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ABSTRACT
The concept of a smart city holds a great promise for prosper-
ity for its residents by delivering them public value that satisfies
their needs. But the reality falls far from the vision, as the imple-
mentation of ambitious goals in the form of smart city projects in
subcontracting mode occurs in complicated socio-techno-political
settings, which often end up in failure. Institutional facets of po-
litical commitment and its impact on public value creation are not
fully recognized. To close this gap, this study adopts the approach
of political commitment to identify and analyze those elements that
could hinder the provision of public value in a smart city project. To
do so, we perform a qualitative analysis of four smart city initiatives’
failures in different countries. The findings reveal that particular
elements associated with political commitment in subcontracting
projects impact public value provision in smart city initiatives. Par-
ticularly, the key role of the continuation of political commitment
in its institutionalization phase leads to a loss of public value within
strategic, political, and financial spheres. Our study contributes to
better recognition of institutional settings that contribute to smart
city initiatives’ failure.
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1 INTRODUCTION
The concept of a smart city entails a set of multiple promises, in-
cluding economic, social, and environmental. Ultimately, smart city
initiatives are expected to, among other things, reduce costs, meet
the needs of residents, contribute to environmental protection, and
be accessible to all [5, 31]. A smart city became a fashionable term,
which is used to create a favorable picture for cities as well as
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city leaders in terms of being innovative, citizen-respecting, and
transparent places [16]. But the road leading from political procla-
mations to delivering public value to citizens is a far journey [22].
Literature indicates that innovative urban projects fail to deliver
on their promises and, in fact, failures of smart city initiatives from
a social or economic perspective [18, 26, 41, 47] are hampering the
sustainability of such.

Given the limited capacity of local authorities to deploy smart
city solutions, there is a need to carry out these initiatives with the
participation of external partners [23]. This type of implementation
is crafted in the form of outsourcing or Public-Private-Partnerships
(PPP). These types of methods for implementation are considered
risk-sharing associations founded on a goal that the public and
private sectors share. In this case, the external providers for the
initiatives have to provide both private values, for their company
stakeholders, and public values serving the socio-economical needs
of all city stakeholders. Those initiatives also require close col-
laboration with other government entities [13]. Local authorities
demonstrate a high level of commitment at the stage of planning
and developing solutions. However, the level of commitment is
decreasing as the initiative comes to the execution phase and inter-
actions with subcontracting partners are taking place.

To understand the impact of losing government commitment
to smart city initiatives during the process of project execution,
we define three research questions: RQ1: What are the perils of
subcontracting smart cities initiatives? RQ2: How do subcontract-
ing smart city initiatives’ perils affect public value delivery? RQ3:
How does the loss of institutional commitment affect the provision
of public value when subcontracting smart city initiatives? The
political commitment approach [14] is adopted to investigate the
research question. As a methodology, we adopt a qualitative case
study on four smart city initiatives which failed to deliver public
value to their citizens.

The obtained results indicate the crucial role of institutional
commitment as a key element to smart city initiative outsourcing,
as well as highlight essential elements of public-private partnership
which addressed may increase smart city initiative performance,
namely resource dependency, mechanisms for multi-party incen-
tives, and shared decision-making.

This paper consists of five sections. Section 2 provides a literature
review on the premise of public value, smart city subcontracting,
and political commitment. Section 3 presents the methodology
of this study. Section 4 presents the case studies and cross-case
analysis. Finally, Section 5 provides a discussion and conclusions.

2 LITERATURE REVIEW
This section presents the outcomes of the literature review on three
topics. Firstly, Section 2.1 provides information on the promise of
public value delivery. Secondly, Section 2.2 provides information on
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subcontracting smart city initiatives. Thirdly, Section 2.3 presents
the concept of political commitment. The literature review is based
on Webster and Watson [51] approach. The literature review out-
comes lead to the definition of research questions and framework
presented in Section 3.

2.1 The Promise of Public Value Delivery
The most known and applied approach to public value is that intro-
duced by Moore [33] in his book ’Creating Public Value: Strategic
Management in Government,’ which is considered the seminal book
on the subject. He declares that ’public managers are seen as explor-
ers who, with others, seek to discover, define and produce public
value’ [33]. He wonders how public managers could support society
in better finding and exploiting opportunities to create public value.
He asserts that public managers are different from private ones
and operate in a political rather than and economic ’marketplace’,
proposing that public organizations create public value for citizens
and a wide range of other stakeholders. His concept of public value
differs from the private vision of value, where value is created when
goods and services are purchased, and these transactions gener-
ate easily measurable profit. For him, public value comes from the
benefits generated by government in activities where the market
cannot guarantee equitable production. Moore [33] emphasized the
importance of meeting citizens’ requirements for "properly ordered
and productive public institutions" (p. 35). Since 2002, public value
has also been considered as a counterpart to public sector reform
[50]. Public value, as a primary concern of government, shifts the
focus from providers of government services to recipients. In this
case, managers are now more interested in satisfying citizens by
providing effective and efficient services [28].

Various researchers in the field have questioned the most tradi-
tional views of public value as equivalent to private value [9, 40, 46].
This approach considers the creation of public value in a similar
way that a private economic organization creates “private value”
for its owners [17]. One of the main arguments in favor of this view
was proposed by Cole and Parston [8], who argued that public man-
agers, whom they considered the articulators of the organization‘s
outcome, must answer the questions of why any government or
programs exist? , and How will they know when an organization
or program has achieved its intended goal or objective? These au-
thors assume that public managers must make their organizations
accountable in the eyes of the public, using similar tools to those
used by private organizations to measure their performance. They
argue that public organizations should demonstrate these results
comprehensibly for all stakeholders (citizens, taxpayers, and public
service recipients).

On the other hand, the public value approach as a representa-
tion of trust, legitimacy, and public interest is sustained by various
researchers in the public management arena [4, 21, 46]. These re-
searchers praised public value for its potential to assess the out-
comes, the means used to deliver them, trust, and legitimacy. Boze-
man [4] also challenged the prevailing idea of what he called the
“utility of economic individualism” at the level of public adminis-
tration, advocating a return to a theory that integrates measures
of public interest in any analysis of government. He proposed a

theory that integrates the public interest as a viable measure of gov-
ernment performance. He suggested that this theory could combine
a“Market-driven Attitude” with the idea of common good in govern-
ment. Being a guardian of public interest is also an approach widely
discussed and criticized in the literature. In this approach, that fol-
lows Moore´s understanding of public value, public managers will
be considered guardians of the public interest, playing a role that
in earlier theories could only be guaranteed to the politicians.

The need to assess the provision of public value has led to the
development of various conceptual frameworks, critical factors, and
indicators [2, 20, 36, 39]. Bannister and Connolly [2] identified five
value sources of value for public sector decision-making; individ-
ual values; professional values; organizational values; legal values,
and public interest values. Additionally, these authors presented a
taxonomy of values that classifies them as duty-oriented, service-
oriented, and social-oriented. Table 1 summarizes this perspective.

Karunasena and Deng [20] stated that the public value expected
by citizens from public organizations includes efficiency, openness,
and responsiveness. For these authors, government actions add
value to society because they fulfill citizens’ aspirations for an or-
ganized society with efficient, transparent, and responsive public
institutions. Puron-Cid [39] added the "causality" aspect of value
creation, which is referred to in the literature as "value generating
mechanisms" or "value generators," to create an integrative frame-
work of public value. This framework takes into account the impact
of digital government on citizens, governments, and society. The
author claims that the impact on citizens is to achieve more effec-
tive, affordable, and high-quality public services in an environment
of participation, openness, and collaboration. Governments can
benefit because they will be better positioned strategically, legally,
and financially to achieve their objectives. Finally, initiatives could
assist society by raising living standards and promoting sustainable
development based on improved citizens’ and governments’ condi-
tions. Table 2 summarizes the public value expected by citizens.

2.2 Subcontracting Smart City Initiatives
Information technology has great potential in delivering public
value to government organizations. These technologies allow them
to manage digital data, automate processes, and generate intelli-
gence to improve government efficiency. At the city level, digital
transformation is occurring at a fast pace, and they are facing the
question about how they can progress toward the provision of better
services for citizens using all this new technological development
with technological partners. The externalization of Information
technology allows the city to structure its operations around the
things they do best and externalize its non core processes to provide
the expected public value. For the city to develop the proper mecha-
nisms to work with IT contractors, they are facing challenges such
as unequal power structures, suitable measures to assess the value
provided, the adequacy of the city organizational structure, the
organizational culture, and the level of government commitment
[27]. The government has implemented two main mechanisms for
externalizing service provision; Outsourcing (contracting out) and
public-private partnerships.

IT outsourcing began in the 1960s with the use of external ven-
dors for time-sharing or processing services, to evolve into network
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Table 1: Perspectives of public value

Orientation Scope
Duty-oriented Values that incorporate non-financial aspects of civil servant’ duty to the government and the state
Service-oriented Values that cover the responsibility of public administrators to provide a high level of service to the

citizen in the same manner as a commercial company would provide good service to a customer or client
Socially-oriented Values that incorporate a wider, quasi-political view encompassing broader social goals.

Source: own elaboration

Table 2: Public value expected by the citizens

Value expected by citizens Definition
Quality services The provision of quality public services to citizens.
User-orientation The provision of public services in user-friendly manner to satisfy users’ needs
Efficiency The manner in which the operations of the organization yield more benefits than costs incurred

“more for the same or the same for less”.
Openness The transparency of public administration often involves publishing what it has to publish and

answering questions from the public.
Responsiveness Public administration complies more actively with the demands of the public, and responds to

public opinions.
Sustainability Leaving a clean environment and plentiful resources to our future generations, instead of willfully

destroying what was created millions of years ago.
Source: own elaboration based on [39]

and telecommunications management, distributed systems inte-
gration, application development, and systems operation in the
1990s. [24]. Researchers and practitioners agree that the benefits
of implementing IT outsourcing include lower costs, faster devel-
opment cycles, performance assurance, quality, professional and
geographically dispersed service, and creative and structured leases
[11]. However, implementing IT outsourcing is challenging because
it demands a change in managerial structure, task and roles, people
and relationships, and information technology and infrastructure
[30]. Next, successful implementation of IT outsourcing requires a
clear view of how to measure its success. Most researchers mention
efficiency, satisfaction, service quality, and cost reduction as accu-
rate indicators of success. In this context, Lee et al. [25] added that
the fundamental mechanisms that enable firms to manage the com-
plexity of inter-organizational relationships and achieve success
in an outsourcing project are cost-efficient transactions, control of
critical resource dependency, and reciprocal relationship building.

According to Yang and You [53], a smart city project’s nature de-
termines the operationalization of its implementation, i.e., whether
to use outsourcing or PPP. In projects with simple business require-
ments and low complexity, city governments apply outsourcing
of services. For such cases, the municipal authority is responsible
for operation and maintenance, while the business is responsible
for the construction and a sufficient number of users. PPPs are the
response of local governments to their lack of capacity to pursue
smart city initiatives with their own resources. The characteris-
tic features of PPP’s projects are large-scale investment mostly in
infrastructure, which require advanced managerial competencies
and skills, which are hard to achieve in city governments [32, 53].
Evidence from India suggests that successful PPP requires partners

to join gains, autonomy, shared decision-making, accountability,
and equity [3]. However, as indicated by Zhang [56], unexpected
adverse effects in the construction of smart city PPP (SCP) projects
exist, like APP zombies, image engineering, information islands,
privacy leakage crisis, public-private confrontation, etc. Moreover,
PPPs face several profitability challenges due to the unreasonable
profit distribution, lower than the expected business value of “smart”
applications, and unreasonable and unclear revenue structure [53].
The study of Zhang [56] identifies three key influencing factors
to the behavior of the government and other public departments
and their officials on the construct of PPP projects in smart cities,
namely: 1) multi-party incentive and restraint mechanism; the gov-
ernment’s effort to maintaining public interests, and 2) the official’s
adherence to public values.

2.3 Political Commitment
The political commitment as a concept originated from health re-
search focusing on public policies toward HIV [14], hunger [29],
nutrition agenda [37], and maternal mortality reduction [45]. Shiff-
man [45] presents the framework for agenda setting while the study
of Fox, Goldberg, Gore and Bärnighausen [14] examines the political
commitment to respond to HIV, juxtaposing political commitment
to policy outcomes and distinguishing three conceptualizations of
commitment in the literature, namely: 1) expressed commitment,
2) institutional commitment, and 3) budgetary commitment.

The level of expressed commitment is measured based on the
quantity and the timing of public appearances of government politi-
cians. The assessment determines whether the politicians them-
selves are willing to publicly relate on issues under commitment
and at what time the open public declarations are occurring. The
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later the occurrence of public speech, the lower commitment per-
ceived by the public. Expressed commitment can also be regarded
as a statement of political will, which is key to many public initia-
tives, and thus can be an object of political accountancy. Expressed
commitment can also be regarded as an object of the city brand
marketing, as smart city is positively associated by public opinion
with innovativeness, environment protection, social prosperity, and
inclusion [7].

The concept of institutional commitment is consistent with the
institutional governance approach. It emerges from the premise
of establishing a governance framework comprised of relevant
policies, the organizational infrastructure of the government body,
and procedures, all of which combine to constitute the municipal
authority’s reaction performance [14]. Smart city institutions are
understood as the facilitators of innovation within a complex social
system [10] where democratic, innovative, inclusive, collaborative
practices of governments based on civic society foundations occur
[18, 38, 49]. Successful smart city institutions are learning organisa-
tions adapting their structure, processes, roles, and responsibilities
to the smart city environment [22]. Public governance refers to how
public affairs are managed and decisions are taken, and is a way
of steering and positioning public organisation through legal rules,
laws, procedures, and practices [6, 10]. Governance is a capacious
concept including collaboration, leadership, championing, partici-
pation and partnership, communication, data-exchange, service and
application integration, accountability, and transparency [6]. While
smart city governance elements include stakeholders, structures
and organizations, processes, roles and responsibilities, technology
and data, legislation and policies, and exchange arrangement ac-
companied by contextual analysis [42]. Institutional governance is
pointed out in smart city literature to be a key aspect of increasing
the capacity to coordinate collective actions regarding social and
managerial issues [6, 31, 34].

The third concept is the budgetary commitment which confirms
resource allocation for a given initiative in support of expressed
and institutional commitment. Budgetary commitment refers to the
amount of money a public organization has set aside or allocated
for a particular purpose. Budgetary commitment is an essential
factor in the smart city initiatives’ successes, as it helps to ensure
that resources are in place, build public trust and confidence.

Despite extensive studies on citizen engagement, public value,
and governance of smart city initiatives [31, 42, 49], studies fo-
cusing on institutional stability concerning the political aspect of
smart city governance are scarce [23, 44]. This study addresses this
knowledge gap by exploring the perils and consequences of losing
institutional commitment in smart city initiatives held under PPP
and outsourcing mechanisms.

3 RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHOD
This paper researches the role of institutional commitment when
subcontracting smart city initiatives. Therefore, we formulate the
following questions: 1) What are the perils of subcontracting smart
cities initiatives? 2) How do subcontracting smart city initiatives’
perils affect public value delivery? 3) How does the loss of insti-
tutional commitment affect the provision of public value when
subcontracting smart city initiatives?

The research questions are investigated through exploratory
case study research. According to Eisenhardt [12] Yin [54] case
study is an appropriate method to understand phenomena and its
volatility in real-life surroundings. Such a method is apt for cases
that are characterized by complexity, the coexistence of various
theoretical approaches, and significant background. The chosen
method of scientific recognition is justified as, in this paper, we
analyze a complex implementation phenomenon of smart city ini-
tiatives under subcontracting, combining three approaches: public
value, political commitment, and externalising of IT services.

The primary outcome of the literature review is an integrative
framework for institutional commitment for smart city initiatives.
The framework is divided into four parts. The first part includes
general information on smart city initiatives, such as country, city,
city department involved, objectives and goals, duration, and stake-
holders. The second part includes types of public value [39], and
the public value assigned to e-government services [39]. The third
part of the framework investigates expressed commitment [14],
institutional commitment and budgetary commitment. Finally, the
fourth part provides elements of subcontracting of smart city initia-
tives (vendor responsibilities, resource dependency, profit, and cost
distribution, responsibility for user demand, quality of service, user
satisfaction, shared decision-making, accountability, equity, con-
flict resolution framework, and multi-party incentive mechanism)
[43, 53, 55].

The integrative framework is adopted to develop and analyze
three case studies. The case study selection criterion is a failure
of smart city initiative. We define a smart city initiative failure as
an example where the government failed to deliver public value to
their citizens. The index of possible causes for the failure is wide.
The smart city failure can represent an ongoing project, a stage
of the project which failed, or the terminated project. To perform
case study analysis, we use official government websites, official
websites of service providers, legal acts, agreements, newspaper
articles, and published scientific articles. The integrative framework
presents Table 3.

4 CASE STUDIES
This section presents four case studies of smart city initiatives with
subcontracting, followed by a cross-case analysis. Each case study
addresses the failure of a smart city initiative and is describedwithin
the four parts of the framework. The case studies are presented in
Section 4.1 (Chile), Section 4.2 (Poland), Section 4.3 (Brasil), and
Section 4.4 (Canada). Section 4.5 presents a cross-case analysis.

4.1 Chile - Transantiago
Initiated in 2007, the Transantiago initiative was to modernize the
transport system in Santiago, the capital of Chile. The goals were to
improve public transport service quality, efficiency, and economic,
environmental, and social sustainability. The stakeholders involved
were: the department of The Urban Transport Plan of the city San-
tiago (PTUS), the Ministry of Transport and Telecommunications,
the Ministry of Housing and Urbanism, the Ministry of Public Con-
structions, Metro, bus operators, consulting companies, and citizens
using public transport.
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Table 3: Integrative framework for institutional commitment of subcontracted smart city initiatives

General Country Initiative Stakeholders Aim

City Project duration Goals

Public value Types of impact Financial
Political

Strategic
Ideological

Social
Stewardship

Public value of
e-government

Availability of choice and
openness
Efficiency

Access and use
Service delivery
Transparency

Development of trust
Achievement of outcomes

Political
commitment

Expressed commitment Public appearances PR
Territorial marketing

Pro- and re-active
commitment

Institutional commitment Structure
Leadership
Communication
framework
Relationship management

Legislation
Human capacity
Collaboration framework

Roles and responsibilities
Coherence with policy and
strategy

Budgetary commitment Financial capacity Budget
Subcontracting Vendor responsibilities

Profit and cost
distribution
Equity
Multi-party incentive
mechanism

Resource dependency
User demand
Conflict resolution
Shared decision-making

Quality of service
User satisfaction
Accountability

The initiative’s impact on the financial type of public value is
negative. Transantiago was initially expected to be a self-financed
service, which due to an inaccurate business model, turned to subsi-
dies of US$450,000 millions annually. In the first year of operations,
it generated about a US$400 million deficit. Political implications of
the initiative were significant, leading to 1) a conflict in Christian
Democratic Party, finally leading to a majority lost in Congress; 2)
the results of the presidential election in 2009, and 3) a crisis within
the government coalition. In terms of e-government public value,
the following harms are identified: a) the access to e-card was ac-
cessible only after one year after the implementation; b) inefficient
routes not covering the whole urban space and overstated trans-
shipment rates; c) the service delivery was delayed and suffered
from the inappropriate design of trunks and division of the fleets
between zones; d) users refused to use the system and decreased
their trust; e) the capacity to control and monitor project progress
was insufficient; and f) no financial sustainability was achieved.

Initially, the initiative suffered from a lack of expressed com-
mitment, and only reactive commitment appeared due to social
dissatisfaction. There was no PR activity to deal with social criti-
cism. The institution responsible for the initiative (PTUS) had no
real decisive power to lead the project. Regarding institutional com-
mitment, several issues are depicted: 1) no specification of a way
to integrate multiple government agencies in a joint Committee
was provided; 2) not only no coherent strategy and policy existed,
but also there was no coordination between urban and transport
policies; 3) the structure, roles and responsibilities were not identi-
fied and suffered from instability and continuous changes due to
political power shifts; 4) the chronograms characterizes inadequate
size, time due, and uncertainties; 5) the legislation was delayed

and insufficient to the size and complexity of the initiative; 6) over-
whelming lack of information on needs, implementation status,
design, coordination accompanied with no data support and limited
human capacity; 7) lack of developed consensus with stakeholders,
in particular with politicians, city government, Transantiago, bus
owners association, and metro. The budgetary commitment was
granted due to the size and importance of the initiative.

As for Transantiago subcontracting elements, no understanding
of the importance of resource dependency existed. It failed to deliver
several essential infrastructure elements before the deployment,
such as fleet management, fare charge, technological support, or
the supply of buses. This initiative did not support shared decision-
making as (PTUS) suffered from a lack of legitimacy to decide, and
administrative or political responsibility. The multi-party incentive
mechanism ignored relations between supply and demand and
quality of service provision.

4.2 Poland - MEVO
MEVO is Europe’s largest public bicycle system, entirely made up
of eclectic bicycles. The MEVO initiative, initiated in 2019, was
intended to be accessible to the residents of the Tricity metropol-
itan area (14 municipalities) and visitors. The project’s coordina-
tion agency is the Management of the Metropolitan Area Gdańsk-
Gdynia-Sopot (OMGGS). The initiative stakeholders include 14
cities and municipalities, service providers - NB Tricity, Nextbike
Polska, and citizens. MEVO is a long-awaited initiative to meet the
citizens’ and tourist needs in the Tricity agglomeration.

Regarding the impact on public value, the MEVO initiative af-
fects the financial type of public value resulting in a PLN 9.7 million
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loss transferred to BN Tricity for the first tranche of bicycle deliv-
ery. Due to the contract termination with the first service provider,
both parties (OMGGS and NB Tricity) are undertaking mutual court
proceedings. Secondly, as the NB Tricity declared bankruptcy, the
whole infrastructure was passed to OMGGS (more than 1000 bicy-
cles, apps, and bicycle parking facilities). Failure of the MEVO 1.0
initiative resulted in huge disappointment for the citizens since a)
many of them did not recover their money for the subscriptions, b)
they lost trust in the OMGGS regarding MEVO contract monitor-
ing and control, 3) perceived waste of public funds. However, the
service was available for a short period, and it failed as the contract
was terminated due to the service provider’s financial instability
and delays in global supply chains affecting new bicycle supply.
Currently, MEVO 2.0 public procurement is finished, and OMGGS
awaits service delivery by the second vendor. A few issues to be
highlighted around MEVO 1.0 initiative in subcontracting are: not
including resource dependency as a variable to the public service
provision, not including electric scooters as a competitive service
to MEVO, focusing the primary contract on bicycle delivery, not
public service provision.

4.3 Brasil - Rio Operation Center
The CICC-RJ system, developed in Rio de Janeiro, Brasil, serves
as an emergency line, traffic monitoring, security planning, and
operations headquarters. The system also implemented a critical
early warning and evacuation system for Rio’s favelas. The service
provider of the initiative is IBM, and the agency responsible for the
initiative is Rio Operations Center (ROC). The system is success-
fully deployed and operated. The system operation harms strategic
and social types of public value as it addresses only chosen geo-
graphic areas, such as wealthier areas of the city, thus neglecting
the inclusion of vulnerable societal groups. Therefore, the align-
ment of government actions or policies does not include requested
and needed social outcomes for economically vulnerable groups.
Access to the e-government service is not open. Information about
the system is not accessible. Since CICC-RJ does not share data with
the city, the city government cannot extract information relevant
to public management and public value delivery. Moreover, as no
transparency is provided, there is no development of trust between
the citizens and the Rio Operations Center.

In terms of expressed commitment, the vendor and ROC un-
dertook PR activity to manage public opinion. Institutional com-
mitment inefficiencies are identified in unclear roles and respon-
sibilities between the agencies as to the territorial control over
urban space. The limited human capacity to operate the CICC-RJ is
pointed out by Gaffney and Robertson [15]. The system’s deploy-
ment was not preceded by an IBM software compatibility check,
resulting in contract termination and additional cost of in-house
software development. The framework of collaboration and estab-
lishing trust between the service provider and the agency has not
been established.

4.4 Canada - Sidewalk Lab
A private company originated from the United States, Sidewalk
Lab, a subsidiary of Alphabet, the parent company of Google, has

developed a vision of a smart city in Toronto, Canada. The city gov-
ernment partner was Waterfront Toronto, an agency legitimized to
undertake the initiative in Quayside, a 12-acre waterfront area. The
premise of public value delivery was huge: around 44,000 new jobs,
more than US$ 4 billion yearly tax revenue, ecology, inclusiveness,
and smartness were to be achieved through the deployment of the
new technologies.

Nevertheless, before the initiative started, several harms to public
value were brought to public opinion. The most highlighted issue
was the data ownership and use of data collected by Sidewalk
Lab. The citizens feared Canada to become a client-state country.
At the ideological level, public opinion reflects skepticism toward
American culture. Socially, the legitimization given to Waterfront
Toronto was also denied, pointing to overstepping its role and
responsibilities for citizen datamanagement. It was pointed to a lack
of Sidewalk labs accountability, unfavorable to citizen disbalance
between private company’s profit and harm to state democracy
caused by the initiative.

The expressed commitment is identified through public appear-
ances supporting the initiative by the Canadian Prime Minister
and Toronto mayor. The initiative was intensively promoted as a
“city of future”, increasing place branding. Both parties undertake
PR and pro- and re-active actions addressing public concerns. The
institutional commitment points to the unclear role of Waterfront
Toronto as an agency with limited decisive power, which served
rather as an intermediary to Sidewalk Labs by reporting to the
different levels of government (federal, provincial, and municipal)
than as a single point of contact. The collaboration framework has
not been established between the parties, and the vendor did not
introduce the participatory design approach. The initiative was not
coherent with policy, and public opinion pointed to gaps in national
legislation regarding data management.

A lack of clarity in Sidewalk Lab’s business model is identified.
The initiative had not included shared decision-making involving
engaged citizens and NGOs. The autonomy in development had
been denied. No conflict resolution framework had been established.

4.5 Cross-Case Analysis
The cross-case analysis is guided by the integrative framework
(Table 3), and analyses the case studies presented in Sections 4.1-
4.4 of this study. The overall results of the cross-case study analysis
are presented in Table 4.

General part: Each presented case addresses a smart city ini-
tiative with substantive promises of public service delivery to the
citizens. Transantiago, MEVO, and Sidewalk Labs are large-scale im-
plementation initiatives that focused public attention and triggered
social control mechanisms. Each of them involved multiple smart
city stakeholders. Two of them: Transantiago and Sidewalk Labs,
involved state government politicians who publicly expressed their
commitment to the initiative. While Sidewalk Lab is a terminated
project, Transantiago, MEVO and ROC are still ongoing.

Regarding the impact of the initiative on public value, we notice:
1) all the projects negatively affect opportunities of individuals or
groups of citizens and also limit strategic opportunities of cities; 2)
in each case, families and communities were negatively affected by
the initiative, and finally 3) in each case city governments failed to
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Table 4: Cross-case study analysis

Element Issue Transantiago MEVO ROC Sidewalk Lab
Public value Financial

Strategic
Political
Ideological
Social
Stewardship

X
X
X
-
X
X

X
X
-
-
X
X

-
X
-
-
X
X

-
X
X
X
X
X

Expressed commitment

Institutional
commitment

Subcontracting

Public appearance
Territorial marketing
PR
Political continuity
Structure and Roles
Organisation
Processes
Strategic coherence
Legislation
Leadership
Human capacity
Collaboration
Communication
Relationship
Resource dependency
Profit distribution
Demand
Quality of service
Shared decision-making
Autonomy
Conflict resolution
Multi-party incentives

X
-
-
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
-
X
X
-
X
X

-
X
X
-
-
X
-
-
X
-
-
X
-
X
X
-
-
X
-
-
X
-

-
-
-
-
-
X
-
X
X
-
X
X
-
X
X
-
-
X
-
-
-
X

X
X
X
-
X
X
-
X
X
X
-
X
X
X
X
X
X
-
X
X
X
-

shape the perception of the guardians of public value, detriment-
ing the established trust between citizens and government. Only
Sidewalk Labs indicates the importance of ethics and moral beliefs
of public opinion toward data management in Canada.

In terms of political commitment, the study identifies several
common issues across the projects. Firstly, each initiative faced the
challenge of properly organizing its activities, involving scheduling,
arranging, leading, monitoring, and controlling. The next issue is
the absence of a proactive legislature facilitating initiative imple-
mentation. Lastly, no initiative established effective cooperation
and relationship frameworks with involved stakeholders, ultimately
leading to a loss of trust among counterparts. Except for the ROC,
where social scrutiny is present less than in the case of other initia-
tives, we did not observe any efforts to establish a conflict resolution
framework.

The fourth area of analysis on subcontracting revealed the impor-
tance of resource interdependence in the success of all cases studied.
Dependence on existing infrastructure managed by other agencies,
technology support from different sources, ownership of infrastruc-
ture in case of failure, incompatibility of solutions with existing
systems, risk of non-delivery of infrastructure components, or ven-
dor soft lock-in represents the identified occurrences of resource
dependence which were not considered either by governing bodies

or service providers. Of the cases examined, only the Sidewalk Lab
failed to gain autonomy to implement the initiative.

5 DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS
The purpose of this study is to explore smart city project failure
in providing public value when subcontracted. In order to do so,
three research questions were formulated: 1) What are the perils
of subcontracting smart cities initiatives? 2) How do subcontract-
ing smart city initiatives’ perils affect public value delivery? 3)
How does the loss of institutional commitment affect the provision
of public value when subcontracting smart city initiatives? The
literature review was conducted on public value, political commit-
ment, and subcontracting smart city initiatives. On this basis, we
designed an integrative framework that aggregates various con-
cepts, definitions, and factors applicable to examine the failure of
subcontracting smart city initiatives. We applied this framework
to examine four case studies of smart city initiative failure and
to obtain relevant information which allows us to respond to the
research questions.

In order to respond to the first research question, "What are the
perils of subcontracting smart cities initiatives?" This study high-
lights the following ones: 1) resource dependency, 2) ineffective
multi-party incentives, 3) lack of conflict resolution mechanism,
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and 4) no shared decision-making. Although a few studies high-
light the topic of resource infrastructure [55] [19] this study shows
how relevant it is to understanding resource dependency as a crit-
ical aspect when executing smart city initiatives. Moreover, one
of the main perils of large-scale smart city projects is ineffective
multi-party incentives directed to the stakeholders to support col-
laborative governance, which facilitates smart city execution [49].
Conflict resolution as a relevant factor of smart city performance
and enabler of adaptive governance is also pointed out by [1, 35].
This study supports the finding of [1, 19] as to the importance of
shared decision-making involving agencies on various levels of
government, NGOs, and other stakeholders.

Regarding the second research question, “How do subcontract-
ing smart city initiatives’ perils affect public value delivery? all
four smart city initiatives decrease public value provision within
strategic, stewardship, and social perspective. Resource dependency
negatively affects strategic opportunities to design and implement
innovative solutions, limiting the choice of such solutions, which
will decrease financial expenditures. We observe that the creation
of committees without the legal authority to not only make deci-
sions but also to shape the framework for joint decision-making,
negatively affects the image of the institution itself, as a result, it
contributes to the loss of trust in the citizen-government line.

The third research question, "How does the loss of institutional
commitment affect the provision of public value when subcontract-
ing smart city initiatives?" was addressed with the analysis of the
cases where the lack of continuation of political commitment in
its institutionalization phase leads to a loss of public value within
strategic, political, and financial spheres. Particularly evident is
the effect of the institutional commitment loss for Sidewalk Lab,
where an agency formed with no decision-making empowerment,
accountable to three separate authorities, could not cope success-
fully with the challenge of establishing a legal and responsible data
management framework. Our result falls in line with [18, 48, 52].
Our results support the view of [47] as to the importance of citizen
discontent management to successful smart city initiatives.

This paper’s contribution is analyzing the four smart city initia-
tives labeled as "failure" to distinguish key elements responsible for
the lack of public value provision. Building upon four case studies,
this paper develops an understanding of the impact of political
commitment and subcontracting elements on smart city success.
This paper also identifies the impact of institutional commitment
loss on various types of public value. The result of this study may
bring knowledge to public managers on factors favorable to smart
city initiative failure. This paper suggests that governments and
politicians need to keep up with political commitment, with particu-
lar attention to the institutionalization of the committees, agencies,
and accountability. The limitation of the study is the small number
of case studies, the lack of inclusion of technological conditionals
for smart city projects, the differences of the initiatives in terms of
investment and goals. Future research could integrate other factors
associated with the nature of the cities, their possible impact on
the initiative results, and the nature of challenges faced by public
managers.
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