many companies would use IP&L™, and consensus in the area of 

sustainability would be formed, the external communication would improve in the sense that it 
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becomes less confusing for external observers to review the organisations and their 

sustainability work.  

For the third advantage, that it could improve industry reputation, this study shows that working 

with IP&L™ can give the organisation more legitimacy and increase trustworthiness. Being 

open and transparent in the communication can be one way to justify the existence of the 

organisation, and if many organisations would use more or less the same model and 

methodology, they would not always need to articulate and explain why they have chosen their 

own specific method. Instead, the commonly used methodology and the descriptions of how 

organisations are creating and destroying value gets stronger and more accepted. The benefits 

of IP&L™ in this sense was pointed out by one of the interviewees in a good way that reflects 

how the industry reputation can be improved. The interviewee stated that IP&L™ is not having 

loyalty towards single companies but towards sustainability, where it tries to find a common 

language to improve the world. If the organisational actions then can be described in that 

context, an acceptance can be achieved that would otherwise be very hard to achieve.   

Research question two: What are the key factors in order to spread IP&L™ to other 

companies? 

This study shows that collaboration is a key factor in order to spread IP&L™ to other 

companies. It is supported by literature (Aquilani et al., 2018; Gray & Milne, 2004; Jenkins & 

Yakovleva, 2006; Kiron et al., 2015; Millar et al., 2012; Ryan et al., 2012; Seuring & Gold, 

2013; Sol et al., 2013), since both literature  and the collected data have been pointing out that 

there is a need for addressing sustainability questions from a perspective wider than the 

individual companies. The study suggests that in order spread IP&L™ to other companies, it is 

important to not only focus on the tool itself but to show the opportunities and positive examples 

of how IP&L™ allows better value creation.  

The literature reveals that collaboration allows value to be created and utilized in a wider 

context (Aquilani et al., 2018). By collaborating around IP&L™, which in itself is a model that 

provides a wider perspective of value creation for the organisations, the perspective of value 

creation can probably be widened even further. In this regard, collaboration around IP&L™ 

can widen the perspective of value creation so it both provides a holistic picture of all the created 

values by the different organisations, and so the different organisations together can work 

collectively for creating as much value as possible as an industry.    

Research question three: What are the prerequisites for collaboration around IP&L™? 

This study is highlighting two prerequisite factors for collaboration around IP&L™;  leadership 

and dialogue. It is supported by literature (Millar et al., 2012), and these two factors have been 

pointed out harmoniously by both literature as well as all the interviewees. Regardless of what 

perspective the interviewee has had of IP&L™, or if they are working in the Australian water 

industry or the Swedish forest industry, they have been pointing out leadership and dialogue to 

be important for collaboration around IP&L™. 

Regarding the leadership, this study shows that it can be important that companies who have 

done IP&L™ takes a leading role in the sense that they initiate conversations, and present it to 
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other companies to show how they have done and what it has resulted in. This is supported by 

Jenkins and Yakovleva (2006). They assert that if leading companies promote cooperation and 

collaboration, companies that are falling behind can be helped to catch up. Therefore, it can be 

important for the early adopters to show other companies the value of IP&L™ and provide 

positive examples.  

When it comes to the second prerequisite factor dialogue, this study show that it is important 

to have dialogue in order to form fruitful collaboration. Within the dialogue it is important to 

align and form shared methodologies, shared language, and shared views of best practice within 

sustainability. The need for dialogue and alignment is reflected in a good way by the words of 

one interviewee, who point out that if companies are going to work together with creating 

values, they “have to make sure that a dollar in one company is worth the same as a dollar in 

another company”. 

6.2 Theoretical contribution 

This study is contributing to theory in the sense that it provides knowledge around the specific 

IP&L™ model. Very limited research has previously been reviewing IP&L™, but previous 

studies have in other contexts for example been studying how to implement different 

sustainability initiatives and transform corporations towards increased sustainability (Lozano, 

2012; Meqdadi et al., 2017; Orenstein & Shach-Pinsley, 2017). Accordingly, this study applies 

the knowledge from previous studies in the specific context of IP&L™ and contributes with 

developing knowledge regarding how IP&L™ can be spread, and used to promote 

sustainability.   

6.3 Practical contribution  

The practical contribution is in line with the theoretical contribution that this study provides 

deeper knowledge around the IP&L™ and its usefulness. It points out advantages of IP&L™ 

within an industry, a key factor for spreading IP&L™, and prerequisites for establishing 

collaboration around IP&L™. The results from the study can thereby serve as a foundation for 

organisations in further developing how they use IP&L™.  

6.4 Recommendations for practitioners 

Based on the results, there are a few recommendations that could be interesting for 

organisations to consider. These are presented below:   

● Use the knowledge from IP&L™ to take better business decisions internally 

Make sure to use the obtained wider perspective of the value creation to take better and more 

sustainable business decisions within the own company. In order to establish new, better 

practices, it is important to use the information in the decision making. Also, since it is 

important to show positive examples of how IP&L™ allows better value creation in order to 

spread IP&L™ to other companies, it can be important that early adopter companies actually 

make sure to use the new information within their own company to take better decisions. By 

doing so, it is possible to also show good examples to other companies.  
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● Share the information obtained by IP&L™ about your value creation  

In order to benefit from the advantages of enhanced external communication and improved 

reputation due to being more open and transparent, it is necessary to make sure that the 

information obtained by IP&L™ is presented in an open and transparent way.  

● Take collaborative efforts  

Instead of only developing things on your own, seek different forms of collaboration within the 

industry. Then it can be easier to form more unity and consensus in the area of sustainability, 

which also can result in having clearer external communication as an industry and more 

acceptance in commonly used methodologies. By having more acceptance in the methodology, 

the focus can maybe be shifted from the models and methodologies into a focus on the actual 

outcomes, which is important for sustainability.  

● Be a leader and a role model 

As an early adopter of IP&L™, take a leading role in order to convince other companies that it 

is worth working with IP&L™. It is important to not only focus on the tool itself, but to show 

the opportunities and positive examples of how IP&L™ allows better value creation. When 

trying to spread IP&L™ to other companies and when seeking collaborative efforts, the 

advantages of working with IP&L™ within the industry presented in this study can be used to 

show other companies some benefits of working with IP&L™ and motivate them. 

● Have continuous dialogue 

Make sure to have a good dialogue between organisations. The dialogue is necessary in order 

to have successful collaboration, and by having dialogue, it is possible to form a shared 

language within sustainability and to develop common frameworks. A good dialogue allows to 

develop frameworks together rather than just pushing something over to other companies.  

6.5 Limitations 

A limitation for this study is the small sample. The sample selection criteria of having 

interviewees within each organisation from three different perspectives, resulted as discussed 

in the methodology chapter in having three interviewees in the Swedish case while two in the 

Australian case. The difference in the number of interview participants within each case might 

affect the results in the sense that it is of course easier to have unanimous ideas between two 

persons than it is between three persons. This might also be one explanation to the fact that 

more advantages and prerequisite factors were coherently pointed out in the Australian case 

compared to the Swedish case.  

6.6 Suggestions for further research 

This study found different advantages of IP&L™ within an industry, and important factors for 

spreading IP&L™ and establishing collaboration. However, it does not investigate how these 

advantages and factors are interrelated. For example, literature suggest that by developing 

consensus and new norms, the external communication is also enhanced since a collaborative 
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effort where consensus is formed can facilitate for stakeholders to form their opinions around 

the credibility of companies’ sustainability statements (Gray & Milne, 2004). In the same way, 

dialogue can lead to trust in the sense that by forming a shared understanding and language 

regarding sustainability challenges, trust can be developed and encouraged (Kiron et al., 2015). 

Accordingly, the advantages and factors seem to be influencing each other, so a suggestion for 

further research is to investigate and explain the relationship between these advantages and 

factors. Since this study have been pointing out and highlighting advantages and important 

factors, it can provide the ground for a quantitative study investigating how the advantages and 

factors are interrelated and influencing each other.  

Also, this study has indicated that more advantages and factors pointed out by literature could 

be of relevance than those that are unanimously pointed out by the interviewees. Some 

advantages and factors for example seem to be pointed out only by interviewees within a 

specific perspective of IP&L™.  Therefore, a suggestion for further research is to investigate 

these advantages and factors further and with a larger sample.     

Moreover, this study has investigated a water company and a forest company. Interviewee A 

pointed out that IP&L™ is “great and really relevant” for companies that are relying heavily 

on natural and environmental capital like water, fishing, and forestry companies. Thus, this 

study may only have investigated positive cases where the model suits best, and it would be 

interesting to study IP&L™ within other industries and contexts. A suggestion for further 

research is therefore to study IP&L™ in other industries.  

It would also be interesting in further research to study IP&L™ from other points of view. This 

study has been reviewing companies that already are using IP&L™, and it would be interesting 

to investigate the perspective of the customers, and the perspective of those companies that 

have chosen to not work with IP&L™, who may be working with other methodologies.    

Another suggestion for further research is to compare the IP&L™ model and methodology with 

other frameworks. This study has been focusing specifically on IP&L™, and it would be 

interesting to compare it to other frameworks that might be similar, or to for example the 

certification standards that are used today in the forest sector.  

Furthermore, this study reviews the spreading of the IP&L™ and suggests that it is important 

for companies who already have implemented IP&L™ to show others the benefits of the model 

and how it results in new practices. It would in further research be interesting to study 

companies from the internal perspective and deeper review for example if decision-making 

actually has changed for a company that implemented IP&L™.  
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Appendices 

Appendix 1: Interview guide in English 

 

Starting questions:  

 

● In what way are you working with IP&L? 

 

● What are the main benefits of IP&L from your perspective? 

 

 

Theme 1: Advantages of applying IP&L  

 

● What do you think it would be like if many companies within your industry were working 

with IP&L? 

○ What would be the differences from now? 

 

 

If we assume that the majority of companies within your industry were working with IP&L: 

 

 

● What do you think would be the impacts of IP&L on sustainability?  

 

● In your view, what could be advantages for the whole industry in working with IP&L? 

 

● What could be advantages for the individual companies? 

 

● How do you think the industry's external communication would be affected? 

 

● How do you think communication within the industry would be affected? 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

Theme 2: Promoting and spreading IP&L 

 
● Do you think IP&L is worth spreading to other companies? 

○ Why? 

 

● How do you think IP&L can be spread to other companies? 

 

● How do you think a pioneering company who work with IP&L can promote and spread IP&L 

to other companies within the industry?  

 

 

Theme 3: Collaboration to spread IP&L?  

 
● What do you think about collaboration between companies as a way to reach a widespread 

usage of IP&L? 

 

● In your view, what are the reasons/motives for companies to collaborate regarding IP&L? 

 

● What do you see as barriers for collaborating around IP&L? 

 

● How do you think companies can reach a fruitful collaboration around IP&L? 

 

  



 

 

Appendix 2: Interview guide in Swedish 

 

Inledande frågor: 

 

● På vilket sätt jobbar du med IP&L? 

 

● Vilka är de huvudsakliga fördelarna med IP&L utifrån ditt perspektiv? 

 

 

Tema 1: Fördelar med att tillämpa IP&L 

 

● Hur tror du att det skulle vara om många företag inom er industri skulle jobba med 

IP&L? 

○ Vad skulle det vara för skillnader jämfört med nu? 

 

 

Om vi tänker oss att majoriteten av företagen inom er industri skulle jobba med IP&L: 

 

 

● Vad tror du IP&L skulle ha för påverkan på graden av hållbarhet? 

 

● Utifrån ditt perspektiv, vad skulle det kunna ge för fördelar för industrin som helhet? 

  

● Vad skulle det kunna ge för fördelar för de individuella företagen? 

 

● Hur tror du att den externa kommunikationen skulle påverkas för industrin? 

 

● Hur tror du att kommunikationen inom industrin skulle påverkas? 

 

 

Tema 2: Att sprida IP&L 

 

● Tycker du att IP&L är värt att sprida till andra företag? 

 

○ Varför? 

 

● Hur tror du att IP&L skulle kunna spridas till andra företag? 

 

● Hur tror du att ett föregående företag som redan jobbar med IP&L kan marknadsföra 

och sprida det till andra företag inom industrin? 



 

 

Tema 3: Samarbete för att sprida IP&L? 

 

● Vad tror du om samarbete mellan företag som ett sätt att uppnå en utbredd användning 

av IP&L? 

 

● Utifrån ditt perspektiv, vilka anledningar och motiv finns det för företag att samarbeta 

kring IP&L? 

 

● Vad ser du som hinder för att kunna samarbeta kring IP&L? 

 

● Hur tror du att företag kan nå ett givande samarbete kring IP&L?  


