
DOCTORA L  T H E S I S

Department of Civil, Environmental and Natural Resources Engineering
Division of Architecture and Water Governance for Sustainable Development 

of Major European Transport Corridors
The Scandinavian-Mediterranean TEN-T Core Network Corridor

Maria Öberg

ISSN 1402-1544
ISBN 978-91-7583-961-5 (print)
ISBN 978-91-7583-962-2 (pdf)

Luleå University of Technology 2017

M
aria Ö

berg  G
overnance for Sustainable D

evelopm
ent of M

ajor E
uropean T

ransport C
orridors

Architecture



 



Governance for Sustainable Development 
of Major European Transport Corridors

The Scandinavian-Mediterranean TEN-T 
Core Network Corridor

Maria Öberg

Luleå University of  Technology
Department of Civil, Environmental and Natural Resources Engineering  

Division of Architecture and Water 



Printed by Luleå University of Technology, Graphic Production 2017

ISSN 1402-1544  
ISBN 978-91-7583-961-5 (print)
ISBN 978-91-7583-962-2 (pdf)

Luleå 2017

www.ltu.se



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

First, I would like to thank my main supervisor Kristina Nilsson for her guidance and 
continuous engagement in my research work, and my co-supervisor Charlotta Johansson for 
her structured approach and valuable inputs. I have highly appreciated the cooperative, easy-
going, flexible and supportive supervision of my research. I am also grateful to my co-
supervisors Johan Sandström and Björn Hasselgren, particularly for constructive feedback on 
my writing and valuable discussions about applying findings in practice. Further, I appreciate 
the contributions to my work from Ram Sateesh Pasupuleti and Catherine Wilkinson who 
were co-supervisors in earlier stages of my doctoral studies.  

I am highly grateful for the financial support for my research from the Swedish transport 
administration. I am particularly grateful to three members of their staff. They are Kenneth 
Wåhlberg, who acted as a contact person when I started my doctoral studies, and saw 
potential in my work, Rikard Engström, and Rein Juriado, who acted as co-supervisors and 
contact persons in the later stages, contributing to productive discussions of my work and 
facilitating access to the ongoing processes.  

It has been a privilege to carry out research integrated with two interregional projects, 
Bothnian Green Logistic Project and TENTacle, and I would like to thank colleagues 
involved in the projects for their constructive support, and the EU for financing the projects. 
Further, I would like to express my gratitude to those who shared their views and ideas as 
inputs for my research in the survey and the interview study. 

I am also highly grateful to many people involved in my personal life. First, I want to thank 
my two sons, Viktor and Emil Öberg, for their constant and patient support for Mum. I would 
also like to thank my mother-in-law Ingegerd Öberg for her positive encouragement, and for 
making my many travels possible by taking care of the children. I am also very grateful to 
other family members, colleagues and friends who have contributed with discussions and 
advice regarding my work, and life in general, along the way. 

Maria Öberg, November 2017  



 



ABSTRACT 

Intermodal road, rail, air and sea transport networks across the European Union (EU) called 
Trans-European Networks for Transport (TEN-T) are currently being implemented. Key 
elements, which should be implemented by 2030, are the most strategic TEN-T Core network 
corridors. These nine corridors are expected to enhance smoothness and sustainability of 
transport across the EU, thereby enhancing cohesion between EU nations, and relate to non-
EU nations. In the EU Regulation 1315/2013 a governance framework for implementation of 
the Core network corridors is outlined, which mainly involves appointment of a European 
coordinator for each corridor, establishment of Corridor forums for consultations, and 
formulation of work plans and follow-up measures. 

This framework is now being implemented in practice. A recognised challenge in the process 
is engaging the numerous, diverse stakeholders. A possible solution is to introduce 
appropriate elements of complementary governance. Thus, in this doctoral research, suitable 
complementary governance to support the sustainable development of a Core network 
corridor was investigated. Complementary governance, a concept that was developed and 
refined during the project, refers here to additional governance in relation to the governance 
framework described for the EU Core network corridors in the EU Regulation 1315/2013. 

To address an identified gap in knowledge on the nature and utility of complementary 
governance a series of studies was carried out. The studies included a study of relevant 
academic literature, studies of EU transport policy and implementation documents regarding 
governance and sustainability, a survey of views of Scandinavian-Mediterranean Corridor 
forum participants, and interviews with stakeholders in the Baltic Sea region. These studies 
collectively constitute a case study, focusing on the Scandinavian-Mediterranean Core 
network corridor, of the need for, and if a need is present the optimal design of, 
complementary governance in the process of sustainable development of a Core network 
corridor. 

The main findings of the studies are that the implementation process of the Core network 
corridors could benefit from complementary governance measures, mainly to increase 
inclusiveness, which is crucial for a sustainable development. Complementary governance 
could both deepen and broaden stakeholder awareness and involvement. This may have 
several advantages, such as increasing possibilities for stakeholders to influence the process 
and benefit from the corridor, align activities, and promote cooperation and learning between 
stakeholders. Moreover, including stakeholders who are based outside the corridors may 
improve distributive aspects of the investments and reduce risks of focusing attention too 
closely on the corridors per se. However, broadening stakeholder inclusion also has 
disadvantages, as it increases the complexity of the process, which may impair its 
effectiveness, and may lead to unrepresentative involvement due to differences in 
stakeholders’ interests, administrative capacities and power. It also increases requirements for 
coordination. 

The nature of complementary governance is multifaceted and related to diverse dimensions of 
governance, such as processes, stakeholder participation and implementation documents. For 



complementary governance measures a flexible and task-specific multi-level design is 
emphasised, which may involve various types of engagement mechanisms. Further, the 
findings showed a need to extend previously recognised types of public engagement 
mechanisms based on communication, consultation and participation in the decision-making 
stage, by recognising another category, named stakeholder exchange. This category is 
characterised by stakeholder cooperation and collaboration in an implementation stage where 
main goals and policies already are in place. 

Areas for complementary governance in the implementation process of the Core network 
corridors were indicated in the interview study. They consisted of extended involvement of 
private stakeholders, extended involvement of regional and local stakeholders, extended 
involvement of stakeholders geographically external to the immediate corridor, and extended 
information both generally and specifically (i.e. directed information to specific stakeholders). 
Several complementary governance measures that could potentially improve implementation 
of the Core network corridors were raised in the interviews, ranging from minor adjustment in 
the existing process to entirely new solutions. These ideas correspond well to the indicated 
areas and provide robust foundations for further discussion. 

Thus, findings from the research suggest several governance measures to systematically 
involve and engage diverse stakeholders in the Core network corridor implementation 
process. However, before introducing such measures, they should be assessed together with 
existing governance measures, to avoid overlapping or contradictory initiatives, possibly 
using policy packaging approaches, where policies are combined and analysed together to 
achieve a desired overall outcome. Proposals for future research and practices are presented. 



SAMMANFATTNING 

De mest strategiska europeiska transportkorridorerna, TEN-T Core network korridorer, 
implementeras för närvarande, fram till 2030. Dessa nio utpekade korridorer förväntas stödja 
sammanhållningen mellan nationer i EU och stärka smidiga och hållbara transporter i hela 
EU, och också relatera till icke-EU-länder. Transporterna omfattar både gods- och 
persontransporter, och de fyra transportslagen järnväg, väg, sjö och luft. Ett ramverk för 
lednings-, styrning- och samverkansåtgärder av implementeringen av Core Network 
korridorerna finns beskrivet och består huvudsakligen av en europeisk samordnare för varje 
korridor utsedd av Europeiska kommissionen, korridorforum för samråd, och arbetsplaner för 
att beskriva och följa upp åtgärder. 

Detta ramverk införs nu i implementeringsprocessen. Att engagera de många och olika 
intressenterna är en känd utmaning i processen. I den här doktorsavhandlingen har 
kompletterande lednings-, styrnings-, och samverkansåtgärder för att stödja en hållbar 
utveckling av en Core network korridor undersökts. Kompletterande lednings-, styrnings-, och 
samverkansåtgärder, complementary governance, är ett koncept som utvecklats i det här 
forskningsprojektet och är här menat som ytterligare åtgärder i förhållande till det ramverk 
som beskrivs för Core network korridorerna i EU:s förordning 1315/2013. 

För att kartlägga den kunskapslucka som finns om hur kompletterande lednings-, styrnings-, 
och samverkansåtgärder kan användas och dess karaktär, genomfördes en fallstudie. 
Fallstudien omfattade en vetenskaplig litteraturstudie, studier av EU policy- och 
implementeringsdokument inom transportområdet med avseende på styrning och hållbarhet, 
en undersökning av synpunkter från deltagarna i korridorforumet för Scandinavian-
Mediterranean korridoren, och en intervjustudie av intressenter i Östersjöregionen. Dessa 
studier utgör delar av fallstudien av Scandinavian-Mediterranean korridoren. Där undersöks 
behovet av, och i så fall utformningen av, kompletterande lednings-, styrnings-, och 
samverkansåtgärder i processen för en hållbar utveckling av en Core-network korridor. 

De viktigaste resultaten av studierna är att implementeringsprocessen för Core network 
korridorerna kan gynnas av kompletterande lednings-, styrnings- , och samverkansåtgärder, 
främst för ökad delaktighet. Sådana åtgärder skulle stödja en utökad intressentmedverkan. 
Fördelarna med en bred involvering av intressenter är ökade möjligheter för intressenter att 
dra nytta av utvecklingen och stödja en hållbar utveckling. Ökad medvetenhet och 
engagemang möjliggör en bättre anpassning av egna aktiviteter, ett bredare inflytande i 
processen, samt samarbete och lärande mellan intressenter. Vidare kan inkludering av 
intressenter som finns på ett längre avstånd från korridoren adressera fördelningsaspekter av 
investeringar och engagemang. Risker med en bredare medverkan är att det blir mer 
komplicerade processer som utmanar effektiviteten, samt eventuella skillnader i 
intressenternas deltagande beroende på intresse eller administrativ kapacitet. En annan aspekt 
är att ett omfattande engagemang ökar kravet på samordning. 

Kompletterande ledning-, styrnings-, och samverkansåtgärder är mångfacetterade och kan 
tillskrivas olika dimensioner av styrning, såsom processer, medverkande intressenter och 
implementeringsdokument. Kompletterande åtgärder avser främst en flexibel design där flera 



samhällsnivåer kan ingå, och att frågorna som ska hanteras rör ett specifikt ämnesområde. 
Olika typer av mekanismer för engagemang finns representerade. Resultaten visade ett behov 
av att utvidga den använda typologin av offentliga engagemangsmekanismer, som omfattade 
kommunikation, konsultation och deltagande med en kategori som heter intressentutbyte. 
Denna kategori fokuserar på samverkan mellan intressenter i en implementeringsfas där 
övergripande mål och policy redan finns på plats. 

Identifierade områden för kompletterande lednings-, styrnings-, och samverkansåtgärder i 
implementeringsprocessen för Core network korridorerna indikerades i intervju-studien. De 
bestod av utökat deltagande av privata intressenter, utökat deltagande av regionala och lokala 
intressenter, utökat deltagande av intressenter geografiskt utanför den omedelbara korridoren 
och utökad information både i allmänhet och riktad information till specifika intressenter. 
Idéerna för kompletterande åtgärder som genererades i intervjuundersökningen, allt från 
mindre anpassning i befintlig process till helt nya lösningar, stämmer väl överens med dessa 
områden och kan användas som grund för diskussion. 

Grundat på resultaten från detta forskningsprojekt föreslås flera olika åtgärder, för att 
systematiskt involvera och engagera en bred grupp av intressenter i 
implementeringsprocessen av Core network korridorer. För att kunna införa kompletterande 
åtgärder måste de dock bedömas tillsammans med redan befintliga lednings-, styrnings och 
samverkansåtgärder för att undvika överlappande eller motstridiga initiativ. Metoder för 
sådana bedömningar utvecklas inom området för policy packaging, där olika policyåtgärder 
kombineras och analyseras tillsammans för att uppnå önskat totalresultat. Förslag till framtida 
forskning och praktiska åtgärder presenteras. 
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LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS 

EU: The European Union. 

TEN-T: The trans-European network for transport, a EU transport initiative that encompasses 
development of “transport infrastructure and telematic applications as well as measures 
promoting the efficient management and use of such infrastructure and permitting the 
establishment and operation of sustainable and efficient transport services” (Regulation (EU) 
No. 1315/20139, p.6). The infrastructure refers to railway, road, inland waterway, maritime, 
air and multimodal transport. 

CNC: Core network corridor, one of a set of the most strategic transport corridors within the 
TEN-T. The abbreviation is used in tables in this thesis. 

ScanMed: The Scandinavian-Mediterranean Core network corridor, one of the nine Core 
network corridors stretching from Scandinavia to Malta. The abbreviation is used in document 
titles and tables in this thesis. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
Transport has always been an important socio-economic activity. Use of sledges is 
documented as far back as 6000 BC, and wheels seem to have been used in carts from before 
2600 BC (Piggott, 1980). During the last 250 years, technological inventions such as steam 
engines and internal combustion engines, cars and aeroplanes have rapidly and massively 
increased the speed, capacity and effectiveness of transport systems (Wikström, 1980). Many 
daily activities frequently involve transportation, such as commuting to and from work, taking 
part in leisure activities, and meeting friends. Further, numerous consumer goods involve 
complex transport chains, for transporting resource materials from harvesting sites to 
production and assembly facilities, delivery of final products to consumers, and subsequent 
waste handling. Transport is also an enabler of trade, and allows combination of human and 
natural resources at different locations, thus boosting general productivity (Stopford, 2009). 

However, downsides of transport, such as emissions from the use of fossil fuels and accidents, 
have gained increased attention in recent decades (Wikström, 1980). Thus, the concept of 
sustainability, leaving behind an earth that allows our children to live a good life, became 
well-known in the late 1980s through the so-called Brundtland report, from the World 
Commission on Environment and Development established by the United Nations (WCED, 
1987). Sustainable development, expressed as an integration of the three economic, social and 
ecological dimensions, is now a major objective of national governments and international 
bodies, as expressed for example in the action plan Agenda21, adopted by the United Nations 
in the Conference on Environment and Development in 1992 (UNCED, 1992). 

When transport flows converge into main stretches, those stretches can be referred to as 
transport corridors (Reiss, Gordon, Neudorff, & Harding, 2006; Williams, 2004). Transport 
corridors connect people and goods, for example between cities, and facilitate tourism and 
both the extraction and use of natural resources (Bothnian Green Logistic Corridor project, 
2014; Reiss et al., 2006). There are numerous initiatives to strengthen and implement 
transport corridors, on various levels of governance and across administrative borders 
(Bothnian Green Logistic Corridor project, 2014; Regulation (EU) No. 913/2010; Regulation 
(EU) No. 1315/2013; TENTacle project, 2017).  

Transnational transport corridors can serve as platforms for cooperation and development. 
This was clearly stated by the Swedish transport administration describing the initiative of 
Green corridors; “The increasing demands for sustainability raise questions that concern many 
different companies and organisations. How should we handle the growing climate demands? 
How can companies, research institutions and community planners meet in order to jointly 
identify problems and needs for new solutions? What do customers want? How can ideas be 
taken, tested and really reach those who benefit from them and can further develop them? 
How can development be driven and decision makers affected? It is in this context that Green 
Corridors play an active role, aiming to offer a platform for development, cooperation and 
good ideas.” (my translation) (Trafikverket, Gröna korridorer, 2017). The Green corridor 
initiative was in Sweden a governmental assignment (2008-2012), aiming to enhance and 
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speed up implementation of Green (reducing environmental and climate impact, and 
increasing safety and efficiency) transport corridors, following the launch of the concept by 
the European Commission in the Freight logistics action plan in 2007 (Trafikverket, 
Sjöfartsverket, & Vinnova, 2012). As result of a joint process the Green corridor Oslo-
Randstadt was launched in 2012 (Trafikverket et al., 2012). 

This doctoral research focused on governance structures and processes for implementation of 
transnational major transport corridors. Special attention was paid to sustainable development 
of EU TEN-T Core network corridors, particularly the Scandinavian-Mediterranean corridor. 

1.1 EU transport policy and corridor initiatives 
In the 1990s the EU, then encompassing 12 member states, agreed to developed an 
infrastructure policy, primarily to support internal trade (European Commission, 2017a). The 
trans-European network for transports (TEN-T) initiative was first launched in 1996, and 
since then the focus has expanded from delimited infrastructure projects to the establishment 
of fully integrated, intermodal transport networks and corridors (European Commission, 
2017a). 

 

Figure 1. Map of the EU TEN-T Core network corridors (adapted from European 
Commission, 2017b). 
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This development can be seen in the context of an expansion of the EU, currently to 28 
member states, rapid advances in information technology and strong increases in global 
connections (European Commission, 2017a). Another phenomenon that strongly affected 
transport and other policies and plans, was the economic crisis in the beginning of the century. 

The financial crisis had impacts across the globe, including Europe, that started in 2007 and 
was recognised as being “without precedent in post-war economic history” (European 
Commission, 2009a, p.1). Following this economic downturn, a TEN-T policy review was 
initiated in 2009 (European Commission, 2009b), in relation to the aims to support an internal 
European market, and the ‘Lisbon agenda’ to promote growth and jobs, while addressing the 
challenge of climate change. In the EU strategy for sustainable development, transport had 
already been identified as a key area (European Council, 2006). Analyses and 
recommendations of the TEN-T policy review were published in the form of a green paper, 
which provides a means to consult stakeholders and obtain ideas. In a parallel initiative, a new 
EU 10-year strategy to stimulate employment and sustainable growth was launched (European 
Commission, 2010). The strategy was used as a framework for measures at various levels of 
governance, and provided foundations for introducing the initiative for competitive rail freight 
corridors (Regulation (EU) No. 913/2010), aiming to support internal trade and progress 
towards sustainable mobility. 

In the rail freight corridor initiative, nine railway corridors were designated across the EU, for 
each of which bodies responsible for governance would include an executive board, a 
management board, and two advisory groups for terminals and railway undertakers. The 
nations concerned would establish the executive board with representatives from their 
respective authorities. The management board consisted of infrastructure managers, 
responsible for formation and maintenance of infrastructure. In EU Regulation 913/2010 it 
was stated that a management board could become a separate legal entity, possibly a 
European economic interest group (EEIG). 

An EU White Paper on transport presented in 2011 re-examined and aimed to re-orient the 
transport system in efforts to maximise efficiency, support economic development, and 
provide territorial cohesion, while minimising the system’s environmental impact (European 
Commission, 2011a). White papers are intended to provide concrete measures, to be followed 
by regulations and initiatives. Accordingly, a strategy and agenda to realise the vision of an 
efficient and low-carbon transport system was presented (European Commission, 2011a). All 
stakeholder’s contributions at national, regional and local levels were recognised as crucial to 
the outcomes for the strategy. 

In 2013, new guidelines for the TEN-T policy were adopted as a result of the TEN-T review 
process (Regulation (EU) No. 1315/2013). This regulation referred to some of the challenges 
raised in the White paper on transport, including modal integration, and needs to improve 
transport management and infrastructure harmonisation across borders. It is stated in the new 
guidelines that TEN-T aims to “strengthen the social, economic and territorial cohesion of the 
Union and contribute to the creation of a single European transport area which is efficient and 
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sustainable, increases the benefits for its users and supports inclusive growth” (Regulation 
(EU) No. 1315/2013, p.8). The initiative is multimodal, covering rail, road, sea and water 
transport, and both freight and passenger transport. 

The envisaged TEN-T infrastructure includes comprehensive and core transport networks 
(Regulation (EU) 1315/2013). The comprehensive network is intended to support accessibility 
and cohesion throughout the EU, while the core network is intended to serve larger transport 
flows and provide a backbone structure for transport across the EU. Key strategic elements of 
the core network are the 10 designated Core network corridors, to be implemented as part of 
the core network by 2030 at the latest. The Core network corridors are meant to serve as 
forerunners for the entire TEN-T, where harmonisation of rules and technical systems, mode 
integration, coordinated infrastructure development, and new technology can be tested and 
implemented (Regulation (EU) No. 1315/2013). 

1.2 Governance in TEN-T Core network corridors 
To implement the Core network corridors, a governance framework was presented as part of 
the regulation (Regulation (EU) No. 1315/2013). The framework included coordinators, 
corridor forums and work plans. The European Commission selected a coordinator for each 
corridor, to facilitate and drive its implementation. Corridor forums were arranged by the 
nations involved together with the European coordinator, for consultation and discussion 
purposes. Working groups were attached to the Corridor forums, for stakeholder discussions 
to illuminate certain topics. Furthermore, a work plan was produced, describing the progress 
and planned actions, including a list of infrastructure projects for improvements. Overlaps 
with existing governance structures, and thus duplication of efforts, should be avoided. 
Governance for the rail freight corridor initiative mentioned in section 1.1 was a possible 
overlap, since the rail corridors largely geographically overlapped the multimodal TEN-T 
Core network corridors. 

However, no guidelines for the more detailed processes, and stakeholder participation in the 
governance framework, were provided, apart from involvement of the key stakeholders 
(Regulation (EU) No. 1315/2013). Precisely how the Core network corridors should be 
successfully implemented, in a manner that was sustainable and beneficial to the stakeholders, 
was to be clarified in practice, during the implementation process. 

The multimodal Core network corridors stretching over several countries affect numerous 
stakeholders. In the ongoing implementation process, the Corridor forums have expanded 
gradually to involve more stakeholders. For example, during implementation of the 
Scandinavian-Mediterranean Core network corridor, participation in the forum has 
substantially expanded. Participants in the first forum were all representatives of the European 
Commission, engaged governments and institutions (European Commission, 2014b). In 
contrast, managers of rail, road, sea and air transport infrastructure, representatives from 
regional authorities, large cross-border infrastructure projects and the rail freight corridor 
initiative also participated in the fifth forum (European Commission, 2014b). However, the 
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participants are still mainly geographically based in the corridor. For instance, only 
representatives of regions that the corridor passes through are invited to participate. 

The European Commission wants to involve more stakeholders, but the vast number of 
affected stakeholders poses challenges (European Commission, 2014b; European 
Commission, 2015). The need for stakeholder involvement in the Core network corridor 
implementation process is recognised by Pat Cox, coordinator of the Scandinavian-
Mediterranean corridor, in the corridor’s Work plan, stating; “Current and eventual corridor 
stakeholders represent a wide variety of sub national and transnational actors including many 
from the non-state civil society community, both profit and non-profit. Their interests are 
diverse but the complexity of our goals requires us to forge and to mobilise a unity of purpose 
around common themes” (European Commission, 2015, p.20). To engage a larger group of 
stakeholders a new type of collaboration forum, the ‘idea lab’, was launched in the 
Scandinavian-Mediterranean corridor implementations process (European Commission, 
2015). The aims of these idea labs is to facilitate meeting of various stakeholders for 
exchange of information, discussion and innovation regarding a certain topic (European 
Commission, 2015). So far, five idea labs have been arranged, concerning ports (in 
Copenhagen), rail-road terminals (in Verona), Urban nodes (in Munich and 
Copenhagen/Malmö) and roads (in Rome). Key representatives of stakeholders with major 
interests in the focal topic, geographically located along the corridor, have been invited to the 
idea labs, with an attendance of approximately 15-20 people in each idea lab. 

In the latest work plan, published in 2016, it was stated that the idea labs would continue as 
forums for exchanging ideas and practices across administrative borders (European 
Commission, 2016a). The work plan also highlights challenges associated with climate 
change, and the needs to engage stakeholders both to lead innovative responses to the 
challenges and learn more about the numerous stakeholders in the cities along the corridor 
(European Commission, 2016a). 

1.3 Knowledge gap 
The TEN-T policy initiative is currently in an implementation phase. Implementation of the 
Core network corridors as forerunners of the TEN-T transport system (Regulation (EU) No. 
1315/2013) relies on relevant stakeholder engagement (European Commission, 2015). 
Moreover, need of a broader stakeholder involvement is indicated with the identified needs to 
further investigate stakeholders in the corridor nodes, the cities, and to accentuate innovation 
for climate change (European Commission, 2016a). Introduction of the idea labs can be 
interpreted as an explorative measure to extend stakeholder involvement. However, a limited 
number of stakeholders are involved in these events, and so far stakeholders based outside the 
immediate corridor have not been systematically included in the formal implementation 
process. This indicates a need for further extension of stakeholder involvement and additional, 
complementary governance measures, to augment the governance framework outlined in the 
EU Regulation 1315/2013. 
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A novel element of this doctoral research is the exploration of the new ideas for collaboration 
and associated policy tools connected to the implementation of the new TEN-T Core network 
corridors. A key knowledge gap addressed is the nature and utility of complementary 
governance measures to support a process for sustainable development of the corridors. Thus, 
a primary objective has been to investigate such measures. The underlying studies—including 
a literature review, document studies, Corridor forum study, and interviews—are described 
below and collectively referred to as the doctoral research, for convenience, although some of 
the work was completed in a preliminary phase and reported in my licentiate thesis (Öberg, 
2014). 

The design of complementary governance measures will inevitably influence the process, and 
thus the outcomes. Investigations of the nature of these measures in this doctoral research 
have included categorisations based on: the purpose of the measures; the types of governance 
structure (Hooghes & Marks, 2003); the parts of governance they relate to as described by 
Gudmundsson, Hall, Marsden, and Zietsman (2016); and types of stakeholder engagement 
defined according to the flow of information (Rowe & Frewer, 2005). 

1.4 Research questions 
As outlined above, the main objective of this doctoral research was to investigate the nature 
and potential utility of complementary governance measures to support implementation of the 
Core network corridors. The overall research was guided by the following main research 
question. 

The main research question is: 

Can complementary governance strengthen a process for sustainable development of a Core 
network corridor, and if so how can it be designed? 

To assist efforts to address this main question, the following sub-questions were considered: 

1. Which are stakeholder’s expectations of a Core network corridor, related to 
sustainable development? 

2. Can broad stakeholder inclusion enhance a sustainable development process? 

3. Can complementary governance support the integration of Core network corridors in 
infrastructure planning? 

1.5 Roles of the researcher and supervisors 
In 1993, I was awarded a Master of Science degree in Environmental Engineering by Luleå 
University of Technology in Sweden. I then worked for 17 years as a practitioner in transport 
planning, in both the public and private sectors, with responsibilities at local, regional, 
national and transnational levels of governance. The transnational level responsibilities 
mainly related to transportation in the geographical areas of the Barents and Baltic Seas. 
Major transnational transport corridors I have worked on include the Northern axis connecting 
China with northern Europe through the Barents area, and the Bothnian Corridor connecting 
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northern Sweden, Finland and Norway to the major European corridors. Therefore, I had 
broad practical knowledge of the issues addressed in this thesis before starting my doctoral 
studies. This background has both positive and negative aspects. It might ease understanding 
of the context, the results, and connections between them. However, as noted in discussion of 
validation in section 4.8, it is important to be aware that such a background may also 
complicate attempts to avoid preconceptions and related bias. 

Clarifying my responsibilities in detail in this doctoral research, I performed the extended 
literature study, the document studies, and the Scandinavian-Mediterranean Corridor forum 
study. I also conducted the interviews with stakeholders in the Baltic Sea region and analysed 
the results. The methodologies applied in the studies are briefly described in section 4, and 
more detailed in the appended papers. When formulating the questions for the survey my 
supervisors contributed to strengthen and focus the study, and when formulating questions for 
the interviews my supervisors, and the TENTacle project task leaders, contributed 
improvements. I have presented preliminary and final results from the interview study for 
discussion at three events, arranged by the TENTacle project (which will continue until 2019). 
Further, I participated in the Transport Research Arena-TRA conference, Warsaw, Poland 
(160418—21) and World Conference on Transport Research – WCTR, Shanghai, China 
(160710—15), where I solely presented results from my research. As first author of the four 
appended papers, I have had primary responsibility for the presented results and writing of the 
papers. The co-authors, my main supervisor and main co-supervisor of my doctoral studies, 
have contributed views and recommendations to improve the methods and clarify the results. 

My main supervisor during my entire doctoral studies was Professor Kristina L Nilsson and 
my main co-supervisor was Associate Professor Charlotta Johansson, both affiliated to the 
Department of Civil, Environmental and Natural Resources Engineering, Luleå University of 
Technology, Sweden. During the latter part of my doctoral studies, after defending my 
licentiate thesis (Öberg, 2014), Professor Johan Sandström and Dr. Björn Hasselgren were co-
supervisors. Professor Sandström, Department of Business Administration, Technology and 
Social Sciences, Luleå University of Technology, provided support in the field of governance, 
and views and comments on the papers. Dr. Hasselgren, affiliated researcher at the Faculty of 
Engineering, Lund University, Sweden, and previously Royal Institute of Technology (KTH), 
School of Architecture and the Built Environment, Sweden, provided advice in connection to 
the TENTacle project. The Swedish transport administration funded the doctoral research 
education and two staff members acted as both contact persons and co-supervisors during the 
latter part of my doctoral studies, first Dr. Rikard Engström and later Dr. Rein Juriado. Dr. 
Engström worked with strategic development as a specialist in freight and logistics, and Dr. 
Juriado works as a chief strategist. They both participated in supervisor meetings, and 
contributed advice on the research direction and comments on intermediate results. 

1.6 Thesis structure 
This doctoral thesis has eigth chapters. In the first introductory chapter the issues addressed 
are described, the practical context and motivation for this doctoral research, the aims of the 
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research and the guiding research questions. In this chapter also key terms are defined, and the 
roles of the researcher and supervisors are presented. Chapter 2 provides an overview of the 
two transport projects that this doctoral research has been integrated with. In chapter 3 the 
theoretical framework is outlined, providing the scientific and disciplinary context. In chapter 
4 the methods used in this doctoral research is presented, and how the methods relate to each 
other. Further, validation of the research is discussed. In chapter 5 summaries of the papers 
and main findings in the licentiate thesis are presented. The specific questions addressed in 
these publications are shown. In chapter 6 the main results of this doctoral research are 
presented, in relation to the research questions. Answers for the research questions, in terms 
of relevant papers I-IV, or licentiate thesis (Öberg, 2014), are provided. In the last two 
chapters, 7 and 8, the results are elaborated, conclusions are drawn, and future research is 
suggested.  

A summary of the licentiate thesis (Öberg, 2014) and the Papers I‐IV are appended to the 
thesis. In the papers, the main findings are presented in detail, and thorough descriptions of 
the methods. Papers I and II were both presented at a conference and published in a peer-
reviewed journal, while Papers III and IV have both been submitted to a peer-reviewed 
journal. Appendix I and II show the survey questionnaire and semi-structured interview guide. 

1.7 Definitions of terms 
To clarify key terms used in this thesis the following descriptions are provided. 

Transport corridor 

A transport corridor has been defined by Williams (2004) as “one or more primary 
transportation facilities that constitute a single pathway for the flow of people and goods 
within and between activity centers, as well as the abutting land uses and supporting street 
network” (Williams, 2004, p.5). Reiss et al. (2006) advocate a more detailed definition; “A 
largely linear geographic band defined by existing and forecasted travel patterns involving 
both people and goods. The corridor serves a particular travel market or markets that are 
affected by similar transportation needs and mobility issues. The corridor includes various 
networks (e.g., limited access facility, surface arterial(s), transit, bicycle, pedestrian pathway, 
waterway) that provide similar or complementary transportation functions. Additionally, the 
corridor includes cross‐network connections that permit the individual networks to be readily 
accessible from each other” (Reiss et al., 2006, p.4). Here, the definition by Reiss et al. (2006) 
is utilised. However, since the Core network corridors are collectively regarded as a backbone 
transport structure for the EU, intended to accommodate large transport flows across nations 
(Regulation (EU) No. 1315/2013), little attention is paid to local urban networks for cyclists 
and pedestrians. 

Stakeholders 

Freeman (1984), from the field of economy, defines stakeholder as “any group or individual 
who can affect or is affected by the achievement of the organisation’s objectives” (Freeman, 



9 

 

1984, p.46). According to Eden and Ackerman (1998) definition a stakeholder must have 
some power, stating that stakeholders are “people or small groups with the power to respond 
to, negotiate with, and change, the strategic future of the organisation” (Eden & Ackerman, 
1998, p.117). In contrast, Bryson (2004) adopts a broader perspective, advocating; 
“consideration of a broader array of people, groups or organisations as stakeholders, including 
the nominally powerless” (Bryson, 2004, p.22). On a more pragmatic note, Le Pira, 
Ignaccolo, Inturri, Pluchino, and Rapisarda (2016) categorise actors in transport planning as 
experts, stakeholders and citizens. The stakeholders include public authorities, transport 
administrations and companies, and special interest organisations. Here, a stakeholder is 
regarded as any state or non-state authority, organisation, company, or academic 
establishment that is affected by, or merely has an interest in an initiative or its outcome. The 
citizens’ perspective has not been covered in this doctoral research. 

Complementary governance 

Complementary governance refers here to governance additional to the measures outlined in 
EU Regulation 1315/2013 for implementation of Core network corridors. The governance 
framework is further presented in section 1.2 regarding governance in the TEN-T initiative. 
The framework mainly encompasses a European coordinator, Corridor forums and Work 
plans for each of the nine corridors. The regulation does not provide extensive information 
about the governance processes. Emerson, Nabatchi, and Balogh (2012) regard both 
governance structures and processes as important parts of collaborative governance, as 
discussed in section 3.5 regarding governance. Thus, in practice, complementary measures 
may be any additional structures or processes associated with governance, such as new 
forums, new forms of existing forums, or extensions of activities related to a relevant issue, 
stakeholders, or geographical area. 

Baltic Sea region 

The Baltic Sea region is here referred to as the geographical area of the states included in the 
Interreg Baltic Sea region programme 2014-2020 funded by the EU (Interreg Baltic Sea 
Region, 2017). They are the EU member states Denmark, Estonia, Finland, northern parts of 
Germany, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland and Sweden, and the partnering states: Norway, Belarus 
and north-west regions of Russia. 
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2. THE BOTHNIAN GREEN LOGISTIC CORRIDOR PROJECT AND TENTACLE 
PROJECT 
This doctoral research was conducted integrated with two ongoing interregional projects 
intended to facilitate development of major European transport corridors. In the first part of 
the doctoral studies, up to presentation of the licentiate thesis, the research was integrated 
with the Bothnian Green Logistic Corridor project. Luleå University of Technology 
participated as a project partner, with responsibility to investigate and recommend a 
management structure for the Bothnian corridor (Öberg, 2014). 

For the later part of the doctoral studies, the research was integrated with the TENTacle 
project. Luleå University of Technology was assigned to provide external expertise by the 
Swedish transport administration, which is a project partner, with responsibilities including 
management support and leadership of the task to address impacts of the Core network 
corridors. Interviews with stakeholders in the Baltic Sea region, focusing on governance and 
stakeholder involvement, are crucial elements of the task. 

2.1 The Bothnian Green Logistic Corridor project, 2011-2014 
The Bothnian corridor stretches, geographically, between the capital areas of Finland and 
Sweden, around the Gulf of Bothnia. 

 

Figure 2. Map of the Bothnian green logistic corridor (adapted from the Bothnian Green 
Logistic Corridor project, 2014) 
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The main aim of the Bothnian Green Logistic project was to strengthen transport possibilities 
between northern Europe, with vast natural resources such as ore and timber, and central 
Europe for processing (Bothnian Green Logistic Corridor project, 2014). The project 
addressed the corridor and its connections. From a governance perspective, this corridor was 
part of the TEN-T core network, but not designated a Core network corridor, so it was not 
included in the presented governance structure in EU Regulation 1315/2013. More detailed 
information is available in the licentiate thesis (Öberg, 2014). 

2.2 The TENTacle project, 2016-2019 
The ongoing TENTacle project is intended to promote stakeholders’ capability to benefit from 
the new EU Core network corridors (TENTacle project, 2017). The project has 23 partners 
from nine countries and 65 associated organisations, and is funded by the EU Interreg Baltic 
Sea region Programme 2014-2020. 

 

Figure 2. Schematic illustration of the TENTacle project, in terms of geographic coverage of 
the included pilot cases and macro-regional cases (Szydarowski, 2017). The pink, blue and 
red lines indicate the Scandinavian-Mediterranean, Baltic-Adriatic and North Sea-Baltic 
corridors. 



12 

 

The project covers all three Core network corridors in the Baltic Sea region (Figure 3), the 
Scandinavian-Mediterranean (pink), Baltic-Adriatic (blue) and North Sea-Baltic (red) 
corridors. The TENTacle project includes seven pilot cases, illustrated by ovals and circles in 
Figure 3, focusing on three geographical elements of Core network corridors: 

• node and transit areas—Fehmarn Belt fixed link (DE/DK), Westpomerania – Skåne 
(PL/SE), and the Gdynia transport node (PL). 

• catchment areas—Blekinge (SE), and Vidzeme (LT). 
• void areas—Central Scandinavia borderland (SE/NO), and Lahti-North Karelia (FI). 

It also includes two macro-regional cases, focusing on the northernmost Baltic Sea region 
areas and interconnection with transport networks in the Eastern Partnership countries, 
illustrated by arrows in Figure 3. Activities in the cases aim to increase benefits from the Core 
network corridors, in various geographical locations (TENTacle project, 2017). 
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3. THEORY 

3.1 Transdisciplinary research 
Efforts to implement major transport corridors across Europe include vast planning efforts, 
across all levels of governance, regarding infrastructure investments and both new and 
extended transport services. As the transport corridors cover several modes of transport, and 
both freight and passenger transport, many stakeholders are involved in the implementation 
process, and even more are affected by it. Thus, the issues raised, and the research questions, 
are strongly related to both the technical field of transport planning and social scientific field 
of governance, and should be explored by methodology rooted in associated disciplines. 

Rosenfield (1992) recognised three types of approaches for exploring cross-disciplinary 
issues: multi-disciplinary, interdisciplinary and transdisciplinary. In a multi-disciplinary 
approach, researchers from different disciplines are engaged in the same project, but do not 
work together. An interdisciplinary research process is described as a joint effort, but each 
researcher retains his or her disciplinary stand-point. In a transdisciplinary research process, 
researchers from different disciplines are involved and share new perspectives, as 
frameworks, methods and theories are cross-fertilised. Hirsch Hadorn et al. (2008) extend the 
view of transdisciplinary research by adding collaboration with actors in society. This 
doctoral research has been highly transdisciplinary, as I have combined approaches from both 
social and technical sciences (Stokols, 2006) and integrated the research with the TENTacle 
project, which engages practitioners from both public and private sectors. 

Transdisciplinary research is rooted in a desire to contribute to solutions of complex problems 
in real life (Hirsch Hadorn et al., 2008). According to Thompson Klein, Grossenbacher-
Mansuy, & Häberli (2001) “[T]ransdisciplinarity is a new form of learning and problem-
solving involving cooperation among different parts of society and academia in order to meet 
the complex challenges of society” (Thompson Klein et al., 2001, p.7). A transdisciplinary 
approach can be suitable in various research fields, and seemed particularly appropriate for 
this doctoral research, as the results are expected to contribute to the solution of complex real-
life problems, which have multi-disciplinary dimensions and involve diverse practitioners and 
stakeholders. Thus, interaction with the stakeholders has played important roles in discussion, 
design and validation of the studies, and connection of the findings to the practical context of 
the ongoing implementation of Core network corridors.  

The results have been discussed with stakeholders at open seminars and project meetings 
arranged by TENTacle project members, and thus contextualised. Such context-based 
research has been recognised as a rising potent approach; “the closer interaction of science 
and society signals the emergence of a new kind of science: contextualised, or 
context‐sensitive, science” (Nowotny et al., 2001, preface). 
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3.2 Complex processes 
The numerous stakeholders in all levels of governance affected and/or participating in the 
process of implementing TENT-T Core network corridors pose complex challenges. Complex 
refers to things or ideas with several, or many, constituents (Mansfield, 2010), and “a system 
is complex when there are strong interactions among its elements, so that current events 
heavily influence the probabilities of many kinds of later events” (Axelrod & Cohen, 1999, 
p.7). Transport corridors affect not only stakeholders in transport matters, but also matters 
such as land-use and regional growth (Williams & Hopes, 2007). Thus, developing 
governance solutions can even be considered ‘wicked’ problems, i.e. problems with so many 
interacting factors and agents that there is no ultimate right or wrong solution, it is difficult to 
foresee the outcome of any measure and every problem is unique (Rittel & Webber, 1973). 
Moreover, people have different perceptions of planning problems as well as possible 
solutions, depending on their understanding of reality (Verweij et al., 2006). 

Clumsy, or poly-rational, approaches have been suggested as a possible solution for such 
problems. These approaches are characterised by a diversity of stakeholder involvement; 
“more sustainable and effective forms of governance tend to nimbly mix all possible ways of 
organising and thinking. These solutions are often called ‘clumsy’ or ‘polyrational’, because 
they are based on the recognition that policy efforts need to be as pluralist as contemporary 
environmental and social problems” (Ney & Verweij, 2015, p.1683). For example, Ney and 
Verweij (2015) describe four perspectives of who should contribute to a solution: those who 
want to, those who are affected, experts in the field or anyone randomly. All these groups can 
potentially participate in a clumsy solution. Another framework advocated by Head and Xiang 
(2016) when addressing wicked problems is APT, or explained as adaptive, participatory, and 
transdisciplinary. 

3.3 Policy packaging 
Policy packaging has been described as the combination of a number of policy measures to 
achieve certain outcomes (Justen, Fearnley, Givoni, & Macmillen, 2014). The measures may 
be primary or ancillary, which have direct and indirect effects related to the main objective(s), 
respectively (Justen et al., 2014). The effectiveness of a policy package is the net 
effectiveness of the combination of the primary and ancillary measures, acknowledging that 
different measures may have conflicting effects. In addition, a measure may have both wanted 
and unwanted outcomes, as well as both expected and unexpected outcomes (Givoni, 2014). 
In terms of this theory, the complementary governance measures considered here are ancillary 
to the primary measures, which constitute the governance framework outlined in EU 
Regulation 1315/2013, with a main goal to implement the Core network corridors. 

3.4 Sustainability 
There are large imbalances in the world, between living conditions of rich and poor people, 
and those living in the North/West and South/East parts of the globe (Carley & Christie, 
2000). There are also major threats to environmental conditions, and climate change is 
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predicted to increase and exacerbate these threats (Rockström et al., 2009). Industrialised 
nations have become consumers of vast amounts of natural resources and products (Carley & 
Christie, 2000), and if the developing countries follow in these footsteps it will be huge 
further increases in emissions, waste generation and other environmental problems (Dryzek, 
1997). Thus, we need to adjust our activities in accordance with the Earth’s carrying capacity, 
i.e. use resources at rates that allow their renewal and safe assimilation of waste (Carley & 
Christie, 2000). Rockström et al. (2009) argue for human activity to stay within certain 
thresholds to avoid unacceptable, and in some cases irreversible, environmental outcomes. 
They believe that the systems for climate change, biodiversity and nitrogen balance are 
already violated beyond planetary thresholds (Rockström et al., 2009), so there are clear risks 
for overexploiting common resources. Hardin (1968) describes mechanisms for 
overexploiting common resources, while Feeny, Berkes, McCay, and Acheson (1990) 
elaborate on possibilities of governance where different users can co-manage resources and if 
needed introduce restraints (Feeny, 1990).’ 

Due to such concerns, increasing importance is attached to sustainable development, a 
concept introduced by the Brundtland report, officially stating that "Sustainable development 
is development that meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future 
generations to meet their own needs” (WCED, 1987, p.41). Several subsequent United Nation 
conferences have reaffirmed the importance of sustainable development, such as the Earth 
Summit in Rio de Janeiro in 1992, the World Summit on Sustainable Development in 
Johannesburg in 2002, and the Conference on Sustainable Development in Rio de Janeiro in 
2012 (UNGA, 2012; UNWSSD, 2002). A notable feature of the Earth Summit was adoption 
of the Agenda21 action plan, describing activities to resist poverty, manage our natural 
resources, and strengthen inclusive democracy, across all levels of governance (UNCED, 
1992). 

In the Rio Conference in 2012 a resolution was adopted to “renew our commitment to 
sustainable development and to ensuring the promotion of an economically, socially and 
environmentally sustainable future for our planet and for present and future generations” 
(UNGA, 2012, p.2). Further, it was decided at the Rio Conference in 2012 to develop a set of 
sustainable development goals (SDGs). Seventeen SDGs have now been adopted in a 
declaration, Transforming our world: the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development (UNGA, 
2015, p.3). The declaration also confirms the continuous importance of integrating the three 
dimensions of sustainability and tackling poverty; “We recognise that eradicating poverty in 
all its forms and dimensions, including extreme poverty, is the greatest global challenge and 
an indispensable requirement for sustainable development. We are committed to achieving 
sustainable development in its three dimensions – economic, social and environmental – in a 
balanced and integrated manner” (UNGA, 2015, p.3). All countries, stakeholders and citizens 
are recognised as having roles to play in realisation of these goals (UNGA, 2015). In the EU, 
sustainable development has been formally regarded as a fundamental objective since drafting 
of the EU Amsterdam Treaty (European Union, 1997, Treaty of Amsterdam, article 1(2)). 
Moreover, sustainability is considered a ‘horizontal goal’, which should be incorporated in all 
policies and strategies (European Commission, 2001).  
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The importance of sustainable development is widely accepted in both official and public 
society, globally and across all levels of governance (Bärlund, 2005). However, what it means 
in practice and in various fields is still debated (Carley & Christie, 2000; S. Connelly, 2007; 
Moore, 2011). It is recognised in literature that sustainable development is a highly contested 
concept, and organisations, companies and citizens tend to interpret it differently depending 
on their interests and understandings of society (Jordan, 2008; Moore, 2011). Whether this 
ambiguity is advantageous or disadvantageous for sustainable development is debated: some 
think of it as a drawback, while others think it enables diverse and creative approaches 
(Jordan, 2008). Allowing broad interpretation can be constructive, as numerous stakeholders 
can commit to and participate in a sustainable development process (Bärlund, 2005; Moore, 
2011). On the other hand, there is a risk of ‘greenwashing’, i.e. labelling all kinds of efforts as 
sustainable development, and diminishing attention to particularly relevant efforts (S. 
Connelly, 2007; Bärlund, 2005). Some authors have also argued that the environmental 
dimension of sustainability is over-emphasised (Bärlund, 2005). However, ambiguity of an 
extensive concept as sustainability to a certain degree seems inevitable (S. Connelly, 2007). 

Sustainability has been most commonly visualised, since the 1990s, by three circles 
representing the economic, ecological and social dimensions, with an overlapping middle part 
representing overall sustainability. S. Connelly (2007) developed a triangular ‘field’, based on 
this representation, to illustrate sustainability, where the three points represent the three 
dimensions of sustainability. This provides a more tolerant understanding, as any view or 
activity promoting any aspect of sustainable development can be positioned somewhere 
within the triangle. Another framework is to grade a view or activity within a range from 
‘weak’ to ‘strong’ sustainability (Moore, 2011; S. Connelly, 2007), depending on how 
strongly the environmental dimension is taken into consideration. In weak sustainability 
ecological resources can be substituted by economic capital, while in strong sustainability the 
ecological resources are kept intact (Moore, 2011; S. Connelly, 2007). 

Progress towards sustainable development seems to be an incremental process, with 
contributions from many decisions on all levels of governance. Carley and Christie (2000) 
describe the need for adequate environmental management from community to global levels. 
Thinking beyond sustainability, Moore (2011) argues that there will not be a new ambiguous 
concept, but that “we will look back and see the actions of individuals and communities, 
which seemed at the time mundane, small, and perhaps hopeless, as part of a mighty 
normative shift that ultimately redefined how we understand the world and our place in it.” 
(Moore, 2011, p.149). 

Carley and Christie (2000) and Dryzek (1997) discuss future management options that have 
strong similarity to complementary governance, to promote sustainable development. Action-
centred networks are solutions suggested by Carley and Christie (2000), serving as new 
governance arrangements where public, private and other stakeholders could meet. The 
described arrangements consist of formal or informal networks, loosely or more hierarchically 
tied together, providing new horizontal (between sectors of society) and vertical (between 
levels of governance) collaborations for specific tasks (Carley and Christie, 2000). 
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Furthermore, key stakeholders need to be attached to the structure and an organisation linking 
several stakeholders can coordinate the network. Dryzek (1997) advocates ‘ecological 
modernisation’: a combination of addressing environmental concerns and generating business 
profits in a win-win solution. It could be regarded as business as usual, but with adjustment 
for more environmentally aware decision-making (Dryzek, 1997). For future needs, a 
reflective approach is advocated, where adjustments are made through self-evaluations 
(Dryzek, 1997). Practical example could include authorities engaging in networks across 
administrative borders. However, transforming such ideas into practice poses challenges, 
some of which are described in the following section.  

The theory and frameworks outlined above were used to understand the aims and concept of 
sustainable development, and interpret acquired information. Results from this doctoral 
research have been related to the economic, ecological, social and integrated dimensions of 
sustainable development, and the future management options discussed in this section. 

3.5 Governance 
In recent decades there has been a change in society from government towards governance, 
both generally (Pierre & Peters, 2000) and in the transport sector (Giuliano, 2007; Romein, 
Jacob Trip, & de Vries, 2003). Where the government previously had sole responsibilities, 
cooperation and collaboration with other stakeholders has been extended (Bache & Flinders, 
2005; Bekker, 2015; Gudmundsson et al., 2016; Pierre & Peters, 2000). In Western Europe 
and the USA, Pierre and Peters (2000) describe a shift from strong governmental commitment 
to welfare after the Second World War, towards a stronger market-orientation during the 
1980s. This shift, according to Pierre and Peters (2000), emanated from a general perception 
that public welfare was too costly, so public budget constraints were introduced that enabled 
increased market involvement with shared risks, costs and benefits. In recent decades, there 
has been ongoing discussion about the government’s role in relation to other stakeholders to 
achieve societal goals (Pierre & Peters, 2000). The expansion of governance is dependent on 
several socio-economic factors, but a key aspect is the need for an inclusive decision-making 
and policy implementation process (Ansell & Gash, 2008; Emerson et al., 2012). 

Definitions of governance can be rather narrow, for instance in the Cambridge Dictionary it is 
defined as “the way that organisations or countries are managed at the highest level, and the 
systems for doing this” (Cambridge dictionary, 2017). According to a broader definition 
proposed by Bevir (2013), “Governance refers to all processes of governing, whether 
undertaken by a government, market, or network; whether over a family, tribe, corporation, or 
territory; and whether by laws, norms, power, or language” (Bevir, 2013, p.1). A definition 
reflecting the shift in society from government to governance is presented by Rhodes (1996) 
stating “governance refers to self-organizing, interorganizational networks” (Rhodes, 1996, 
p.660). Gudmundsson et al. (2016) recognise three main dimensions of governance, 
consisting of: the juridical elements such as laws, rules, goals and practical routines for 
implementations; the network of participating stakeholders; and policy development 
documents for implementation. 
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As a broad concept, governance is often discussed in relation to a specific area of interest, 
such as environmental governance, concerning a certain issue (Lemos & Agrawal, 2006), or 
multi-level governance, referring to vertical interaction among stakeholders on diverse levels 
of governance, and/or horizontally among stakeholders on the same level (Bache & Flinders, 
2005). Multi-level governance can be further divided into two types. Type I refers to 
governance aligning authorities on different levels, most often authorities with specific 
territorial responsibilities (Hooghe & Marks, 2003). Type II refers to topic-related 
governance, overlapping territorial districts and levels of governance, with more flexibility in 
design (Hooghe & Marks, 2003). These two types currently co-exist in Europe (Milio, 2010). 

Stakeholder inclusion provides a way to ensure alignment of activities across levels of 
governance and other administrative borders. Involvement of different levels of governance is 
crucial for successful outcomes of policy measures that require activities on several levels of 
governance (Myint, 2003). Rowe and Frewer (2005) provide a typology of public engagement 
based on the flow of information, with three main categories: communication, consultation 
and participation. Communication is characterised as one-way information from the driving 
agencies to the stakeholders. Consultation refers to the driving agencies gathering information 
from stakeholders, but without formal dialogue. Participation refers to exchange of 
information via dialogue between the driving agencies and stakeholders. Depending on the 
forum for such dialogue, it may or may not also include exchange of information among the 
stakeholders. It should be noted that the organisers of dialogue forums are not necessarily the 
driving agencies. 

An inclusive approach also serves a democratic purpose, enabling broad representation in the 
decision-making process. Stakeholder participation is an important element of ‘good 
governance’, advocated by many major international institutions, such as the United Nations 
and World Bank (Gisselquist, 2012). The most common components of good governance 
have been summarised as “accountability, transparency, combating corruption, participatory 
governance and an enabling legal/judicial framework” (Agere, 2000, p.7). 

However, accommodating numerous stakeholders in a governance process can be 
challenging. Gathering stakeholders representing sometimes conflicting views can lead to 
endless discussions and poor outcomes, at least in the short term. Clear roles and coordination 
capacity are important for an effective process (Milio, 2010), and providing intentional 
organisations to address the aspects of both effectiveness and inclusiveness (Provan and 
Kenis, 2007). Moreover, although inclusiveness is regarded as intrinsically desirable, it may 
be influenced and hindered by various factors. For example, the stakeholders who can 
participate may depend at least partly on who has the opportunity and financial resources to 
do so (Bickerstaff, Tolley, &Walker, 2002). In addition, either individuals or interest groups 
may participate, but when interest groups are involved the inclusiveness will depend on how 
they represent the members (Bickerstaff et al., 2002). The continuity of the participation is 
also important as it reflects the real possibilities to influence outcomes (Bickerstaff et al., 
2002). Further, differences in regional capacity between countries must be considered when 
EU policies are implemented, as it is crucial to outcomes (Milio, 2010). 
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This doctoral research focuses on the multi-level, collaborative governance structures and 
processes involved, currently or potentially, in arrangements for implementing transport 
corridors with shared responsibilities between governments and other stakeholders. Following 
Emerson (2012), collaborative governance is regarded here as “the processes and structures of 
public policy decision making and management that engage people constructively across the 
boundaries of public agencies, levels of government, and/or the public, private and civic 
spheres in order to carry out a public purpose that could not otherwise be accomplished” 
(Emerson et al., 2012, p.2). A need is recognised for broad stakeholder inclusion, across 
levels of governance and administrative borders, acknowledging both structural and 
procedural parts of such governance (Emerson et al., 2012). The importance of taking cultural 
aspects of collaborating transnationally and across sectors in society is also acknowledged 
(Huxham, Vangen, & Eden, 2000). 

Results from this doctoral research have been analysed in relation to the dimensions of 
governance presented by Gudmundsson et al. (2016), the types of multi-level governance 
provided by Hooghes and Marks (2003), and the typology of public engagement described by 
Rowe and Frewer (2005). 

3.6 Governance for sustainable transport development 
A sustainable transport system has been defined by the European Council of Ministries (2001) 
as one that “allows the basic access and development needs of individuals, companies and 
societies to be met safely and in a manner consistent with human and ecosystem health, and 
promotes equity within and between successive generations; is affordable, operates fairly and 
efficiently, offers choice of transport mode, and supports a competitive economy, as well as 
balanced regional development; limits emissions and waste within the planet's ability to 
absorb them, uses renewable resources at or below their rates of generation, and, uses non-
renewable resources at or below the rates of development of renewable substitutes while 
minimising the impact on the use of land and the generation of noise” (European Council of 
Ministries, 2001, p.16). This definition encompasses all three economic, ecological and social 
dimensions of sustainability.  

However, as transport causes a quarter of the greenhouse gas emissions in Europe (European 
Commission, 2016b), strenuous efforts have been made to limit its environmental effects. In 
the Paris Agreement, adopted in the United Nations Climate Change Conference in Paris, the 
signatory nations agreed to strive to limit global temperature rises to less than 2 degrees above 
preindustrial levels (UNCCC, 2015). This will require extensive efforts to reduce greenhouse 
gas emissions. The EU had already launched a series of measures to reduce emissions in the 
European Climate Change Programme (ECCP), starting in 2000 (European Commission, 
2017c), and in 2007 the European Council set a legally binding target of a 20 % reduction 
from 1990 levels of greenhouse gas emissions by 2020 (European Parliament and Council, 
2009). Further, in 2014 the greenhouse gas reduction target was raised to 40% by 2030 
(European Council, 2014), and the future road map for a low-carbon society suggests an 80 % 
reduction by 2050 (European Commission, 2011c). 
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In the recently adopted EU strategy for low-emission mobility (European Commission, 
2016b) three priorities were identified: increasing efficiency by improving use of digital 
technologies and shifting to low-emission modes of transport; supporting low-emission 
alternative fuels and energy; and reducing vehicles’ emissions. This implies strong support for 
biking, walking, public transport, car-sharing, shifts from road to rail and sea transport over 
longer distances, and effective multimodal options. 

As sustainable transport originates from sustainable development in general, it stretches 
across traditional administrative borders and sectors in society (Ashford & Hall, 2011; 
Banister, 2005; Gudmundsson et al., 2016). This implies a broad range of stakeholder 
involvement and Banister (2008) advocates, albeit with a city transport perspective, that 
“broad coalitions should be formed to include specialists, researchers, academics, 
practitioners, policy makers and activists in the related areas of transport, land use, urban 
affairs, environment, public health, ecology, engineering, green modes and public transport” 
(Banister, 2008, p.7). Dooms, Verbeke, and Haezendonck (2013) recognised the need for 
flexible stakeholder inclusion over time in an analysis of a port development. More generally, 
inclusiveness is the basis for the essential alignment of activities at all levels of governance to 
achieve sustainable development (Carley & Christie, 2000). The need for coordinated 
decision-making between levels of governance is also emphasised for a sustainable transport 
system (Gudmundsson et al., 2016). In addition, transport matters need to be considered and 
assessed, not only in a transport perspective but also in a holistic society perspective 
(Gudmundsson et al., 2016).  

Because of the ambiguity of the sustainability concept, sustainable development is shaped by 
different stakeholders’ concerns in the process of practical implementation (Jordan, 2008). 
Such processes include negotiations resulting in trade-offs between both goals and 
stakeholder’s perceptions of appropriate means to reach the goals (Voß, Newig, Kastens, 
Monstadt, & Nölting; 2007), which must be satisfactory because stakeholders’ participation is 
crucial for accepted and constructive progress (Bärlund, 2005). Similarly, Martinez and 
Olander (2015), who advocate broad stakeholder involvement in the context of urban property 
development, emphasise the need for a systematic collaboration process that stimulates 
involvement of numerous stakeholders for satisfactory outcomes. 

Involving local and regional stakeholders when relevant is supported by the EU principle of 
subsidiarity: the authority on the lowest suitable level of governance should act to achieve an 
objective (European Union, 2012, Consolidated version of the Treaty on European Union, 
Art. 5). The need for all stakeholders’ contributions on local, regional and national levels to 
develop an efficient and low-carbon transport system was recognised in the latest White paper 
on transport (European Commission, 2011a). Furthermore, the European Committee of the 
Regions has strongly promoted an inclusive decision-making process in the EU through 
multi-level governance, by introducing a charter for multi-level governance as a follow-up to 
a White paper on the subject in 2009 (European Committee of the Regions, 2014).  
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An organisation for coordinating transport corridor development is recommended by Arnold 
(2005) in a report from the World Bank. Such an organisation is expected to address three 
main tasks for managing a transport corridor: “operation and maintenance of public 
infrastructure and facilities, provision of transport and logistics services, and regulation of 
trade and transport” (Arnold, 2005, p. 31-32). These three areas are managed differently. 
Infrastructure is generally a public responsibility, while private stakeholders often offer 
transport services. Regulatory measures are controlled by authorities, and might even need to 
be transnationally addressed. The coordinative organisation is supposed to involve both public 
and private stakeholders, and mainly provide facilities for information exchange, and 
strengthen common initiatives (Arnold, 2005). 

With extended stakeholder involvement in governance, the role of governments has changed. 
Further, governments need to adapt to a situation where new problem areas can cover several 
traditional sectors, for example energy, environment and transport (Ashford & Hall, 2011). In 
addition, the government is expected to play an important role in providing favourable 
conditions for new ideas and governance arrangements, while safeguarding strategic social 
goals such as equality and safety (Ashford & Hall, 2011; Carley & Christie, 2000; 
Gudmundsson et al., 2016). 

When designing governance arrangements, it is crucial to consider both structural aspects 
(e.g. the formal setting in partnership, network or similar arrangements, agreements, and 
mandates) and procedural aspects (e.g. communication routines, transparency and adaptation 
of stakeholders’ routines) (Legacy, Curtis, & Sturup, 2012; Öberg, 2014). Furthermore, 
sustainable development of the transport system relies on appropriate indicators to measure 
progress towards certain objectives (Gudmundsson et al., 2016; Jedlička, Dostál, & Adamec, 
2011). Conversely, indicators can also serve as tools to support the development of 
corresponding governance arrangements (Santos & Ribeiro, 2015). Finally, it is important to 
remember that although measurements are important, they cannot replace the need for 
judgement (Cato, 2009). 

Several, diverse and sometimes conflicting factors can hamper a policy implementation 
process. These may include lack of conformity between the tools for implementation available 
in different levels of governance or nations, costs, lack of administrative capacity, lobby 
groups with conflicting goals, and/or initial political discontent with the initiative (Milio, 
2010). The gap between formulation of a policy and its practical implementation has been 
referred to as the implementation gap, and it is a constant concern in EU policy 
implementation (Milio, 2010). 

Given the importance of inclusion, results from this doctoral research were related to theories 
regarding stakeholder inclusion for design of complementary governance, in addition to other 
elements of the theoretical framework. 
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4. METHODOLOGY AND IMPLEMENTATION 

4.1 The research design 
This doctoral research was executed with an applied approach (Merriam, 2009), including a 
qualitative case study to investigate the need for, and if such a need was identified the optimal 
design of, complementary governance in the implementation process of the Core network 
corridors. The Scandinavian-Mediterranean corridor was chosen as a focal case. 

 

 

Figure 4. Overview of the research design 

The case study included an extended literature study (extended in relation to the performed 
literature reviews in an early phase of the doctoral research), document studies, a survey, and 
interviews with stakeholders in the Baltic Sea region. The research, particularly the interviews 
and associated analyses, was integrated with the TENTacle project. Results from the case 
study were expected to provide information on the need for, and if such a need was identified 
the optimal design of, complementary governance in the Scandinavian-Mediterranean Core 
network corridor. Theoretical generalisations of the findings were also expected to provide 
useful guidance for other Core network corridors, and major transport corridors. 

To investigate relevant aspects of complementary governance, knowledge was acquired from 
several sources. The extended literature study was performed to gain knowledge regarding 
how these matters are covered in academic literature, to provide a theoretical framework. 
Outcomes from the document studies contributed to insights about EU intentions of 
developing a sustainable transport system, and the Core network corridors as important 
components of the system, focusing on the implementation of the Scandinavian-
Mediterranean corridor. However, to obtain practical results, stakeholders’ engagement and 
commitment are needed, so stakeholders’ perspectives on complementary governance were 
captured in the survey and interview study. Results from the survey, performed before the 
interview study, provided input for preparing the interview questions. As the research has 
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been integrated with the TENTacle project, results from the interview study were discussed in 
broader groups of stakeholders at TENTacle project meetings and a project seminar. 

4.2 The case study 
The aim for the case study was to investigate the need for complementary governance in 
addition to the governance framework set in EU Regulation 1315/2013 for the 
implementation of the Core network corridors. Case studies allow systematic gathering of 
data from various sources to holistically explain and explore a complex contemporary 
phenomenon (Yin, 2009). Both qualitative and quantitative studies can be part of a case study 
(Yin, 2009), but this doctoral research only involved qualitative studies. A qualitative case 
study was chosen as deeper understanding of complex processes was required, and qualitative 
studies are useful for capturing beliefs and judgements, especially related to contexts with 
human involvement (Strauss & Corbin, 1998). 

Clear delimitation of the boundaries of the unit of analysis is a prerequisite for a case study. 
Indeed, Merriam (2009) states that “the single most defining characteristic of case study 
research lies in delimiting the object, the case” (Merriam, 2009, p.40), and adds that it is not 
the topic of the study. In this case study, the unit of analysis was defined as one of the Core 
network corridors, the Scandinavian-Mediterranean corridor, geographically delimited in EU 
Regulation 1315/2013. It corresponds well to the criteria for a robust qualitative case study, 
i.e. to describe the context of the study well, address a particular, clearly focused question, 
and acquire heuristic findings, contributing new knowledge (Merriam, 2009). Further, this 
case study was instrumental (Merriam, 2009), i.e. study of the selected transport corridor 
should provide insights regarding possible designs of governance not only for this corridor but 
also the other eight designated Core network corridors, and other major transnational transport 
corridors. 

As already mentioned, case studies can provide rich information, but they can also have 
several disadvantages. Three major criticisms of case studies that must be addressed relate to 
difficulties in focusing on specific issues and features, tendencies to generate extensive 
narrative of questionable relevance, and the problems in drawing general conclusions from a 
single case (Merriam, 2009; Yin, 2009). Regarding the narrative, it is a researchers’ 
responsibility to adapt the research design to achieve useful outcomes (Yin, 2009). Regarding 
generalisation, a single case has insufficient representability to draw wider conclusions for a 
group using statistical methods, but analytical generalisation, i.e. generation of theoretical 
conclusions of wider relevance by linking findings to theory, can be applied (Yin, 2009). 
Similarly, case studies may provide theoretical saturation, i.e. it may be possible to provide 
cogent reasons for regarding a chosen case or cases as being sufficiently typical or critical to 
draw general conclusions, although they lack statistical saturation (Glaser and Strauss, 1967). 
Merriam (2009) holds that findings from a case can be utilised for other cases, but the 
circumstances of a specific project must be scrutinised to determine the applicability. 
Flyvberg (2006) also refuted this criticism and argued that social science is generally context-
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dependent, and the knowledge gained in single case studies contributes to assimilation of 
knowledge, which can serve as foundations for generalisations.  

An interpretative approach was utilised in the study design (Wagenaar, 2011), where early 
results informed decisions about the focus and other features of forthcoming studies. Case 
studies can be conducted in many ways, but a common approach is to perform document 
studies first and then deepen, confirm, refute or refine the findings through interviews 
(Egeland & Jacobsen, 2011; Evers & de Vries, 2013). In this doctoral research, all the studies 
contributed to an extended understanding of issues related to the research questions. However, 
the interview study was performed latest chronologically, and confirmed and refined earlier 
findings. 

4.3 The Scandinavian-Mediterranean transport corridor case 
One of the Core network corridors, the Scandinavian-Mediterranean corridor, was chosen as 
the case for the study. The corridor stretches from Finland, Sweden and Norway in the north 
through Denmark, Germany, Austria and Italy to Malta in the south, connecting major urban 
centres. 

 

Figure 5. Schematic illustration of the Scandinavian-Mediterranean TEN-T Core network 
corridor. 
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Rail (over 9300 km) and road (over 6300 km) infrastructure is included along the corridor and 
sea legs in the Finland–Sweden and Italy–Malta connections, together with about 90 
infrastructure hubs of core airports, seaports and rail-road terminals in the corridor (European 
Commission, 2014b). For connections between modes of transport and between the TEN-T 
and local and regional infrastructure, urban nodes are of special interest (European 
Commission, 2014b). For the core network in the Scandinavian-Mediterranean corridor the 
following urban nodes were designated: Helsinki, Turku, Stockholm, Göteborg, Malmö, 
København, Hamburg, Bremen, Hannover, Berlin, Leipzig, Nürnberg and München, Bologna, 
Roma, Napoli, Palermo and Valletta (Regulation (EU) No. 1315/2013). 

This single case is considered representative of the Core network corridors, in case study 
terms (Yin, 2009), since the nine designated EU Core network corridors have the same 
objectives and governance framework, set in EU Regulation 1315/2013. This means that the 
findings are expected to be relevant to the other Core network corridors, as well as other 
major transport corridors, although the context of a particular corridor must always be taken 
into account. For example, the cooperation culture can differ between countries. 

Another reason for selecting the Scandinavian-Mediterranean corridor is that access to study 
objects is essential in a case study (Yin, 2009), and it is the only one of the nine designated 
Core network corridors that runs through Sweden. Moreover, the Swedish transport 
administration is actively participating in the governance structure being formed for the 
corridor, which helped me to get insights into the formal process. I was present at the fifth, 
sixth and seventh Scandinavian-Mediterranean Corridor Forums (dated 150929, 151208, and 
160318) in Brussels, to follow the process. Communication with European-level stakeholders 
has been subsequently channelled through the TENTacle project, in which contacts with three 
corridor coordinators and their secretariat at the European Commission have been developed 
to exchange information about findings in the project. 

4.4 Extended literature review, concerning sustainable development and 
sustainable transport governance 
In an early phase of the doctoral research, presented in my licentiate thesis (Öberg, 2014), two 
literature reviews were performed. They were both conducted as a combination of a 
systematic and narrative review (Jesson, Matheson, & Lacey, 2011). A systematic review 
builds on a structured and repeatable literature search, while a narrative review is based on a 
critical and logical subjective search (Jesson et al., 2011; Pai et al., 2004). However, both 
orientations require manual synthesis of data, and both literature reviews were based on 
scientific database searches. The keywords used in the first review were transport, transport 
corridors, governance, multi‐level governance and decision‐making process. In the second 
review, the keywords were governance model, non‐profit organisation, strategic alliance, 
EEIG, PPP and network governance. 

An extended literature review was performed as a traditional narrative review, focusing on 
sustainable development and sustainable transport governance (Jesson et al., 2011). 
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Sustainability was specifically addressed to acquire basic knowledge about the concept, its 
origins, different interpretations, activities to obtain or promote it, and implications for the 
future. Regarding sustainable transport governance, specific interests were the combination of 
governance and sustainability, and implications of sustainable development for governance 
arrangements for major transport corridors. Information acquired from the extended literature 
research was heavily utilised in Papers II and IV, which present results that are highly 
relevant to these matters, and to some extent in Paper III.  

4.5 Content analyses in document studies 
Two document studies were performed to gain knowledge of how the concepts of governance 
and sustainability have been referred to in relevant, European-level transport documents. The 
documents selected for analysis encompass recent policy and legislative documents regarding 
transport and TEN-T, and documents describing the implementation process of the 
Scandinavian-Mediterranean Core network corridor. More specifically, the following 
documents were examined: 

White paper policy documents 
• White paper on transport, Roadmap to a Single European Transport area–Towards a 

competitive and resource efficient transport system (European Commission, 2011a.) 
(30 pages). 

• Commission staff working document accompanying the white paper on transport 
(European Commission, 2011b) (127 pages). 

TEN-T documents 
• Legislative act regarding Union guidelines for the development of the TEN-T 

(Regulation (EU) No. 1315/2013) (25 pages). 
• Communication from the Commission about building the Transport Core Network 

(European Commission, 2014a) (11 pages). 
• Corridor study regarding the ScanMed transport corridor (European Commission, 

2014b) (341 pages). 
• Work plan of the ScanMed transport corridor (European Commission, 2015) (27 

pages). 

The document studies were examined using qualitative content analyses: a commonly used 
method for analysing texts (Graneheim & Lundman, 2004; Krippendorff, 2004). In both 
studies, the analysis followed a step-by-step procedure to categorise the data—which is crucial 
for extracting and understanding information (Mayring, 2000)—as outlined by Graneheim and 
Lundman (2004). Briefly, ‘meaning units’ were formed by text extractions of sentences and 
paragraphs containing key words or concepts. For the sustainability analysis, the keywords 
were sustainability and sustainable, and in the governance analysis the meaning units 
consisted of passages that mentioned steering, cooperation and collaboration issues. These 
text passages were then abstracted into categories to express the main content. Categories 
were then assembled into themes, which were not pre-identified but developed from the data 



27 

 

by me during the analysis. In the sustainability analysis, a large number of key passages were 
assigned to one theme (Sustainable practice), which was therefore divided into sub-themes to 
analyse the documents’ treatment of specific aspects of this theme. 

The governance analysis covered the following themes: governance structures and processes, 
stakeholder participation, and governance in the practical implementation. The first two 
themes were analysed in the policy and legislative documents, while the governance in the 
practical implementation was studied in the two documents concerning the Scandinavian-
Mediterranean corridor. In the sustainability analysis, frequencies and meanings of the 
keywords were analysed. The meaning of the concept was pursued by examining how it was 
explained in the context of the meaning unit, and by examining accompanying words 
occurring together with the keyword. For instance, if the transport system was expressed as 
“sustainable and competitive”, then sustainable seemed differentiated from competitive. Hsiu-
Fang and Shannon (2005) distinguish three types of qualitative content analyses: 
conventional, where the categories are formed based on the text data; directed, where theory 
or pre-knowledge directs the coding in a deductive way; and summative, considering 
frequencies of keywords, but always in conjunction with interpretative analysis. Using this 
typology, the governance analysis can be regarded as a conventional content analysis and the 
sustainability analysis as a summative content analysis, despite its quantitative feature. 
Results of the document studies are presented in detail in Papers I and II. 

4.6 Scandinavian-Mediterranean Corridor forum survey 
As the Scandinavian-Mediterranean Corridor forum participants were involved in the formal 
governance structure for implementation of the Core network corridor, their views and 
comments were of particular interest. The survey was expected to give insights into the 
ongoing process, and any governance gaps that could be remedied by developing 
complementary governance. 

At the sixth Corridor forum, I presented my doctoral research, the aims, and the planned 
survey to the participants. The survey was conducted by e-mail, to maximise ease of sending 
questions and responses, and allow respondents to answer the questions at a convenient time, 
while limiting the time required to complete the survey (Mesch, 2012). E-mail surveys have 
several disadvantages, notably respondents may have low motivation to answer, and the 
researcher has no control over the responding situation (Mesch, 2012). Thus, for example, the 
researcher cannot tell if the manager of a company has completed a questionnaire her/himself 
or asked another individual at the company to answer due to lack of time. However, members 
of the Corridor forums were expected to have substantial motivation to participate as the 
survey directly concerned their work, and they had been pre-informed about the study and its 
purpose in the sixth forum. The participants were encouraged to leave their business cards for 
contact information, as they left the meeting. Of the 57 participants (excluding consultants), 
40 left their business cards or e-mail addresses. 

The survey questions covered: participation in the implementation process of the Core 
network corridor by the respondent and his/her organisation, as well as his/her perceptions of 
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the benefits of the corridor, sustainability and the need for complementary governance 
(design, topics and stakeholders) in the corridor’s implementation process. A semi-structured 
questionnaire was prepared, with some closed questions, to direct the answers to some degree 
and ease the responding process, combined with open-ended questions to collect the 
respondents’ views in their own words (Gideon, 2012; Matthews &Ross, 2010). The 
questions were prepared to have a logical flow (starting with general views and proceeding to 
detailed questions), direct language, and avoid leading or value-based expressions (Gideon, 
2012; Merriam, 2009). The questionnaire was tested on a representative participating in the 
fifth Corridor forum, to improve the clarity and understanding of the questions. The survey 
questions are presented in Appendix 1. 

The survey was conducted by e-mail during December 2015–January 2016. In total, 11 
answers were received, after one reminder, including three responses that the contacted 
person could not provide answers to the survey. One was a representative from a EU agency 
who explained that the organisation had decided not to answer, one had been ill and left the 
organisation, and a third indicated that it would take too much effort to get a governmental 
position on these questions. The respondents were asked to provide their personal views, but 
as they were chosen due to their formal participation in the Corridor forum, some might have 
felt uncertain about how the answers would be utilised, which could be one reason for the low 
response rate. However, a qualitative analysis of the remaining eight answers was presented in 
a report (Öberg, 2016) that was distributed to all 40 invitees. 

Eliciting views using a questionnaire survey is often considered a quantitative approach. 
However, the nature of the analysis determines whether a study is qualitative or quantitative 
(Jansen, 2010), and the small number of respondents in this study prohibited quantitative 
analysis of the responses. Nevertheless, the findings provided foundations for the interview 
study presented in the next section. 

4.7 Interview study on Core network corridors’ impact and governance in the Baltic 
Sea region 
Knowledge and consideration of stakeholders’ perceptions of the Core network corridors, and 
particularly the need for complementary governance in the implementation process, are 
crucial to gain acceptance and engagement for such potential initiatives. Thus, this doctoral 
research included an interview study to capture a broad range of stakeholders’ views 
regarding the need for complementary governance in the Scandinavian-Mediterranean 
Corridor implementation process. Interviews are commonly used in qualitative studies to 
gather views of representatives of various groups (Merriam, 2009). For example, Simpson, 
Brown, Peterson, and Johnstone (2016) investigated stakeholders’ views in relation to 
governance matters regarding coastal zone management, and Parent (2016) regarding how 
governance of major sport events can be addressed.  

The interview study was integrated with the TENTacle project, thereby providing access to 
stakeholders associated with various levels of governance and various parts of the public and 
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private sectors. Geographically, the TENTacle project covers three Core network corridors in 
the Baltic Sea region (the Scandinavian-Mediterranean, North Sea-Baltic and Baltic-Adriatic 
corridors). Thus, linkage to the project provided opportunities to gather information in the 
interview study about the need for complementary governance in the Scandinavian-
Mediterranean corridor, and two other Core network corridors. The gathered information 
regarding the other two Core network corridors was hypothetically expected to either add 
layers of similar perceptions to the results, or reveal contrasting perceptions adding 
information on the complexity of transnational implementation. No differences in 
stakeholders’ views related to the different corridors were detected, but all the gathered 
responses contributed to a range of views, and broad understanding of the stakeholders’ 
perspectives. 

A semi-structured interview guide was prepared, based on the Scandinavian-Mediterranean 
survey study. The interview guide covered the same main topics as the earlier survey study: 
current and future interest in participation in the implementation process of the Core network 
corridors, need of complementary governance including design, expected benefits of the 
corridor, and perception of sustainable development. In addition, it covered awareness of the 
implementation process, since the interviewees’ involvement in the process was unknown. 
The results from the survey were valuable inputs, especially those regarding suggestions for 
complementary governance, which were utilised to formulate the pre-defined areas in the 
interview guide, which sought views regarding the need for complementary governance. The 
semi-structured interview guide is presented in Appendix 2 

The guide was designed to start with general, descriptive questions and progress to more 
detailed questions, keeping the questions as neutral as possible, and avoiding both technical 
expressions and multiple questions (Gideon, 2012; Merriam, 2009). Basic information was 
provided at the beginning of the guide, such as the motive for the interview, anonymity of the 
interviewee and use of the results (Merriam, 2009). The interviewees were informed that they 
would remain anonymous in any presentation of results. The interviewees’ personal views 
were sought based on their experiences, to facilitate the generation of new ideas, and avoid 
any pressure to represent an official organisational view. 

The sampling of the interviewees was based on the framework of the TENTacle project, and 
included seven regional/local level pilot cases and one macro-regional level pilot case. Each 
pilot case comprises activities to support the Core network corridors’ implementation and 
corresponds to one of three geographical classes: node and transit areas; corridor catchment 
areas; and corridor void areas. The case leaders were asked to provide names and contact 
information for possible interviewees, active in their geographical area, at least two 
individuals from each of the following four categories: public authority (government, 
regional/local authority, national transport agency); infrastructure organisation/company (port, 
airport, railway, road); private company; other organisation (interest organisation or similar). 
Four interviewees associated with each case were planned to be interviewed, around 32 
individuals in total. This number of interviews was expected to be sufficient to encompass a 
broad range of views, and be performed within a reasonable timeframe for the TENTacle 
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project. A total of 35 individuals were invited to the interviews, and after one reminder 21 
accepted. Two wanted to bring another person to the interview. Thus, in total 23 individuals 
were interviewed, distributed across the four categories of affiliation.  

The interviewees in the Public authority category were employed by a regional authority, 
local authority, or national transport agency. Those in the Infrastructure 
organisation/company category were affiliated with a port, airport, or organisation managing 
road infrastructure or public transport. Interviewees in the Private company category were 
affiliated with a cargo owner, shipping, or transport service company. Those in the Other 
organisation category were affiliated with a regional development organisation, business 
development organisation, political network, regional network for infrastructure development, 
or research institute. Geographically, the interviewees were based in Germany, Denmark, 
Sweden, Poland, Latvia, Finland, and Norway. Although they operated in either public or 
private spheres, they were all involved in transport matters. This may have had both 
advantages, as pre-understanding and experience can be helpful for acquiring individuals’ 
views of a matter, and disadvantages, as it may hinder possibilities to acquire completely new 
perspectives. 

A commonly applied criterion for determining how many interviews are enough is 
redundancy, the point at which additional interviews do not generate new information 
(Merriam, 2009). Redundancy was reached in answers regarding current activities, the need 
for further engagement in pre-defined areas, and perceptions of sustainability. However, more 
interviews could probably have added further suggestions in responses to more open, creative 
questions concerning the future development of complementary governance. 

The interviews were conducted by telephone during September–October 2016, in English and 
Scandinavian languages. The language did not hinder communication, but some of the 
interviewees who were not native English-speakers had a noted lack of familiarity with 
expressing themselves in English.  

Merriam (2009) describes three common ways of gathering data from an interview: audio 
recording, video recording and writing notes. Audio recording with transcription was used in 
this interview study. This enables repeated listening to responses, but the recording 
technology can introduce challenges (Merriam, 2009). An external firm transcribed the 
recordings, partly because I had transcribed interviews during the licentiate stage of the 
research (Öberg, 2014), and was expected to have already acquired sufficient knowledge of 
the procedure. 

The transcripts were subjected to content analysis, essentially as described for the document 
study. However, the meaning units consisted of sentences or paragraphs in the transcripts 
concerning questions in the semi-structured interview guide. Each ‘meaning unit’ was coded 
to the corresponding question, abstracted and categorised into a range of responses to that 
question. Thus, the resulting array of answers emanated from the analytical process and was 
not pre-identified. For the content analysis, NVIVO Pro Version 11.4.1.1064 (QSR 
International, Melbourne, Australia) qualitative data analysis software was used. 
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4.8 Validation of results 
Reliability 

Evaluation of the reliability of qualitative research is important, to be able to interpret the 
results properly. There are several ways of determining reliability criteria, but the typology 
utilised by Lincoln and Guba (1985) is known, and widely accepted by the qualitative 
research community (L. M. Connelly, 2016; Leavy, 2014). The criteria they recognise are 
credibility, dependability, confirmability, and transferability, which are described by Leavy 
(2014) as follows. Credibility refers to the accuracy of the results, which can be confirmed in 
several ways, for example asking participants to check that their inputs have not been 
misunderstood and examining the representativeness of the entire dataset. Transferability 
refers to the possibility to utilise the results in another context, which requires rich description 
of the compared contexts. Strong similarities between them support the possibility to use the 
findings. Dependability refers to the clarity of the research path and correspondence of 
conclusions drawn with the data, which can be gauged by letting other researchers examine 
the analysis process. Finally, confirmability refers to the researcher’s awareness of how their 
own interests might affect the results. 

All these reliability criteria have been addressed in this doctoral research. For example, to 
raise credibility in the interview study an interviewee was contacted a second time to clarify a 
statement. Further, all interviewees were informed about preliminary outcomes of the 
interview study and invited to comment on the results. Findings from the interview study were 
presented to a wider group of stakeholders in forums arranged by the TENTacle project. 
Preliminary findings were presented and discussed in a TENTacle Advisory Board meeting in 
(in Stockholm 1611108) with 15 invited key individuals, political representatives and policy 
advisors, from the Baltic Sea region. Another 22 individuals representing the TENTacle 
project also attended. The main outcomes of discussions of the preliminary findings were 
recognition of the needs to find ways to improve business involvement, involve the users, 
increase harmonisation, and consider the connecting network. The discussions verified that 
these matters are important for the future TENTacle project, and the implementation process 
of the Core network corridors. 

The findings from the interview study were also presented and discussed in a TENTacle 
seminar with 10 invited key individuals (in Malmö 170522), representing macro-regional 
organisations, authorities, and business interests from the Baltic Sea region. In addition, nine 
individuals from the TENTacle project attended. Thus, the findings were commented, in 
relation to several questions posed to the attendants, by an extended group of stakeholders, 
similar to the interviewees. The questions covered stakeholders missing in the process, 
differences in stakeholders’ interest in participating, ways to improve stakeholders’ interest in 
the Core network corridors and the complementary governance arrangements proposed in the 
interview study. Each attendant was asked to contribute one message regarding the most 
important matter to consider, for the TENTacle project to focus on in the ongoing 
implementation process of the corridors. The messages covered the need for greater 
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stakeholder involvement from private businesses, especially users, industry and small and 
medium enterprises (SMEs). They also advocated: better dialogue between national and 
regional levels of governance, a structured stakeholder approach, more information regarding 
stakeholders’ roles and benefits (the added value), and development of the corridors’ 
connection to nations outside Europe. 

Results from the Scandinavian-Mediterranean Corridor forum survey were sent to all those 
invited to participate in the study, together with encouragement to comment on the results. 
For the document and literature studies, results were presented in two conferences allowing 
comments from other researchers. More specifically, a poster regarding governance was 
presented at the Transport Research Arena (TRA) conference in Warsaw, 18-21 April 2016, 
and a paper on sustainability was presented orally at the World Conference on Transport 
Research (WCTR) in Shanghai, 10-15 July 2016. The comments in the conferences mostly 
concerned extending background information on the studied topic. However, the papers 
submitted to these conferences were peer-reviewed before publication, and comments in the 
peer-review process also addressed other aspects, such as transparency in the methods, and 
connection to theory. 

Regarding transferability, the selected case for detailed study has been well described, 
thereby enabling, as far as constraints already mentioned allow, analytical generalisation. 
Dependability levels were high, as the research was a doctoral project, thus the process was 
closely monitored by my supervisors. I have also carefully considered the confirmability, as 
presented in the section describing the researcher’s role. 

Triangulation 

Triangulation is a method to cross-check acquired information by utilising different sources, 
methods, theories or combinations of these (Cohen, Manion, & Morrison, 2007; Vidovich, 
2003). The phenomena studied can then be analysed from different perspectives and contexts 
with an aim to provide a robust and holistic interpretation of the phenomena. The case study 
performed in this doctoral research encompassed several studies using different methods: an 
extended literature study, document studies, a survey, and interviews with various 
stakeholders in the Baltic Sea region. The results from all these studies have been compared, 
contrasted and jointly analysed to address the research questions. 
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5. MAIN FINDINGS OF PAPERS AND THE LICENTIATE THESIS 
Results from the first part of the research were presented in my licentiate thesis (Öberg, 
2014). A summary of the licentiate thesis displaying the main content of it is included in this 
doctoral thesis, together with the four papers I-IV. In this section, the main findings from the 
papers I-IV, and the licentiate thesis is presented. 

5.1 Main findings of Papers I-IV 
An overview of the papers I-IV, showing the main research question addressed and the source 
studies of analysed data, is provided in Table 1. 

Table 1. Overview of the main research questions addressed in Paper I-IV and empirical 
studies that provided the analysed data. 

Paper/Content Main research question addressed in the 
paper 

Empirical studies 

Paper I How is governance arranged in the process of 
developing main transport corridors in the 
EU, with a focus on the ScanMed corridor? 

• Literature review in 
licentiate research 

• Document study of 
governance aspects of 
EU transport corridors  

Paper II How are the concepts of sustainability and 
sustainable development (economic, 
ecological and social) used in the process of 
developing main transport corridors in the 
EU, with a focus on the ScanMed corridor? 

• Extended literature 
review 

• Document study of 
sustainability aspects of 
EU transport corridors  

Paper III What are stakeholders’ expected benefits and 
concerns regarding the development of CNCs 
within the EU TEN-T initiative? Do the views 
imply a need for complementary governance 
measures? If so, how could such measures be 
designed to enable stakeholders to benefit 
from the implementation of CNCs? 

• Extended literature 
review 

• Interview study 

Paper IV Is there a need for complementary stakeholder 
involvement in the CNC implementation 
process? If so, how can it be designed? 

• Extended literature 
review 

• Interview study 
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Paper I: Governance of Major Transport Corridors Involving Stakeholders 

In this paper results were presented from the document study of how governance is described, 
in EU policy and transport corridor documents. The results show recognition in the 
documents of the need for involvement of diverse stakeholders in the establishment of a 
sustainable transport system, as well as transport corridors. The aim of the corridor approach 
is described as to gather stakeholders, and strengthen coordinated infrastructure planning 
between levels of governance. Development of transport corridors with appointed corridor 
coordinators was foreseen in the White paper on transport published in 2011. The governance 
arrangements for development of the Core network corridors as key TEN-T elements were 
initiated by a regulation in late 2013. These governance arrangements include appointment of 
a European coordinator to each corridor, working to support the implementation. Further, the 
legislation prescribe Corridor forums for stakeholder discussions and Work plans to describe 
the measures for implementation. The coordinators, together with concerned nations, 
established the Corridor forums, which serve as consultative bodies that working groups can 
be attached to. 

In the policy and legislative documents there is a focus on the European Commission and the 
Member states’ responsibilities. Other stakeholders, such as infrastructure managers, transport 
companies, regional and local authorities are mentioned as important for the development of 
the transport system. However, their specific responsibilities are not stated in these 
documents, which is not surprising considering the role of the documents. 

Statements regarding governance in documents concerning the Scandinavian-Mediterranean 
corridor’s practical implementation show recognition that numerous stakeholders will be 
affected by its implementation. The Corridor forum, as an evolving tool in the ongoing 
implementation process, is expected to encompass an increasing number of stakeholders, and 
users are identified as an important group for future involvement. A proposed measure to 
increase stakeholder involvement is to establish topic-related ‘idea labs’, for relevant 
stakeholders to explore innovative possible ways of strengthen the implementation of the 
corridor. 

It was concluded that the large number of stakeholders poses a key challenge in the 
implementation process. Additional forums to include a wide range of stakeholders in various 
ways should be supported, such as idea labs, but they must be formed together with the 
stakeholders to be purposive. Key stakeholders, drivers of new ideas for the implementation, 
should be connected to such forums. However, effective means for pertinent information 
exchange between the forums and European-level governance elements needs to be ensured if 
these forums are arranged on regional and local levels. 
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Paper II: Major transport corridors: the concept of sustainability in EU documents 

Results from the document study of how the concepts and terms of sustainability and 
sustainable development are used in EU transport policy and transport corridor documents, 
were presented in this paper.  

In the studied documents, the concepts and terms sustainability and sustainable development 
occur in contexts including recognition of sustainability as a major goal in society, related to 
new technologies, sustainability measurement, need of investments, but foremost in passages 
describing how measures should be performed, i.e. “in a sustainable way”. Generally, the 
meaning of sustainable is not explained in the documents, but some passages describe the 
desired outcome of measures to achieve sustainability. The most common outcome is related 
to the ecological dimension of low-emission transport. Sometimes ‘sustainable’ only 
implicitly refers to one of the main dimensions of sustainability (ecological, economic or 
social) in the text. Words accompanying the concepts in the text were also examined, for 
example, efficient in the phrase “transport should be sustainable and efficient”. This 
examination showed that sustainability is differentiated from, and given equal priority, to 
aspects like safety, quality and efficiency. This use is not consistent with a holistic view of 
sustainability integrating ecological, economic and social dimensions when aspects like 
efficiency and safety would constitute parts of the concept. 

These findings indicate that different stakeholders may have different perceptions of the 
concept. This would affect how measures are prioritised and effectuated, as well as the 
integration of ecological, economic and social dimensions. Further, the meaning of the 
concept, and thus what the terms sustainable and sustainability encompass, is unclear as the 
accompanying words overlap a holistic perspective of sustainability. The paper concludes that 
reinforcement of a holistic perspective of sustainability and sustainable development is 
required, to clarify that ecological, economic and social dimensions are all parts of the 
concepts and should be integrated. It is also suggested in the paper that when only a specific 
dimension of sustainability is addressed, it should be specified, for example using the term 
‘social sustainability’. 
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Paper III: Expected benefits and drawbacks of European TEN-T Core network 
corridors – implications for complementary governance  

Expectations regarding the benefits and drawbacks of the Core network corridors that 
stakeholders expressed in the interview study are addressed in this paper. As background 
information, awareness of the TEN-T and Core network corridors was examined. All 
interviewees were aware of the initiative, but some had limited knowledge, through media or 
colleagues, while others were highly involved in the process.  

 

Figure 6. Expected benefits and drawbacks of the Core network corridors 

The results reveal a wide range of expectations (Figure 6). The expected benefits and 
drawbacks were grouped into three categories: matters that are already regulated; unregulated 
matters that often include vaguely defined responsibilities and require diverse stakeholder 
engagement for improvement; and matters for which there are concerns about negative 
outcomes. The stakeholders’ views indicate that complementary governance (defined here as 
structures and processes additional to the governance framework presented in EU Regulation 
1315/2013) is needed in the ongoing implementation process of the Core network corridors. 
Complementary measures to promote beneficial aspects of the three categories of 
expectations, and minimise the drawbacks, could involve inclusion of certain stakeholders in 
the process, and arrangement of forums for more stakeholder collaboration and information 
exchange. 

The results indicate that extended stakeholder involvement is required to achieve positive 
expectations and mitigate negative expectations. Current stakeholders involved in the formal 
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implementation process of the Core network corridors mainly encompass the EU and national 
representatives, infrastructure managers, and regional and local authorities geographically 
located along the corridors. Stakeholders outside the corridor are generally not involved, 
although they affect, and are affected by, them. For example economic development in an 
area generally involves business sector stakeholders. The main comment from the TENTacle 
Advisory board regarding the outcome of the interview study is that business stakeholders, 
especially those operating on regional and local levels, should be more involved in the 
implementation process of the Core network corridors. 

This highlights the need for ancillary measures to those stipulated in EU Regulation 
1315/2013, and hence needs for both complementary governance and policy packaging (i.e., 
as already mentioned, the combination of primary and ancillary measures to achieve a certain 
outcome). 

Paper IV: Complementary governance for sustainable transports: the European TEN-T 
Core Network Corridors 

In this paper results from the interview study were presented, focusing on the need for 
complementary governance in the implementation process of the Core network corridors, to 
support their sustainable development. The results show that the concepts of sustainability and 
sustainable development are ambiguous. When the interviewees explained them, some used 
their own words, for example treating the social dimension as requirements from the 
community. Some excluded sustainable dimensions from their reasoning. This indicates needs 
to ensure that economic, ecological and social dimensions are all integrated in sustainability 
discussions, and that constant information, education and training are provided to develop and 
maintain common knowledge about sustainability. 

A need for stronger coordination of initiatives (between countries, levels of governance, 
modes of transport, transport and other socio-economic sectors) was acknowledged. This 
implies that an inclusive approach is required to achieve sustainable transport corridors, which 
is also widely supported in literature. 

Four specific requirements to improve in the implementation process of the Core network 
corridors were identified: more and better directed information, extended involvement of 
private sector transport stakeholders, extended involvement of regional and local 
stakeholders, and especially those geographically located outside the immediate corridor. 
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Governance structures and processes steer the involvement of stakeholders in a process. 
Complementary governance could help meet the need for extended stakeholder involvement. 
Such complementary governance should be formed in a dialogue with the concerned 
stakeholders. As inputs to such dialogue, the interviewees presented a number of suggestions 
for complementary governance (Table 2). 

Table 2. Ideas for complementary governance expressed by interviewees with affiliation 
shown in brackets (Public authority, Infrastructure organisation/company, Private company, 
Other organisation). 

 
The ideas addressed all four areas identified for further attention, and will be input for 
stakeholder discussions integrated with the TENTacle project. 

Ideas for complementary governance Brief description 
Parallel structure for business stakeholders 
(Other) 

Engage business stakeholders in a structure. 
Primarily at a European level. 

Scandinavian infrastructure commission  
(Private, Other) 

New structure (FI, NO, SE) for common planning 
of the corridors, at a transnational level. 

New visions (Private) New or existing structure, to allow more 
rebellious voices, and new thinking, avoid ‘more 
of the same’ approaches, use academia. 

Programmes with deliverables (Private) New structure for existing work, to make things 
happen. Clear deliverables, mandate and market 
important, more bottom-up approach. 

Platform for cooperation between modes 
(Public) 

New structure allowing transport companies and 
businesses to exchange information and ideas. 

Hearings to involve users (Other) Regional and national level hearings, to include 
important users like freight owners and transport 
companies. 

National groups (Public) New structure, combining forums and networks 
for national and regional authorities, private and 
any other actors, facilitated by a national agency. 
Wider than ‘on corridor’ stakeholders. One way of 
bridging to the EU level is through macro-regional 
structures in the Baltic Sea region. 

National boost for freight transport 
(Private) 

New structure, group for big freight owners and 
transport buyers, facilitated by a national agency. 

Include freight owners in the formal CNC 
governance structure (Private) 

Including private stakeholders in existing formal 
structure for implementing CNCs. European 
Commission is the facilitator. 

Conferences for coordination at 
regional/local levels (Other) 

New structure, conference to gather regional and 
local administrative bodies, and in a second step 
politicians, to coordinate activities in a 
geographical area. 

Decentralisation of decision-making to the 
regional level (Infrastructure) 

Increased regional financial resources for 
infrastructure, for minor investments.  
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5.2 Main findings in licentiate thesis 
In the licentiate studies the main research question addressed the design of governance 
structures for transnational and multimodal transport corridors. The research was integrated 
with the Bothnian Green Logistic project, presented in chapter 2. Academic literature studies 
were conducted, together with studies of documents concerning governance in EU transport 
initiatives, and the interregional East West transport corridor initiative. An interview study 
was conducted to elicit views of key individuals involved in the European main rail corridors 
on the governance structures set out in EU Regulation 913/2010. Further, a study designed to 
gather international perspectives on corridor governance was organised and supervised. The 
results from the international study and the overall results were respectively discussed in a 
workshop and focus group discussions with Bothnian Corridor stakeholders.  

The main results show that there is no universally optimal solution for transport corridor 
governance: it depends on the context. There are several options for a governance structure, 
such as partnerships, alliances and networks. For formal collaboration, a European Economic 
Interest Group (EEIG) may be an option. When designing a governance structure, it is vital to 
consider both structural and procedural variables (Table 3). 

Table 3. Variables to consider, and recommended attributes, when designing a transport 
governance structure (Öberg, 2014). 
 
Variables and recommended attributes 
Organisational                                                                           Procedural 

Formalised agreements Communication 

Broad stakeholder inclusion Transparency (motivation, procedures) 

Leadership (strong, clear) Procedural adaptability 

Coordinator Clear objectives 

Powers/resources/accountability Flexibility 

Top down/bottom-up Social acceptance 
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The findings support an inclusive approach. To enable the inclusion of numerous 
stakeholders, a structure was suggested for involving stakeholders in different ways 
depending on their interests and needs, a multi-optional governance structure, MOGS. 
Individuals, organisations or existing partnerships could connect to the structure, for general 
collaboration or specific thematic work. Stakeholders that only want information could be 
more loosely connected in an information network. 

 

Figure 7. Outline of a Multi-Optional Governance Structure (MOGS) (Öberg, 2014) 
 

To customise the structure to the Bothnian corridor, focus group discussions were held with 
Bothnian corridor stakeholders. Three variables for customising the structure were identified: 
existing management structures, links to ongoing initiatives and stakeholders’ intentions. 
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6. RESULTS AND ANALYSIS 
Results presented in Papers I-IV, and the licentiate thesis (Öberg, 2014), are synthesised in 
this section to provide answers to the research questions. Additional inputs, such as 
knowledge acquired through the TENTacle project, are mentioned in the following text. Table 
4 provides an overview of the research questions, main texts where answers are presented and 
discussed, and sources of main additional inputs. 

Table 4. Overview of the research questions, main papers or licentiate thesis where answers 
are presented, and sources of additional inputs. 

Research question Paper/Licentiate thesis/Additional input 
Sub-question 1: 
Which are stakeholder’s expectations of a 
Core network corridor, related to sustainable 
development?  

Paper III 
The TENTacle project provides examples of 
stakeholder activity related to the new Core 
network corridors. 

Sub-question 2: 
Can broad stakeholder inclusion enhance a 
sustainable development process? 

Paper I, Paper II, Paper IV 

Sub-question 3: 
Can complementary governance support the 
integration of Core network corridors in 
infrastructure planning? 

Paper IV 

Main research question: 
Can complementary governance strengthen a 
process for sustainable development of a 
Core network corridor, and if so how can it 
be designed?  
 

Paper I, Paper II, Paper III, Paper IV, 
Licentiate thesis 
The TENTacle project provides examples of 
measures in different geographical relations 
to the Core network corridors. 

 

Sub-question 1: Which are stakeholder’s expectations of a Core network corridor, 
related to sustainable development? 

Stakeholders’ expected benefits and drawbacks of the Core network corridors were the main 
issues addressed in Paper III. A Core network corridor serves the interests of numerous 
stakeholders, which is recognised by the interviewees’ positive statements. Some views 
expressed by the interviewees can be connected to certain stakeholders, for example increased 
information about of goods flows, which is likely to be of particular interest to stakeholders 
such as those involved in transport terminals and transport undertakers. Better connections to 
nearby nodes can enhance the importance of a city, and thus may be particularly important to 
stakeholders in that city and its environs. The possibilities to get EU funding ease pressures 
on national budgets for infrastructure development, and enable some nations to make 
investments that would not otherwise have been feasible. Empowering the rail option is 
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beneficial for rail undertakers, and improvements in quality and capacity are beneficial to 
cargo owners, undertakers and travellers. Improvements in long-distance corridors directly 
benefit both exporting and importing companies. However, most of these benefits are also 
advantageous for the whole society, as also recognised by the interviewees. 

Expected benefits for society correspond to the ecological, economic and social dimensions of 
the concept of sustainable development adopted and confirmed by the United Nations 
(UNGA, 2012; UNWSSD, 2002). From an economic perspective, the Core network corridors 
provide opportunities for economic development, as they may trigger positive economic 
spirals. Increased transport opportunities are expected to promote regional development of 
trade and businesses. As an interviewee stated; “More cargo, more turnover, more business, 
more jobs to the region”. Another interviewee voiced; ”You tie together, for example, the 
labour market and supply of competence” (my translation). A corridor approach to develop 
the transport system also provides possibilities for systematic development, supported through 
harmonisation of rules and planning cooperation across national borders. This is recognised 
by an interviewee commenting; “It facilitates the planning process if you know that the links 
on the other side of the Baltic Sea are ready to receive or to generate certain traffic flows” 
(my translation). 

From an ecological perspective, environmentally friendly transport alternatives may be 
promoted, as rail and sea options are the preferred modes of transport for longer distances 
(European Commission, 2011a). An interviewee mentioned; “[The Corridors] provide the 
prerequisites for rail freight to be more competitive than road transport” (my translation). 
From a social perspective, cohesion between countries and individuals is strengthened, and 
extended labour markets and leisure options are provided. The challenge lies in integrating all 
dimensions of sustainable development. Due to the flexibility of definitions, perceptions and 
interpretations of the contested concept of sustainability (S. Connelly, 2007; Jordan, 2008; 
Moore, 2011), the dimensions of sustainable development receive varying attention. Thus, 
one or two dimensions may be largely ignored (or only paid lip-service). In a traditional cost-
benefit analysis, the benefits and costs of an infrastructure investment to a society are 
converted into monetary values, covering several variables, such as transport time, emissions, 
and regional impacts (Jones, Moura, & Domingos, 2014). However, such calculations have 
been criticised for difficulties in estimating many of the values, and/or neglecting some 
aspects (Jones et al., 2014). 

The interviewees also expressed negative expectations. Notably, some mentioned that sea 
transport was not currently treated as an inherent element of the corridors, despite being an 
environmentally friendly mode of transport. For example, regarding the TEN-T map (Figure 
1), one observed; “It is surprising to our industry that the slogan, from road to sea, is 
somehow forgotten in this whole picture”. Another stressed the need to further analyse how 
the long-distance modes can complement each other in the corridors, focusing on the 
environmental dimension of sustainable development, promoting rail and sea transport modes. 
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Another comment was that development of the transport network surrounding the Core 
network corridors should be considered in this context, both as an option for redundancy and 
to ensure regional benefits. One interviewee noted that; “Stakeholders along the corridor, so 
they are very well involved in the process, but stakeholders aside, 50 kilometers aside or so 
…will affect them too. I think many of them are not aware of this”. Another interviewee 
stated; “This way of thinking is still supporting the strongest regions, and strongest sea ports, 
strongest connections, but the deal is to develop such a transport network which can support 
more regions”. This implies that the Core network corridors may induce territorially 
imbalanced development, albeit much smaller imbalances than the global distortions 
described by UNGA (2015) and Carley and Christie (2000), affecting sustainable 
development. 

To realise the stakeholders’ and society’s expected benefits and mitigate negative 
expectations of the Core network corridors, this study implies a need to broaden stakeholder 
involvement. For example, addressing wider regional development in the areas surrounding 
the Core network corridors calls for involvement of regional and local stakeholders, including 
authorities, business representatives and other organisations based in these areas. Another 
example is empowerment of the rail option, which calls for alignment between terminals, 
cargo owners, public planning authorities and transnational cooperation for harmonised rules. 
In addition, an inclusive approach supports the distribution of usefulness among stakeholders. 
The trends towards governance in society, and governmental tasks being conducted 
collaboratively with shared responsibilities between diverse stakeholders, are increasing needs 
to involve a wide range of stakeholders, both generally (Bache & Flinders, 2005; Bekker, 
2015; Gudmundsson et al., 2016; Pierre & Peters, 2000) and specifically in the transport 
sector (Giuliano, 2007; Romein et al., 2003). Furthermore, an inclusive approach is a noted 
characteristic of sustainable transport development efforts (Ashford & Hall, 2011; Banister, 
2005; Gudmundsson et al., 2016). 

The TENTacle pilot cases provide examples of regional and local stakeholder cooperation and 
collaboration to exploit possibilities in three geographical classes of areas of the Core network 
corridors: areas within the corridor, corridor catchment areas, and corridor void areas 
(TENtacle project, 2017). The pilot cases located in the corridor focus on preparing 
stakeholders for the impact of the corridor, the need to adjust business models, ways to cope 
with larger transport flows, ways to avoid bottle-necks in the last mile of transport from the 
large corridors, and ways to utilise macro-regional cooperation to promote environmentally 
sustainable transport. In the corridors’ geographical catchment and void areas there is a focus 
on improving accessibility, improving connections to international transport networks, and 
regional development. 
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Sub-question 2: Can broad stakeholder inclusion enhance a sustainable development 
process? 

Complementary governance and cooperation enables greater stakeholder involvement. In 
Paper I the concept of governance was examined, in policy and legislative documents, and 
documents describing the practical process of implementing the Scandinavian-Mediterranean 
corridor. The results show that the policy documents express recognition of the need for broad 
stakeholder involvement to realise a desired transport system (European Commission, 2011a; 
European Commission, 2011b; European Commission, 2014a; Regulation (EU) No. 
1315/2013). Stakeholders involved in the practical implementation are so far mainly 
geographically based in the corridor (European Commission, 2014b; European Commission, 
2015). However, intentions to include a wider range of stakeholders are clearly articulated in 
the practical implementation documents. The forms that this extension should take are 
somewhat unclear and explorative, but the main option raised is to organise idea labs 
(European Commission, 2015). 

The concept of sustainability expressed in the same documents was also investigated. The 
results, presented in paper II, show that sustainability and sustainable development are 
ambiguous concepts. Moreover, in the documents references to them range from clauses 
stating that a given measure should be implemented in a sustainable way, to passages 
indicating that they are general overarching goals. This ambiguity was also clearly detected in 
the interview study, in the form of variations in expressed perceptions of the concepts (Paper 
IV), as illustrated by three interviewees’ radically different responses regarding the meaning 
of a sustainable transport system. One signified a need to ensure that the ecological dimension 
is not the only one considered; “I don’t really like people who says…that new roads and new 
transport infrastructure always must be bad for the environment, but sometimes they don’t 
think about the people and how the societies will benefit from this development”. Another 
focused on the environmental dimension; ”It is important to prioritise transport solutions with 
the lowest energy use” (my translation). An additional interviewee focused on the time 
perspective; “When we create something, we should know and be convinced that it’s going to 
be used, operated for long, long periods of time”. The ambiguity of sustainability concepts, 
which has strong theoretical support (Carley & Christie, 2000; S. Connelly, 2007; Jordan, 
2008; Moore, 2011), highlights the importance of including diverse stakeholders in the 
implementation process to foster acceptance, commitment to an agreed meaning of the 
concept, and thus a shared vision of development (Bärlund, 2005; Jordan, 2008; Voß et al., 
2007). In stakeholders’ meetings there are opportunities to discuss different perceptions of 
sustainability, best practices, collaboration possibilities, and alignment of prioritised activities. 

The results from the interview study also showed a need for better alignment of initiatives 
between levels of governance and sectors. One interviewee stated; “The main issue is that the 
maybe connection between local, regional and state level could be better organised”. Another 
reflected on the cross-sectorial aspect;”It like silos, or towers, where you work in a transport 
sector, or in a land use planning sector, but where there are no coordination in between”. The 
need for such coordination is well supported by other authors. For example, in an examination 
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of two river commissions, Myint (2003) showed that involvement of all levels of governance 
is crucial for desirable outcomes. Including stakeholders in different levels of governance 
promote coordination of activities between levels of governance, which is vital to sustainable 
development generally (Carley & Christie, 2000), and a sustainable transport system 
specifically (Gudmundsson et al., 2016). Various scholars also highlight the need for 
sustainability efforts to cross-sectoral and governance level boundaries (Ashford & Hall, 
2011; Banister, 2005; Gudmundsson et al., 2016; Williams & Hopes, 2007). Thus, 
development and implementation of a sustainable transportation system requires consideration 
of a wider society perspective in addition to a transport perspective (Gudmundsson et al., 
2016). An inclusive attitude towards stakeholders is also supported by democratic 
considerations (Agere, 2000; Gisselquist, 2012). 

In summary, sustainable development of the transport system requires an inclusive process, 
involving numerous stakeholders (Banister, 2005). Thus, a governance design that facilitates 
broad stakeholder involvement is needed, and complementary governance provides 
opportunities to address this need. However, although an inclusive process is advocated for 
supporting sustainable development, it cannot guarantee desirable results. Involving numerous 
stakeholders increases the complexity (Rittel & Webber, 1973), and could potentially impair 
the effectiveness of the implementation process (Provan & Kenis, 2007). Due to the possible 
interactions between stakeholders, plurality of perceptions, and sometimes conflicting 
interests, both foreseen and unforeseen effects must be expected (Rittel & Webber, 1973). 
Further, stakeholders’ capacities and resources to participate are unevenly distributed, so 
some specific interests may be strongly represented while others become marginalised or 
ignored (Bickerstaff et al., 2002). 

Sub-question 3: Can complementary governance support the integration of Core 
network corridors in infrastructure planning? 

Much of the empirical material is relevant, directly or indirectly, to this question. More 
specifically, although some interviewees (Paper IV) expressed views that current 
infrastructure planning works well, others indicated needs for stronger multi-level 
infrastructure planning, and greater integration between ntions, levels of governance, different 
modes of transport, and across sectors such as transport and land use planning. These views 
indicate that the need for an inclusive approach to realise stakeholders’ and society’s expected 
benefits (sub-question 1), and sustainable development (sub-question 2), also applies to robust 
multi-level infrastructure planning. 

The need to integrate implementation of the Core network corridors in different levels of 
infrastructure planning is illustrated by the following examples drawn from the interview 
study (Paper IV). At a transnational level, a need for more harmonisation across nations in 
corridor development was identified An interviewee commented; “I think it is very important 
that the nations cooperate along the corridor, and currently this cooperation is insufficient, 
especially in terms of functional technical standards…The Fehmarn belt-connection is 
currently being designed, a fixed connection, and it is dimensioned according to Öresund 
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bridge standards, which is good. That is, how to say, state-of-the-art for such matters, but on 
the other hand there are short parts on the Danish side, in between, which do not meet this 
standard, and there are no plans to raise them to that standard. This means that we can’t use 
the good standard from Sweden, and it concerns the whole railway cargo load profile” (my 
translation). A need to present, raise awareness of, and discuss Core network corridors in 
debates and national planning perspectives was also raised. One interviewee mentioned that 
“You develop the infrastructure within the borders of the nation, you forget the international 
perspective” (my translation), and another commented; “It feels like the national planning is 
not connected to the TEN-T” (my translation). 

Integrating the Core network corridors in different levels of infrastructure planning can be 
supported in several ways. The governments could enhance the Core network corridors in 
transport planning directives. In Sweden, such governmental transport planning directives are 
given to planning authorities with both national and regional responsibilities. To further 
support an integrated approach at national, regional and local levels, infrastructure planning 
authorities could engage in extended discussions concerning Core network corridors in 
forums including diverse stakeholders. Such discussions would aim to enhance information 
exchange and mutual understanding as part of the infrastructure planning process. 

The interviewees provided ideas about complementary governance measures of direct 
relevance to sub-question 3, including suggestion to arrange: 

• A Scandinavian infrastructure commission (transnational level) 
• National groups (national level), including authorities at different levels of governance 

and any interested stakeholders, public or private, geographically located in the 
corridor or far away from it, working with transport or other sectors; 

• Conferences for coordination at regional/local levels (regional/local level), including 
stakeholders in certain geographical areas, to coordinate administrative bodies and 
politicians. 

Main research question: Can complementary governance strengthen a process for 
sustainable development of a Core network corridor, and if so how can it be designed? 

The clearest requirement for sustainable Core network corridor development, detected in all 
studies of the licentiate and doctoral research is inclusion of diverse stakeholders in the 
implementation process. This is also strongly supported by literature cited in answers to the 
sub-questions above. Moreover, complementary governance can provide diverse possibilities 
for stakeholder involvement, thereby enabling a broader stakeholder inclusion 

Designing governance structures to support a process for sustainable development of a Core 
network corridor faces two main challenges: the large number of stakeholders (European 
Commission, 2014b; Provan & Kenis, 2007), and the traditional institutional approach of 
sectorisation (Ashford & Hall, 2011; Emerson et al., 2012). In the implementation process of 
the Core network corridors, one new complementary governance measure being explored in 
efforts to gather stakeholders across borders and sectors is the idea lab (European 
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Commission 2015; European Commission, 2016a). New forms of governance and 
collaboration provide possibilities to act across traditional institutional barriers. Moreover, as 
the implementation process can be regarded as a complex, wicked problem (Axelrod & 
Cohen, 1999; Mansfield, 2010; Rittel & Webber, 1973), so-called clumsy solutions may be 
valuable (Ney & Verweij, 2015), enabling multiple parallel bases of participation: structural 
and procedural (Öberg, 2014), temporal (Dooms et.al, 2013), and geographical (TENTacle 
project, 2017). Such an approach could potentially reduce the challenge posed by numerous 
stakeholders. 

Stakeholders’ participation in various forums, instead of one huge forum, makes it easier to 
avoid the impairment of efficiency that including large numbers of diverse stakeholders can 
cause (Provan and Kenis, 2007). Moreover, clumsy solutions (Ney & Verweij, 2015), which 
correspond well with the multi-optional governance structure (MOGS) proposed in my 
licentiate thesis (Öberg, 2014), would allow diverse structural and procedural stakeholder 
participation in governance of major transport corridors. Stakeholders could be attached to the 
structure in loose or tight constellations, depending on their interest, provided key driving 
stakeholders are engaged. Such arrangements would be highly consistent with the hierarchical 
or loosely connected networks allowing private and public stakeholders to collaborate 
proposed by Carley & Christie (2000). They would also be consistent with arrangements for 
transport corridor coordination involving both public and private stakeholders suggested by 
Arnold (2005), and future cross-border networks discussed by Dryzek (1997). 

In my licentiate thesis (Öberg, 2014), possible governance structures are presented. Such 
structures can be arranged differently, depending on the stakeholders’ intentions and interests. 
A European Economic interest grouping (EEIG) could be used for transnational, formalised 
cooperation. Other presented alternatives are alliances, partnerships, networks and 
commissions. In these alternatives, conditions for cooperation can be adapted to the 
stakeholders’ intentions through formal or informal agreements (Öberg, 2014). In the thesis 
both organisational and procedural variables are identified, and recommended attributes to 
consider when designing a major transport governance structure. Organisational requirements 
include broad stakeholder inclusion, opportunities for formalised agreements, a clear and 
strong leadership, and a coordinator to drive progress. For the participants, an ideal mandate 
should link powerfulness to act, accountability and resources to accomplish relevant tasks. 
Moreover, top-down and bottom‐up approaches (referring to the level of governance where 
the process is initiated and driven from) are identified as complementary rather than mutually 
exclusive. Identified procedural requirements include clear and socially accepted objectives, 
information exchange and transparency of both stakeholders’ motivations and procedures For 
the stakeholders, procedural adaptability is essential, i.e. acceptance and integration of the 
governance arrangements. In addition, built-in flexibility to adjust to external changes is 
recommended. Legacy et al. (2012) support the consideration of both organisational and 
procedural aspects in governance arrangements. 

However, allowing diversity of involvement, increases the complexity of the process (Axelrod 
& Cohen, 1999; Mansfield, 2010), partly because stakeholder interactions can influence the 



48 

 

outcome in unpredictable ways (Rittel & Webber, 1973). Increases in complexity may also 
increase needs for coordination (Öberg, 2014), but coordinating diverse and rather 
independent bodies may be difficult (Milio, 2010). Moreover, there is no universally ideal 
design of complementary governance measures, optimal choices are highly context-dependent 
and several structures and processes can be applied simultaneously (Öberg, 2014). 

The interview study, presented in Paper IV, highlighted several desirable features for the 
forthcoming implementation process of the Core network corridors. These include: more and 
better targeted information, more involvement of the private stakeholders, and greater 
involvement of regional and local stakeholders both generally, and specifically stakeholders 
located outside the corridor areas. The TENTacle advisory board verified the need for greater 
involvement of regional, local and private stakeholders. The interview study showed that 
some of the interviewees thought that existing networks, or more intense efforts in existing 
networks, would be sufficient, while others thought that complementary governance was 
needed.  

Several ideas were identified in the interview study for complementary governance (Table 2) 
regarding the desirable features presented above, which should provide reasonable starting 
points for discussions with the concerned stakeholders, facilitated by the TENTacle project 
(TENTacle project, 2017). Ideas to involve the private stakeholders encompassed arranging 
forums at national and European levels, platforms for cooperation concerning intermodal 
transport, arranging hearings at various levels of governance, and including representatives in 
the formal implementation process at a European level. Ideas to involve a broader group of 
stakeholders included organisation of national open forums, and ideas to involve regional and 
local stakeholders outside the corridor included coordination conferences, and measures to 
align regional and local activities with the Core network corridor development. 

Different stakeholders can potentially arrange complementary governance, as illustrated by 
suggestions presented in Paper IV. For example, regional and local stakeholders should 
presumably participate in arrangement of the proposed regional and local conferences, while 
private stakeholders are expected to actively participate in an organisation of platforms for 
business cooperation across modes of transport. Some interviewees’ suggestions also 
explicitly involve governments and/or national government representative bodies 
responsibility for arrangements. These suggestions include establishment of an infrastructure 
commission for coordinated cross-border planning, and new national forums, one type for 
freight owners and transport buyers, and another type for all interested stakeholders across 
sectors and levels of governance. Hearings at a national level were also proposed. The 
suggested ideas correspond to a role for government presented in literature to support and 
facilitate new ideas for governance, including a cross-sectorial approach (Ashford & Hall 
2011; Carley & Christie, 2000; Gudmundsson et al., 2016). 

The ideas for complementary governance measures identified from the interview study (11 in 
total; Table 2) were further analysed to investigate the nature of complementary governance. 
Based on dimensions of governance described by Gudmundsson et al. (2016), the results 
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show that almost all these ideas are related to both practical routines of implementation and 
stakeholder presence. Use of documents or plans is exemplified in the idea of programme 
deliverables. A few ideas are related to juridical elements, new visions and decentralised 
decision-making. Whether these measures should really be called complementary governance, 
according to the meaning initially provided in this thesis, is questionable. These ideas suggest 
a change of the fundamental direction stated in common visions, rather than complementary 
activities. 

In terms of the typology of multi-level governance introduced by Hooghe and Marks (2003), 
all but one of the interviewees’ ideas can be classified as type II. The ideas are intended to 
bring public and/or private stakeholders together to discuss the specific topic of 
transportation, with some flexibility across administrative borders, although the levels of 
governance are not always clearly stated. However, decentralising decision-making would 
involve a change of power and responsibilities that might affect existing type I multi-level 
governance. As mentioned earlier, this idea does not correspond to the initial delimitation of 
complementary governance.  

The ideas were also related to the typology for public engagement defined by Rowe and 
Frewer (2005), except decentralised decision-making, which is outside the scope of this 
typology. The results show that communication (one-way information from the driving 
agencies) may be valuable in various stages of efforts related to the ideas of generating new 
visions and programmes with deliverables. For these two ideas, both consultation 
(information flow from stakeholders to drivers), and participation (dialogue between drivers 
and the stakeholders), also could be applied.  

The remaining ideas range from more consultative, as in hearings, to strongly participative, as 
in bringing freight owner representatives into the formal process. There were also ideas for 
new constellations of groups, focusing on information exchange and/or collaboration within 
the group, which did not fit into any of the three categories. An example is a Scandinavian 
infrastructure commission, to facilitate joint efforts by the Scandinavian nations to implement 
the Core network corridors. Other examples include creation of a platform for cooperation 
between transport modes, and national groups across levels of governance and sectors coming 
together. 
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The typology presented by Rowe and Frewer (2005) encompasses involvement of 
stakeholders in a planning and decision-making stage. Applying this typology in the context 
of complementary governance, including the policy implementation stage, reveals that a 
fourth category is needed, here named stakeholder exchange. This refers to engagement 
focused on stakeholders’ interaction with one another. It can be initiated by the driving 
agencies, but also by any stakeholder. Exchange with the driving agencies may take place 
(Figure 8). 

 

Figure 8. Four types of stakeholder engagement. Adapted from Rowe and Frewer (2005) 

Summarising the nature of complementary governance, the empirical findings from the 
interview study indicate that it is multifaceted. It can be related to diverse dimensions of 
governance, such as processes, stakeholder participation and implementation documents. Key 
features of complementary governance measures include flexibility and task-specific multi-
level design, with engagement mechanisms ranging from one-way information flows to 
collaborative stakeholder initiatives, and diverse intermediates and combinations. 

Thus, the detailed analysis of the interviewees’ ideas of complementary governance has 
identified a bundle of measures that could collectively result in inclusion of diverse 
stakeholders. The feasibility of these specific measures have not been evaluated, but the 
approach is illustrated. This is consistent with notions of both clumsy solutions (Ney & 
Verweij, 2015) and policy packaging (Justen et al., 2014), regarding complementary 
governance measures as ancillary to the primary governance measures stipulated by EU 
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Regulation 1315/2013. All measures jointly initiated to accomplish a main objective must be 
considered together in a package, to avoid the measures conflicting, and maximise chances of 
obtaining the desired net outcome (Givoni, 2014). When introducing a new complementary 
measure, analysis of possible effects on the outcome, in the context of established measures, 
is needed (Givoni, 2014). In Paper III it is concluded that such analysis should be performed 
when new complementary governance measures are implemented. 
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7. DISCUSSION 
To address an identified gap in knowledge of the nature and utility of complementary 
governance measures a case study was carried out. An extended study of relevant academic 
literature was performed to obtain a comprehensive theoretical knowledge base. Further, EU 
transport policy and implementation documents regarding governance and sustainability were 
studied, focusing on documents concerning Core network corridors, especially the 
Scandinavian-Mediterranean Core network corridor. Furthermore, views of Scandinavian-
Mediterranean Corridor forum participants were surveyed, and stakeholders in the Baltic Sea 
region were interviewed. In the survey and interview study awareness and expectations of the 
Core network corridors, current involvement in the implementation process and views on 
further involvement, and perceptions of sustainability was investigated. These studies 
collectively constitute a case study examining the need for, and if such a need is present the 
design of, complementary governance in the process of sustainable development of a Core 
network corridor, focusing on the Scandinavian-Mediterranean Core network corridor. 

The interview study revealed stakeholders’ perceived benefits and drawbacks of a Core 
network corridor. Negative expectations, such as expressed lack of support for sea transports, 
or consideration of the areas surrounding the corridors, are important to address in the further 
implementation process to gain acceptance of the Core network corridors, and strengthen 
stakeholders’ ability to make the corridors useful. This is important, because transport 
infrastructure and transport services are intended to contribute to stakeholders’ daily work and 
a sustainable development (European Commission, 2011a; Regulation (EU) No. 1315/2013; 
Stopford, 2009). 

Including a broad range of stakeholders in the implementation process of TEN-T Core 
network corridors cannot guarantee that the outcome is sustainable, but it can contribute to 
mutual progress towards sustainable development. Expected advantages include promotion of 
essential alignment of activities across administrative boundaries, and stakeholders’ 
commitment to the development through their participation in contextualisation of sustainable 
development (Bärlund, 2005; Carley & Christie, 2000; Gudmundsson et al., 2016; Myint, 
2003). The need for alignment across administrative borders was recognised for infrastructure 
planning in the interview study. Views expressed in the interviews indicate that international 
perspectives receive insufficient attention in current infrastructure planning, although 
variations among countries in these matters are recognised. Awareness and consideration of 
the Core network corridors should be ensured in infrastructure planning at different levels of 
governance. 

The results from the detailed case study indicates need for a broad array of complementary 
governance measures to promote inclusiveness, and encourage exchange of information 
among stakeholders. The interviewees raised several ideas for forums to facilitate such 
information exchange, including national groupings, infrastructure commissions, and 
platforms for cooperation. Some of these proposals have strong similarities to the action-
centred networks, loosely or strongly connected, advocated as new governance arrangements 
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for sustainable development by Carley and Christie (2000). They are also consistent with the 
need for cross-border networks recognised by Dryzek (1997), and the multi-optional 
governance structure, MOGS, discussed in my licentiate thesis (Öberg, 2014). It also seems 
theoretically reasonable to diversify cooperation and collaboration in accordance with 
stakeholders’ needs and interests. For example, different approaches are required for 
cooperation between public and private sector representatives, depending on variables such as 
the size of the businesses and their locations. However, adopting a systematic approach to 
realise diversity of options for collaboration and cooperation may support development 
(Martinez & Olander, 2015). An idea is to describe ongoing projects or collaborative efforts 
for involving stakeholders at different levels of governance, across levels and sectors, in each 
nation involved in the implementation process of Core network corridors. That would support 
a cross-country learning process. 

Nevertheless, despite these options, delivering such new governance arrangements in practice 
is not without difficulties. Complementary governance is regarded as a type II multi-level 
governance activity (Hooghes & Marks, 2003), and engagement of stakeholders is likely to be 
voluntary. All engagement takes valuable time as indicated by the following statements by 
three interviewees. One commented that “You never can do enough for awareness and also 
for corridors, but doing more would also cost more money and more effort”. Another focused 
on the organisation’s capacity; “It’s not only participating, [if we engage] we have then also 
to take the role of multiplicator for the local area, and this would need a working capacity to 
do the communication. And this I can’t see at this point of time”. The third addressed possible 
outcomes; “It’s all about how those additional or existing structures are actually founded and 
heard with people who actually make decisions”. Stakeholder initiatives can range from 
provision of additional one-way information from the European Commission, to autonomous 
regional and local initiatives to exploit a new corridor, based on the typology introduced by 
Rowe and Frewer (2005). The purpose and role of a governance arrangement need to be clear 
(Milio, 2010). Then it is easier for the stakeholders to engage in a manner that is cost-efficient 
for them. 

Dealing with a transnational corridor adds complexity as traditions and institutional structures 
differ between nations. This aspect was also recognised in the interviewee study, for example 
an interviewee noted that “Different countries have different ways of cooperation between 
national level and corridor coordinators”. In addition, the regional capacity to engage in 
policy implementation differs between nations (Milio, 2010). 

The interview study geographically included three Core network corridors. No differences in 
views of those associated with different corridors were detected, but this may have been at 
least partly due to the qualitative approach with a limited number of interviewees, and the 
circumstance that several of the interviewees were associated with more than one corridor. 
The value of the Core network corridors as key elements of a transport network across Europe 
was apparent in the interviews, which highlighted a need not only for cooperation along a 
specific corridor, but also for cooperation between corridors. A statement by one of the 
interviewees, that “Hamburg is in three corridors, the Scandinavian-Mediterranean, North Sea 
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Baltic and Orient/East-Med corridors”, illustrates this complexity. Depending on transport 
origins and destinations, in- and out-flows from transport corridors, as well as transport 
corridors’ connections to each other, are important. The findings can be applied to the Baltic 
Sea area and the three Core network corridors in this area encompassed in the interview study. 
However, it is likely that these findings can apply to all Core network corridors, as they are all 
parts of this functional transport network.  

As outcomes from qualitative studies and interpretations of a single case, the results cannot be 
generalised in a statistical manner (Merriam, 2009; Yin, 2009). However, theoretical 
reasoning can be used as an alternative to statistical analysis to assess the transferability of the 
results (Glaser & Strauss, 1967; Merriam, 2009; Yin, 2009). When the findings were 
presented in a TENTacle Advisory Board meeting, and TENTacle seminar, the resulting 
discussions confirmed the main findings. For example, lack of business representatives in 
publicly driven projects is perceived as a common problem, due to differences in objectives 
and realities between the business and public sectors. The public planning horizon is mostly 
decades ahead, while businesses (especially small businesses) operate in markets where the 
planning horizons might be a few years. Thus, finding collaborative solutions that are 
beneficial for all is not easy, but necessary for the engagement of diverse stakeholders. 
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8. CONCLUSIONS 
The most strategically important transport corridors across the EU, the TEN-T Core network 
corridors, are due to be implemented by 2030 (Regulation (EU) No. 1315/2013). These 
corridors are expected to support cohesion between EU countries, and strengthen smooth and 
sustainable transport across the EU, focusing on intermodality, interoperability and 
coordinated infrastructure development (Regulation (EU) No. 1315/2013). The cited 
Regulation outlines a governance framework for implementation of the Core network 
corridors, which mainly consists of appointment of European coordinators, Corridor forums 
for consultations and Work plans to describe and follow-up measures. 

This framework is now being put into practice in the implementation process. Engaging the 
numerous, diverse stakeholders is a recognised challenge (European Commission, 2014b; 
European Commission, 2016a). In this doctoral research, the potential of complementary 
governance to support the sustainable development of a Core network corridor, was 
examined. Complementary governance is a concept developed in the research, and refers here 
to additional governance in relation to the governance framework described for the Core 
network corridors in EU Regulation 1315/2013. A case study was carried out to investigate 
the need for, and if such a need was identified the optimal design of, complementary 
governance, including a literature review, document studies, a survey of the Scandinavian-
Mediterranean Corridor forum participants views, and interviews with stakeholders in the 
Baltic Sea region. 

Stakeholders expectations’ regarding the benefits and drawbacks of a developed Core network 
corridor gathered in the interview study range across the economic, environmental, and social 
dimensions of sustainable development. Increases in trade and business opportunities are 
expected to strengthen the economy, but risks of uneven distribution of these benefits were 
expressed due to the current focus on the Core network corridors per se, and neglect of the 
surrounding areas. From an ecological perspective, the corridors are expected to strengthen 
environmentally friendly long-distance transport, although a lack of attention to sea transport 
was expressed. Socially, European integration and cohesion were mentioned as positive 
expectations, while other views emphasised the risks of larger territorial imbalances between 
the corridor areas and surrounding areas. 

Results from the studies indicate that realising sustainable development generally, and hence 
in transport, requires extensive stakeholder involvement across administrative borders. Broad 
stakeholder inclusion promotes alignment of activities between levels of governance, and 
across sectors in society, which was called for in the interviews. Both the document study and 
interview study showed that the concept of sustainability is highly ambiguous. This highlights 
the importance of stakeholder presence in an implementation process, where the concept of 
sustainable development is interpreted and formed in practice. Participation in such a process 
supports stakeholder acceptance and commitment. Transport measures need to be assessed 
from both a transport perspective and a holistic society perspective. Further, constant 
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discussion is needed to interpret the concept of sustainable development, and ensure 
consideration of economic, ecological and social dimensions. 

The results from the interview study indicate a risk of neglecting the international perspective 
in the infrastructure planning, and a need for better alignment between levels of governance 
and sectors. Complementary governance measures can assist efforts to improve integration of 
the Core network corridors in the current infrastructure planning. Relevant ideas from the 
interview study for such improvement include additional coordination and cooperation 
measures between nations to support harmonised development, national groups to promote 
exchange between levels of governance and sectors, and regional and local conferences 
addressing the Core network corridor development. Further, the interview study showed the 
importance of considering not only a specific corridor but also the network of corridors, to 
facilitate long-distance transport across Europe. 

The main findings of the studies are that the Core network corridor implementation process 
can benefit from complementary governance measures, mainly to increase inclusiveness. 
Complementary governance would support greater stakeholder involvement. Advantages of 
broad stakeholder involvement include increased possibilities for stakeholders to benefit from 
the corridors, and support sustainable development. Increases in stakeholder awareness and 
involvement allow better alignment of activities, comprehensive stakeholder influence in the 
process, and cooperation and learning between stakeholders. Further, inclusion of 
stakeholders not located in the corridor can address distributive aspects of the investments and 
risks of attention being focused solely on the corridors. Risks of broader stakeholder inclusion 
include increases in the processes’ complexity, which may impair their effectiveness, and 
possible unrepresentative involvement due to differences in stakeholders’ interests or 
administrative capacities. Transparent complementary governance objectives and procedures 
enable stakeholders to evaluate participation more easily. Another aspect is that extensive 
involvement increases needs for coordination. 

The nature of complementary governance is multifaceted, and related to diverse dimensions 
of governance, such as processes, stakeholder participation and implementation documents. 
For complementary governance measures a flexible and task-specific multi-level design is 
stressed, which may incorporate various types of engagement mechanisms. Further, the 
findings showed a need to extend the typology of public engagement mechanisms, by adding 
a category named stakeholder exchange to the three (communication, consultation and 
participation) presented by Rowe and Frewer (2009). This category is characterised by 
stakeholder cooperation and collaboration in an implementation stage where the main goals 
and policies are already in place. 

The interview study indicated several aspects of the implementation process of Core network 
corridors that could be enhanced by complementary governance. They included more 
extensive involvement of private stakeholders, regional and local stakeholders, and 
stakeholders geographically located outside the immediate corridor, and increases in exchange 
of information, both generally and directed towards specific stakeholders. Complementary 
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governance measures to address these identified areas should be formed in a joint process 
with the stakeholders. The ideas for complementary governance generated in the interview 
study, ranging from minor adjustment of the existing process to entirely new solutions, 
correspond well with these areas and can provide foundations for discussion. 

Collectively, the studies suggest a mixture of governance measures to systematically involve 
and engage diverse stakeholders in the implementation process of Core network corridors. 
However, before introducing any complementary governance measures they should be 
assessed together with existing governance measures, to avoid overlapping or conflicting 
initiatives. This could be done using policy packaging approaches, i.e. analyses and 
implementation of modulated combinations of policies to achieve a desired overall outcome. 
Here, combinations of complementary governance measures and the primary measures 
stipulated in Regulation 1315/20139 would synergistically support implementation of Core 
network corridors. 

8.1 Proposals for future research and practice 
Several ideas about complementary governance were raised in the interviews. Proposals to 
promote business sector involvement included establishment of a parallel structure to the 
formal existing Corridor forums to gather businesses at a European level, and to bring 
business representatives into the formal structure. Other proposals included creation of 
national forums for freight transport, and intermodal cooperation platforms at a regional level. 
Further, hearings at all levels of governance in critical stages of the process were suggested. 
To promote engagement of regional and local stakeholders, coordinative conferences were 
proposed, involving both civil servants and politicians. Such conferences would not only 
provide a more unified voice from attending stakeholders, but also help them to adjust their 
respective activities to benefit from the Core network corridors. To facilitate mutual 
engagement of stakeholders across sectors and levels of governance, national forums were 
proposed. Concerned stakeholders are suggested to further discuss and assess whether 
implementation of potential complementary governance is relevant. One arena for this is the 
TENTacle project. 

Although the approach of governance has expanded in society, the government and national 
government representative bodies can be expected to play important roles in facilitating and 
supporting the development of complementary governance. In the interviews, collaboration 
between nations was proposed at a transnational level. National agencies were suggested to 
arrange forums for exchange between stakeholders at all levels of governance and across 
sectors. In addition, the interviews indicated a need for continuous learning and interpretation 
of the concept of sustainability. Regarding sustainability, the public sector should be in a good 
position to take responsibility to provide information or forums for education and discussion, 
similarly to matters of equality and plurality. Further, regarding infrastructure planning it is 
suggested to keep a European and international perspective at all levels of governance. To 
ensure an international perspective in general infrastructure planning, the importance of the 
Core network corridors could be prominently highlighted in planning directives. 
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As the ultimate driver of the TEN-T Core network corridors, the European Commission has a 
key role to play through the appointed coordinators, in communication, consultation and 
dialogue activities. The next presented step in the four types of stakeholder engagement, when 
the stakeholders organise themselves in projects or similar activities, is expected in the 
implementation phase. Then the need for coordination might change from exchange of 
information between stakeholders and driving agencies to exchange of information between 
stakeholders, projects and networks. This should be of interest to the European Commission, 
but could be arranged by other stakeholders. 

Further suggested research is to investigate more thoroughly if and how selected measures 
from the suggested complementary governance initiatives can be implemented. Another 
important topic to explore is assessment of how the Core network corridors influence 
sustainable development at different levels of governance, and the influential variables. 
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Summary of the licentiate thesis: 





MMain content of Governance structure for transport corridors 
Author: Maria Öberg, Luleå University of Technology, 97187 Luleå, Sweden 
 
The licentiate thesis Governance structure for transport corridors (Öberg, 2014) was written and 
examined in 2014, half-way through the doctoral studies. The research performed until the licentiate 
examination served as an important basis for the continued PhD studies to a doctoral thesis. The 
main focus presented in the licentiate thesis was creating a framework for designing governance 
structures for main transport corridors in a European perspective. Such a framework was also 
developed and presented as the so called Multi-optional governance structure (MOGS), serving as 
guiding principles for governance structure design. 

1. Introduction 
Efforts to develop major European transport corridors were intensified when the regulation (EU 
Regulation No 1315/2013) of guidelines for development of the Trans-European Network for 
Transports (TEN-T) was launched in 2013. It set focus on European transport corridors rather than 
transport projects. The main corridors, the Core Network Corridors (CNCs) were of special interest 
since a lot of funding from EU would be allocated to develop them. A governance framework for 
implementation of CNCs was decided in the regulation (EU Regulation No 1315/2013). However, how 
the governance of CNCs would unfold in practice was still vague, and how they would affect 
governance in connecting transport corridors.  
 
It is only one CNC passing through Sweden located in the southern part of the country connecting 
Malmö, Gothenburg, Stockholm and Örebro. Several large transnational transport corridors, mostly 
driven through interregional cooperation, did however not become part of the EU CNCs. 
Nevertheless, the participants of these on-going interregional initiatives had to consider how the 
governance structure would be organised for their transport corridor. The aim of such a governance 
structure would be to to strengthen a harmonised infrastructure and well-functioning transport 
services along the corridor. In that process the relation to governance prepared for the CNCs 
according to the EU regulation No 1315/2013 was of interest. This, beacuse a future extension of the 
CNCs and their infrastructure requirements to a larger network was foreseen in the regulation. The 
reasoning behind this was that it could ease the expansion to include such a interregional initiative if 
the corridor governance was aligned with the CNC governance. 
 
One transport corridor initiative that was not included in the CNCs is the Bothnian Corridor. The 
Bothnian Corridor stretches around the Gulf of Bothnia through Sweden and Finland. The research 
project presented in the licentiate thesis was conducted integrated with the EU-financed Bothnian 
Green Logistic Corridor project (BGLC). The main research question for the licentiate part was: “How 
should governance structures for transnational and multimodal transport corridors be designed?”. 
The sub-questions considered: which variables that are important to consider when designing 
governance structures of multimodal transport corridors; structure and procedural organisation; 
stakeholder participation; and interaction between stakeholders in diverse levels of governance. 
  

2. Theoretical framework 
The technical field of traffic planning and the social field of governance were combined in this 
research project. The main topic concerned development of major transport corridors; it was studied 
under the lens of governance and collaboration. An Action Design Research (ADR) approach (Sein et 
al., 2011) was applied, where gathered data and findings were contextualised in discussions at BGLC 
workshops and partner meetings. Input from the stakeholders at these meetings was then 
incorporated in the continued research process in a cyclic process. Including stakeholders from 



society in the research process and simultaneously combine different fields of research is labelled as 
transdisciplinary approach (Hirsch Hadorn et al., 2008), and that describes well how this research was 
conducted.  
 
Governance theory was central to the investigation, and it was narrowed down to multi-level (Bach & 
Flinders, 2005) and collaborative governance (Emerson, 2011). Multi-level governance drawing on 
the context where public, private and other interest organisations from both European, national, 
regional and local levels are part of the interaction. Collaborative governance, enhancing the 
structural and procedural aspects of governance. Emerson (2012, p.2) defines collaborative 
governance as “the processes and structures of public policy decision-making and management that 
engage people constructively across the boundaries of public agencies, levels of government, and/or 
the public, private and civic spheres in order to carry out a public purpose that could not otherwise 
be accomplished”.   

33. Methodology and implementation 
The research was applied and performed with qualitative research methods. A qualitative approach 
was chosen because of the need to gain a deeper understanding of the views and concepts, related 
to the context. Two literature reviews were performed, one focusing on multi-level governance in 
transport, the other focusing on governance models. Both literature reviews started with a scientific 
literature database search using key words chosen by the author to find relevant articles. Additional 
literature was added with help from other experts in the research fields. The literature reviews 
included both narrative and systematic components (Jesson et al., 2011). Document studies of 
European transport initiatives were carried out with a focus on governance matters. The documents 
included the TEN-T European coordinators reports from 2010 and 2012 (European Coordinators, 
2010; European Coordinators, 2012), the proposal for new guidelines for the TEN-T policy published 
in 2011 (European Commission, 2011) as a result of the review of the policy initiative, and the finally 
adopted regulation concerning development of the TEN-T (EU Regulation No 1315/2013). In addition, 
the initiative on a network for competitive rail freight corridors from 2010 (EU Regulation No 
913/2010) was studied. Also documents describing the governance process in the regionally driven 
transnational transport project East West Transport Corridor was analysed (Källström, 2012; EWTC, 
2012)   
 
An interview study with key individuals working with development of European transport corridors 
was conducted. Four individuals were interviewed representing the European rail corridors Brenner 
and Rotterdam-Genoa. These corridor structures were chosen as the governance for them seemed 
advance according to document studies and input from BGLC project partners.  
 
Further, as a partner in the BGLC project LTU was responsible for an international study to 
summarize governance experiences from other transport corridor cases. VTT in Finland was procured 
to gather the information. Results from the international study were presented and discussed in a 
workshop with participants from the BGLC and GreCor (a project concerning the transport corridor 
between Oslo and Rotterdam) projects. All these studies were conducted in conjunction with the EU-
financed project Bothnian Green Logistic Corridor (BGLC).  
 
The Bothnian corridor served as a case study for developing the framework. Communication with 
Bothnian corridor stakeholders involved in the BGLC project occurred in project meetings, workshops 
etc. arranged by the project. Focus group discussions were held in one of these project meetings, in 
the last part of the project, to discuss the proposed governance framework.  



44. Results 
Findings from the studies showed that design of a governance structure for a transport corridor 
always has to consider the context. The context includes overall trends in society such as the 
advancement of governance. Public, private and other stakeholders collaborate to a higher extent 
today than a couple of decades ago in developing transport infrastructure and services, sharing 
responsibilities and costs (Giuliano, 2007; Romein et al., 2003). The public responsibility in Western 
Europe and USA has changed over time and from taking a large welfare responsibility after the 
Second World War society has become more market oriented with restrained public budgets (Pierre 
& Peters, 2000). The context is also related to smaller scale specifics such as responsibilities of a 
single agency.  
 
When designing a transport governance structure both structural and procedural aspects need to be 
considered. Regarding the structural or organisational part there are several options available for 
cooperation and collaboration. Partnerships, alliances, networks can all be formed basically directly 
to fulfil participants´ preferences. Another option is groupings like an EEIG (European Economic 
Interest Group) launched as a tool to ease transnational cooperation, where there are some 
requirements to be registered.  
 
Table 1. Variables to consider, and recommended attributes, when designing a transport 
governance structure (Öberg, 2014).   
 

Variables and recommended attributes 

                         Organisational                                                                           Procedural 

          Formalised agreements           Communication 

          Broad stakeholder inclusion           Transparency (motivation, procedures) 

          Leadership (strong, clear)           Procedural adaptability 

          Coordinator           Clear objectives 

          Powers/resources/accountability           Flexibility 

          Top down/bottom-up           Social acceptance 

 
Findings from the performed studies support a diverse stakeholder participation and an inclusive 
stakeholder approach. The risk for inviting too many people to meetings and thereby loose efficiency 
was also recognised. However, stakeholders have different interests in and need to participate in a 
governance structure. One way of handling this balance between inclusion and not loose efficiency is 
to allow stakeholders to be involved in a way that suits their needs and interests. 
 

 A governance framework 
To support the possibilities for a broad stakeholder involvement, but at the same time allow for a 
variation of strong and loose commitment a governance framework was developed, the multi-
optional transport corridor management structure (MOGS). In line with findings from the performed 
studies, it give opportunities for a differentiated participation in the governance structure, allowing a 
broad multi-level stakeholder involvement. MOGS is constituted by stronger and loosely connected 
stakeholders, where the so called core stakeholders are strongest connected. Core stakeholders are 



those who can drive the process forward, have a certain responsibility for progress and feel strongly 
for the cause. In addition, the process is supported by strategic advisors that also can be utilised as a 
decision-making board.  For administrative purposes, a secretariat was suggested as a part of MOGS. 
Single stakeholders or groups of stakeholders that are already active in partnerships, networks or 
other alliance formations can attach to the structure in parts of the thematic work if the questions 
are of importance to them. Another option is a looser connection, just signing up for information 
about the progress. An advantage with this approach is that MOGS builds on already existing 
structures, which can support a cost-efficient participation. 
 

 
Figure 1. Outline of a Multi-optional transport corridor management structure (MOGS) (Öberg, 
2014) 
 
In line with the findings of setting governance efforts in relation to the context, MOGS was discussed 
in focus groups with Bothnian Corridor stakeholders. As a general framework it has to be customised 
to the context of a specific corridor to be useful. The focus groups resulted in three identified 
variables for customising the proposed framework to a particular corridor. These variables are 
existing management structures, link to on-going initiatives and stakeholders´ intentions. 
 
Existing management structures need to be acknowledged and their roles in relation to MOGS need 
to be clarified. Launching a new structure like MOGS might result in partial geographical or topical 
overlaps with old structures. Further, links to on-going initiatives like the TEN-T initiative is important 
since it sets the corridor management structure in a larger perspective, and secure necessary 
alignment with other initiatives. The variable stakeholders´ intentions is more complex to capture 
than the other two varables. With an inclusive stakeholder approach numerous and multifaceted 
intentions has to be managed. Then MOGS can serve as an arena for coordination between interests, 
and alignment to overall objectives. However, it is supportive to an introduction of MOGS if overall 
objectives are agreed to, and that key stakeholders are identified and positive.  



  

5. Further research 
Testing the theoretical MOGS structure in practice was proposed for further research. In a larger 
perspective, a future research area could be how transnational transport corridor management 
structures can enhance environmentally friendly and cost-effective transports.  
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Abstract

In this paper governance for developing main transport corridors in the European Union was examined by means of document-
and literature studies. European Union transport policy documents were studied as well as legislation regarding development of 
the trans-European transport network (TEN-T). One of the most strategic parts of the TEN-T, the Scandinavian – Mediterranean 
(ScanMed) transport corridor, was particularly studied with documents concerning the implementation of ScanMed. Qualitative 
content analyses have been conducted and three themes consisting of “governance organisation”, “actors” and “governance in 
practical implementation process” were studied. 
It was concluded that a broad range of stakeholders have to contribute in order to accomplish a well-functioning transport system.  
Accordingly the studied policy, legislative and implementation documents all concern governance matters in various ways. 
Depending on the actual transport initiative, and its objectives, stakeholder involvement can vary. A framework for governance 
arrangements for the most strategic parts of TEN-T, the Core network corridors is set in a regulation. A European coordinator 
was appointed for each Core network corridor and has an important role in facilitating the implementation. Such governance 
structure was already foreseen in earlier policy documents. Corridor forum is a new tool aiming to bring key stakeholders 
together for consultative purposes and in addition working groups can be connected to the Corridor forums. The policy and 
legislative documents have a focus on the responsibilities and activities for the European Commission and the concerned Member
states. The importance of other stakeholders such as cities, ports, regional authorities, private actors is mentioned, but their
activities are not explicitly stated in these formal European documents. However, participation of various stakeholders in the
ScanMed Core network corridor implementation process is tangible, especially when concrete projects are discussed. Further, in 
the ScanMed Core network corridor implementation process the Corridor forum is explored as a new tool for bringing 
stakeholders together, progressively reaching an increasing number of stakeholders, including users of infrastructure in future
stages. Encompassing eight countries and several modes of transport a large number of stakeholders are indicated. The idea of
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future ideas laboratories acting as meeting spots for development of the transport corridor on specific topics, and bringing 
a variety of stakeholders together, is interesting. 
A key challenge for future implementation of the ScanMed Core network corridor is the large number of stakeholders concerned 
by a transnational and multimodal transport system. Governance design to strengthen involvement of stakeholders in European 
transports initiatives such as the TEN-T should be encouraged. Suitable forums for cooperation and collaboration for
inclusiveness for various actors need to be elaborated, where common overarching objectives need to be agreed upon. These 
forums have to be developed together with concerned stakeholders so that choice of forum is suitable due to its expected 
function. Key stakeholders which can actively contribute to progress and new ideas need to be connected to the process. And 
developed working groups, ideas laboratories and similar, on a geographical basis for parts of the corridor or for a specific topic, 
need to be adequately bridged to a European level.

© 2016The Authors. Published by Elsevier B.V..
Peer-review under responsibility of Road and Bridge Research Institute (IBDiM).

Keywords: Governance;transport corridor; corridor governance; transeuropean network for transports; TEN-T; Core network corridor;
Scandinavian-Mediterranean Core network corridor; document studies; sustainability; sustainable development

1. Introduction to this paper

Society development in the western world has during the last decades led to a shift towards governance with 
a broad range of stakeholders involved in planning and financing of transport infrastructure (Pierre & Peters, 2000; 
Giuliano, 2007; Romein et.al., 2003). Earlier these matters were handled rather unassisted by national governments.
Accordingly governance is an important part of implementing European transport initiatives (European 
Commission, 2011a; EU Regulation No. 1315/2013; European Commission, 2015). In this research governance is 
considered to consist of all activities involved in steering, including cooperation and collaboration structures, and 
processes.

Governance matters are considered in the White paper on transport (European Commission, 2011a), a policy 
document serving as a basis for legislative and other initiatives. The European initiative to develop a trans-European 
transport network (TEN-T) is recently framed in a legislative document (EU Regulation No. 1315/2013), which 
includes governance. TEN-T consists of a multimodal (rail, road, water and air) transport network comprising both 
freight and passenger traffic. The network is divided into a Comprehensive network and a Core network. The most 
strategic parts of the Core network are presented as the Core network corridors. The development of TEN-T aims to 
strengthen major European objectives: “The trans-European transport network shall strengthen the social, economic 
and territorial cohesion of the Union and contribute to the creation of a single European transport area which is 
efficient and sustainable, increases the benefits for its users and supports inclusive growth.” (EU Regulation No. 
1315/2013, p.8).  A process to realise TEN-T according to the regulation is on-going, including governance 
arrangements for the Core network corridors. 

Governance is a broadly used concept in literature, and in most cases adapted to the specific context. Examples of 
varieties of governance are environmental governance (Lemos & Agrawal, 2006) referring to the specific topic, 
participatory governance (Baiocchi, 2006) relating to citizens participation. Additional examples are multi-level 
governance aiming to include stakeholders across levels of society (local, regional etc.) as well as various 
organisations on each level (Bach & Flinders, 2005), and collaborative governance emphasizing on the process 
(Emerson, 2012). Multi-level governance and collaborative governance are to a large extent overlapping since
collaborative governance is defined by Emerson as: “the processes and structures of public policy decision making 
and management that engage people constructively across the boundaries of public agencies, levels of government, 
and/or the public, private and civic spheres in order to carry out a public purpose that could not otherwise be 
accomplished” (Emerson, 2012, p.2). For this research collaborative transport corridor governance seems like 
a relevant base. 

This paper comprises the result of document- and literature studies to investigate how governance is arranged in 
developing main transport corridors in the European Union, particularly the Scandinavian-Mediterranean (ScanMed)
transport corridor. ScanMed is one of the strategically most important Core network corridors of the TEN-T

© 2016 The Authors. Published by Elsevier B.V. This is an open access article under the CC BY-NC-ND license 
(http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/).
Peer-review under responsibility of Road and Bridge Research Institute (IBDiM)
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initiative. European Union transport policy documents were studied, along with the legislation for the TEN-T and 
the corridor study and Work plan regarding implementation of the ScanMed corridor.

The result of this paper is contributing to a larger research project aiming to investigate how governance 
structures and processes of major transport corridors effectively can support sustainable benefits of the corridors, 
aligned from a European to a local level of society. In this larger research project a case study of the implementation 
of the ScanMed corridor, one of the Core network corridors in TEN-T is central. Various data are gathered during 
the corridor development process.  

2. Studied transport documents

The documents chosen for analysis comprise recent legislative and policy documents concerning transport and 
TEN-T, and the more hands-on corridor study and work plan for the progress regarding implementation of the 
ScanMed Core network corridor. Governance was studied in the following documents: 

White paper policy documents

White paper on transport, Roadmap to a Single European Transport area – Towards a competitive and resource 
efficient transport system (European Commission, 2011a)
Commission staff working document accompanying the white paper on transport 2011(European Commission, 
2011b).

TEN-T documents

Legislative act regarding Union guidelines for the development of the TEN-T (EU Regulation No. 1315/2013).
Communication from the Commission about building the Transport Core Network (European Commission, 
2014a).
Corridor study regarding the ScanMed transport corridor. (European Commission, 2014b). 
Work plan of the ScanMed transport corridor (European Commission, 2015)

Commission White papers are documents where EU activities are proposed, to be followed up by action 
programs and legislative measures. The accompanying Commission staff document comprises more detailed 
information of the suggested measures in the White paper. Regarding guidelines for development of the TEN-T, 
they are set in the legislative act, including an outline of governance for Core network corridors. Additional 
information about implementing Core network corridors as well as financial possibilities is provided in the 
communication about building the transport Core network. There is a clear difference in character between these 
four policy and legislative documents compared to the Corridor study and the Work plan, which describe an 
implementing stage.

A consultant consortium has written the Corridor study of the ScanMed corridor. It consists of a description of 
the development process of the ScanMed corridor so far, including forming a governance structure in line with the 
regulation as well as put it into practice. Further a market study and a compliance analysis of the actual transport 
network contra demands set in the regulation are presented in the ScanMed Corridor study. Whereas needs of 
development have been clarified together with stakeholders in the process. The Work plan presented by the 
European coordinator and adopted by the Member states describes the ScanMed corridor characteristics and 
development needs in relation to the TEN-T regulation and includes a list of concrete projects. 

3. Qualitative content analyses used for analysing the documents

The document studies have been conducted as qualitative content analyses. Content analysis is a method often 
used for analysing communicative measures of oral, written or visual character (Graneheim & Lundman, 2004; 
Krippendorff, 2004). In this study the subject of analysis has been governance structures and processes. A stepwise 
procedure was performed where categorising the data has been the key for interpretation (Mayring, 2000; 
Graneheim & Lundman, 2004). The study has been conducted starting from the procedure outlined in Graneheim & 
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Lundman (2004). So called “meaning units” were formed consisting of the sentences or paragraphs in the text where 
issues of steering, cooperation and collaboration has been identified by the researcher. Categories were formed 
through an abstraction of the text passages and formulation of the main content. The categories were then 
agglomerated into themes. Themes were not pre-identified but developed by the researcher during the process. The 
developed themes were guided by the categories and relevance for the topic. The following themes were studied: 

Governance organisation – referring to cooperation structures and approaches for steering and influencing 
transport system outcomes. The TEN-T transport corridor governance approach is particularly examined. 
Actors – clarifying which stakeholders are expected to participate in the governance process and their 
responsibilities.
Governance in practical implementation process – the governance process of the ScanMed Core network corridor 
so far, including future ideas.

Due to the diverse character of the documents the themes of “governance” and “actors” were studied in the policy 
and legislative documents of the White paper and TEN-T. And “Governance in the practical government 
implementation process” was investigated in the ScanMed corridor study and the Work plan. 

4. Analysis of the documents

4.1. Governance organisation

The journey “towards a competitive and resource efficient transport system” (European Commission, 2011a, 
title) is not a solely government activity.  It is recognised that stakeholders from various levels of governance, from 
public and private sector as well as non-profit organizations and citizens, need to contribute to tomorrows transport 
system. This fact is expressed in the White paper as “A transformation of the European transport system will only be 
possible through a combination of manifold initiatives at all levels.” (European commission, 2011a, p.17). 
Subsequently governance of a number of matters is necessary; both on a smaller and bigger scale, for a coordinated 
development of activities between stakeholders, and levels of society. Thereby synergy effects can be gained in 
reaching towards the goals. 

An example is urban governance, since substantial traffic emissions arise in cities causing need for joint 
initiatives among various stakeholders (European Commission, 2011b). Concerning financing infrastructure, new 
solutions are needed where both public and private interests can be supported (European commission, 2011a; 
European Commission, 2011b). This has become an important matter due to declining public budgets for 
infrastructure investments. Also cooperation of transport mode specific measures is crucial, aiming for a smoother 
traffic across countries such as in the Single European Sky initiative described as: “…intergovernmental 
coordination shifting towards a truly genuine European framework, with effective cooperation between Member 
States, the European institutions and agencies, Eurocontrol and stakeholders and with an efficient social 
dialogue.”(European Commission, 2011b, p.41).  

The TEN-T policy has developed from a focus on prioritised transport projects to focus on a multimodal transport 
network (European Commission, 2011b). Particular focus is set on the most strategic parts referred to as the Core 
network corridors (EU Regulation No. 1315/2013). For implementing the Core network corridors a governance 
structure is determined, including a European coordinator, a secretariat supporting the coordinator and a Corridor 
forum for each corridor (EU Regulation No. 1315/2013). As described in the regulation the coordinator has an 
important role in facilitating the implementation. He or she will ensure that a work plan is established, identifying 
appropriate measures, foremost infrastructure investments in the corridor. The work plan is approved by the 
concerned states. In the process of creating a work plan others may be consulted “The European Coordinator may 
consult, together with the Member States concerned, regional and local authorities, transport operators, transport 
users and representatives of civil society in relation to the work plan and its implementation.” (EU Regulation No. 
1315/2013, p.21)  

The Corridor forum has according to the regulation a consultative role and is set up in agreement with concerned 
states. The composition of representatives in the Corridor forum can be agreed between concerned states and the 
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European coordinator, and can comprise stakeholders including local and regional authorities or operators 
(European Commission, 2014a). In addition working groups on specified topics can be arranged (EU Regulation No. 
1315/2013). It is realised in the regulation (EU Regulation No. 1315/2013, p.21) that these projects can be of 
importance to a wider range of stakeholders such as regional and local authorities, private actors as well as citizens. 
Then it is referred to national planning procedures to involve these stakeholders further. 

The corridor approach including a coordinator for TEN-T is not an unexpected development, being mentioned 
already in the Commission staff document accompanying the White paper: “Corridors could be set up under the 
aegis of a European Coordinator with a secretariat supported by Commission services but also drawing on Member 
State resources. The Coordinator would be responsible for overall coordination issues following up on the 
implementation of the corridor in question, reporting to the Commission, ensuring transparency and accountability.” 
(European Commission, 2011b, p.429). Coordinators have also been used in developing the TEN-T priority projects 
preceding the corridor approach achieving good results (European Commission, 2014a). In addition the corridor 
approach has been a part of the earlier deployed initiative of Rail freight corridors (EU Regulation No. 913/2010). 
Since these rail corridors to a large extent overlap with the Core network corridors, adequate coordination between 
the initiatives is considered to be  important and representation from the  Rail freight corridors is expected in the 
Corridor forums  (EU regulation No. 1315/2013; European Commission, 2014a).

A corridor approach aims to bring all concerned stakeholders together and enhance a coordinated infrastructure 
planning (European Commission, 2014a) and thereby strengthen the connection between infrastructure planning in 
different levels of society. The need for coordination is noted in the Commission staff working document 
accompanying the White paper:  “National infrastructure planning remains to a large extent disconnected from 
planning at EU level, and is mainly done at a modal level rather than in an integrated way across countries and 
modes of transport. The lack of international cooperation and coordination typically produced a number of 
inefficiencies:” (European Commission, 2011b, p.99). 

4.2. Actors

In the policy and legislative documents studied the main actors are the European Commission and the concerned 
states, the Member states. It is important to bear in mind that the character of the studied documents is formal policy 
and legislative documents on a European level.  The European Commission´s obligations concerning transport 
development are broadly described in the documents. They include legislative proposals and initiatives of various 
kinds such as initiative on rail market opening for domestic passengers or competitive tendering for public service 
contracts (European Commission, 2011b). Additional examples are that the European Commission should contribute 
to a better social dialogue regarding working conditions across transport modes, as well as foster partnerships in 
a context of urban development, and evaluate on-going road-charging schemes (European Commission, 2011b). 
Regarding the TEN-T the European Commission is an important actor nominating the European coordinators in 
agreement with other actors and grant exemptions of the TEN-T standards (EU Regulation No. 1315/2013). The 
European Commission will also conduct a review of the Core network in 2023 and adopt eventual adjustments of 
the TEN-T (EU Regulation No. 1315/2013). Further, the financing instrument Connecting Europe Facility (CEF), 
which is expected to co-finance several TEN-T infrastructure investments is managed by the European Commission 
(European Commission, 2014a).

Member states are central to the TEN-T development. According to the regulation the Member states need to 
ensure infrastructure development stated in the regulation: “Member States shall take the appropriate measures for 
the core network to be developed in order to comply with the provisions of this Chapter by 31 December 2030” (EU 
Regulation No. 1315/2013, p. 19). For the comprehensive network there is a milder formulated responsibility but 
still a main responsibility “Member States shall make all possible efforts with the aim of completing the 
comprehensive network and of complying with the relevant provisions of this Chapter by 31 December 2050” (EU 
Regulation No. 1315/2013, p.10). In planning and developing TEN-T Member states need to consider compliance 
with other initiatives such as railway signal systems or safety targets, and multimodal and seamless connections 
need particular attention (EU Regulation No. 1315/2013). Member states should cooperate with the European 
coordinator and supply relevant information such as regarding national planning or corridor development progress 
(EU Regulation No. 1315/2013). Further Member states and additional responsible owners of a TEN-T project 



865 Maria Öberg et al.  /  Transportation Research Procedia   14  ( 2016 )  860 – 868 

should, among other things ensure a dialogue in the planning and building phases with regional and local 
stakeholders concerned by the project (EU Regulation No. 1315/2013).

The European Union in general is described as an important part in the international cooperation structures of 
transport aiming to harmonise standards and improve safety and security of transport as well as working conditions 
and environmental effects (European Commission, 2011a; European Commission, 2011b). This is particularly 
important concerning maritime and air transports as they have an international character. 

Cities are noted as important for urban logistics and improved environmental conditions (European Commission, 
2011b). Seaports and airports as logistic nodes are recognised, and the important role of safety agencies and bodies 
to ensure non-discriminatory access is mentioned (European Commission, 2011a; European Commission, 2011b). 
Also, engagement from the private sector is perceived to need encouragement, not least regarding low-carbon fuels 
(European Commission, 2011a; European Commission, 2011b). Terminal managers are of interest, but public contra 
private responsibility concerning terminal management is somewhat unclear (European Commission, 2011b). 
Furthermore, partners for a social dialogue regarding working conditions and standards are referred to, as well as 
users and their behaviour in a broad sense (European Commission, 2011b).

4.3. Governance in practical implementation process of the ScanMed corridor

This section comprises an analysis of how governance set out in the legislation, based on earlier policy 
documents so far has been put into practice in the case of the ScanMed corridor. The implementation is an on-going 
process that will continue over the coming years. 

The implementation process revolves around the Corridor forum. Identifying stakeholders for participation in the 
Corridor forum was a task for the consultant consortium working with the corridor study and it proceeded through 
an interpretation of the legislation and directions from the European Commission, “Stakeholder groups indicated in 
the regulations and agreed upon with the Commission include governments and authorities, infrastructure managers, 
and users.”(European Commission, 2014b, p. 122). Infrastructure users as a stakeholder group can be broadly 
interpreted, so it was decided in the process to focus on closely involved organisations such as railway operators. 
However, involvement of users and rail-road terminals was decided to occur in a later stage due to complexity and 
the rising number of participants in the forum (European Commission, 2014b).

The process of including stakeholders in the Corridor forums is described in the ScanMed Corridor study 
(European Commission, 2014b) basically as an agreement between the European Commission and Member states. 
In the first Corridor forum Member states and EU representatives attended. In the second Corridor forum also 
infrastructure managers for rail and seaports, representatives of the cross-border projects Brenner base tunnel and
the Fehmarn Belt fixed link were included, as well as representatives from the Rail freight corridor 3 (EU 
Regulation No. 913/2010) overlapping the ScanMed corridor alignment. In addition infrastructure managers of road 
and airports and regional authorities were included in the third and fourth Corridor forum. The Corridor study was 
a main interest of the Corridor forum with possibilities of feedback from the participants on the progressing study.

The Corridor study includes the detailed alignment of the corridor, and elements of the Work plan including an
indicative list of projects and measures (European Commission, 2014b). Each of the 374 identified projects and 
measures presented in this list is connected to one or several project promoters (European Commission, 2014b, 
annex 3). Among the promoters, representatives such as national transport agencies, regional authorities, cities, 
ports, airports, municipalities, governmentally owned companies and private actors can be found. It is inevitable 
a broad range of stakeholders involved in realising the ScanMed Core network corridor. 

Forming working groups for ports and regions were proposed at the second Corridor forum, and these groups had 
a meeting respectively the day before the third Corridor forum (European Commission, 2014b, annex 6). Both 
groups found that an extended cooperation would be preferable, among ports both within and across TEN-T
corridors. Among regions a suggestion of a platform for cooperation along the ScanMed corridor was proposed 
(European Commission, 2014b, annex 6). These cooperation efforts were encouraged by the European coordinator, 
favouring multimodal working groups in geographical parts of the corridor, although it was clarified that it is not the 
responsibility of the European Commission to organise such complementary structures (European Commission, 
2014b, annex 6).
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With a Work plan approved by all Member states the development of the ScanMed Core network corridor is 
coming into a more practical stage of implementation (European Commission, 2015). The structure of the Corridor 
forum is proposed to continue the coming years, with growing stakeholder participation (European Commission, 
2015). For the working groups connected to the Corridor forum, or new groups exemplified as urban nodes, the idea 
of creating “ideas laboratories” was proposed by the coordinator (European Commission, 2015). Ideas laboratories 
are suggested to have a potential to bring a broad range of stakeholders together from authorities to civic groups and 
serve as a forum for best practice and innovation “..the Corridor Forum could transform into a ‘polylateral’
governance tool, where the bottom up meets the top down while also encouraging peer-to-peer and, as regards 
actors, state to non-state interaction.”(European Commission, 2015, p.22). 

5. Discussion based on the document analysis

The field of transport comprises many stakeholders, from the single traveller to freight transports across 
continents, covering multiple modes of transport. Transports are needed across national and EU borders, which 
makes transnational and international forums essential for improving the transport system. It is recognised in the 
documents that cooperation and collaboration between stakeholders is needed to achieve a well-functioning 
transport system. Therefore involvement of stakeholders from various levels of governance (regional, national etc.) 
as well as stakeholders with different roles and responsibilities (state, non-state etc.) strengthens the implementation 
powers of initiatives such as the TEN-T network. The TEN-T regulation clarifies this regarding infrastructure 
investment, “The trans-European transport network policy has to take into account the evolution of transport policy 
and infrastructure ownership. Member States are still the principal entity in charge of creating and maintaining 
transport infrastructure. However, other entities, including private- sector partners, have also become relevant for the 
implementation of a multimodal trans-European transport network and the related investments, including regional 
and local authorities, infrastructure managers, concessionaires or port and airport authorities.” (EU Regulation No. 
1315/2013, p.2).

Bringing various and numerous stakeholders into a governance process is not all easy. A known tension 
elaborated by Provan and Kenis (2007) is the choice between effectiveness and inclusion. When many organisations 
with their own agendas need to cooperate there is a risk for time-consuming discussions and low effectiveness at 
least in the short term. An approach used for the Corridor forums is to gradually extend the range of participants. 
The occurring challenge is then that new participants bring new perspectives. This is illustrated by the corridor 
alignment discussion in the ScanMed Corridor forums. The corridor alignment was considered to be adopted after 
the second meeting, when new discussions aroused in the third meeting due to the additional participating 
stakeholders (European Commission, 2014b). When involving various stakeholders there also have to be room for 
encompassing new thoughts in the process. Therefore an early involvement is said to be preferable. A key challenge 
is the large number of stakeholders concerned by a transnational and multimodal transport system.

A broad stakeholder participation in transport policy development is crucial to avoid an implementation gap 
between policies and concrete activities, hampering benefits for society. And integration between levels of 
governance in various initiatives must be attended to in order to achieve desired outcomes (Myint, 2003; European 
Commission, 2011b). Another important and challenging matter is to generate a joint perspective of main objectives
among the stakeholders, find a common ground for activity (Öberg, 2014; European Commission, 2015). The TEN-
T Core network corridors have a strong potential to bring stakeholders together. 

In the on-going implementation process of the TEN-T policy, forms of cooperation and collaboration is an 
important concern. A new tool for bringing stakeholders together in a consultative effort is put into practice in 
Corridor forums, a part of the TEN-T Core network corridor implementation. In this implementation process 
involvement of stakeholder groups is expanded over time. With an expanding number of participants perhaps a 
separation not just in time but also in space is needed. Additional working groups are an option, where several actors 
with similar interests can come together and form one voice. Working group meetings can be held outside regular 
Corridor forums, but be reported in them (European Commission, 2014b). Future developments of the Corridor 
forum concept including future ideas laboratories acting as meeting spot for development of the transport corridor 
on specific topics, can be an exciting development. Such forums for exchange of information and multi-level 



867 Maria Öberg et al.  /  Transportation Research Procedia   14  ( 2016 )  860 – 868 

interaction between stakeholders could have features of both polylateral, indicating interactions of a more 
diplomatic character, and transnational cooperation rendering in concrete activities (Wiesman, 2010).

Ideas laboratories could also be suitable for complementary activities on a national or regional level as again, the 
number of possible participating stakeholders are extensive.  However, bringing people together in such a forum 
most likely require a facilitator to mediate commonly shared targets and administrate meetings (Provan & Kenis, 
2007).  The key issue is then to bridge regional, national or cross levels forums to the knowledge of the European 
level. Information exchange events can be a thinkable solution. A multi-optional governance structure (MOGS) 
could be a suitable framework allowing for diverse options for stakeholders to participate and contribute as new or 
on-going alliances, partnerships or other joint initiatives (Öberg, 2014). MOGS gives opportunities for partnerships 
developed in other contexts to be aligned in a larger perspective, at the same time serving as an interface between 
top-down and bottom-up processes (Öberg, 2014). 

Governance designs strengthening vertical and horizontal integration of stakeholders in the development process
of an initiative such as the TEN-T, should be further encouraged. Though, inclusive ways of integrating stakeholders 
should be elaborated together with concerned stakeholders.

6. Conclusions

It is recognised in the studied documents that stakeholders from various levels of governance, from public and 
private sector as well as non-profit organizations and citizens, need to contribute to a desired future transport 
system. Governance matters are accordingly an important part of developing the transport system on a European 
level and governance matters are present in the studied policy, legislative and implementation documents. 
Depending on the actual transport initiative, and its objectives, stakeholder involvement can vary. The trans-
European network for transports (TEN-T) is a recent multimodal transport initiative, and it has a clear corridor 
approach. A framework for governance arrangements for the most strategic parts of TEN-T, the Core network 
corridors is set in the regulation concerning guidelines for developing TEN-T. Such governance structure was 
already foreseen in earlier policy documents. A European coordinator was appointed for each Core network corridor 
and has an important role in facilitating the implementation. Corridor forums are a new tool aiming to bring key 
stakeholders for each corridor respectively together for consultative purposes and in addition working groups can be 
connected to the Corridor forums.  

Integration of initiatives from various levels of governance and stakeholders is desired for an enhanced outcome. 
The policy and legislative documents have a focus on the responsibilities and activities for the European 
Commission and the concerned Member states. The importance of other stakeholders such as cities, ports, regional 
authorities and private actors is mentioned, but their activities are not explicitly stated in these formal European 
documents. However, participation of various stakeholders in the ScanMed Core network corridor implementation 
process is tangible, especially when concrete projects are discussed.

Further, in the ScanMed Core network corridor implementation process the Corridor forum is explored as a new 
tool for bringing stakeholders together, progressively reaching an increasing number of stakeholders, including users 
of infrastructure in future stages. Encompassing eight countries and several modes of transport a large number of 
stakeholders are indicated. With an expanding number of participants a separation not just in time but also in space 
is needed. The idea of future ideas laboratories acting as meeting spots for development of the transport corridor on 
specific topics, and bringing a variety of stakeholders together, is interesting. 

A key challenge for future implementation of the ScanMed Core network corridor is the large number of 
stakeholders concerned by a transnational and multimodal transport system. Governance design to strengthen 
involvement of stakeholders in European transport initiatives such as the TEN-T, should be encouraged. Suitable 
forums for cooperation and collaboration for inclusiveness for various actors need to be elaborated, where common 
overarching objectives need to be agreed upon. These forums have to be developed together with concerned 
stakeholders so that choice of forum is suitable due to its expected function. Key stakeholders which can actively 
contribute to progress and new ideas need to be connected to the process. And developed working groups, ideas 
laboratories and similar, on a geographical basis for parts of the corridor or for a specific topic, need to be 
adequately bridged to a European level.
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Abstract 

In this paper results are presented from document- and literature studies examining how the concepts of sustainability and 
sustainable development (economical, ecological and social) are used in the process of developing main transport corridors in the 
European Union.  Particular focus has been placed on the Scandinavian-Mediterranean (ScanMed) transport corridor, a strategic 
part of the trans-European network for transports (TEN-T). European Union transport policy documents were studied along with 
the legislation for TEN-T and documents regarding implementation of the ScanMed corridor.  

The paper highlights that the concept of sustainable development is used in a multifaceted way, sometimes indicating the 
overarching goal of sustainability, sometimes indicating certain dimensions, and sometimes referring to conducting efforts in a 
sustainable way. This implies that stakeholders are led to perceive the concept in various ways, influencing how measures are 
implemented and how the economic, ecological and social dimensions of sustainability are integrated. Reinforcing a holistic 
perspective of sustainability and sustainable development as integrating economic, ecological and social benefits for a desired 
development would avoid the perception of sustainability as merely addressing a specific dimension, like environmental 
concerns. In part this could be strengthened by clearly framing the particular dimensions of sustainability being addressed in 
different parts of major transport corridor documents, for example; “economic sustainability” or “social sustainability”. 
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1. Introduction 

European Union development of the trans-European transport network (TEN-T) aims to contribute to European 
Union objectives including social, economic and territorial cohesion of the Union and support of a single European 
transport area (EU Regulation No. 1315/2013). According to the regulation TEN-T includes infrastructure, 
telematics such as information and communication systems, as well as promotion of efficient and sustainable 
transports services and use of the transport system. The infrastructure consists of a multimodal transport network for 
passengers and freight, including core network corridors (CNC), a back-bone structure for rail, road, sea and air 
transport. The processes to realise TEN-T according to the regulation is on-going.  

The EU strategy for sustainable development, where transport is considered as one key challenge, states that 
sustainable development means “to meet the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future 
generations to meet their own needs” (European Council, 2006, Annex p.1). This definition is consistent with the 
most common definition of sustainable development presented by the Brundtland commission (World Commission 
on Environment and Development, 1987, chapter 2). When referring to sustainable development today ecological, 
economic and social dimensions are common parts of the concept and balance, as well as being mutually supportive 
between dimensions and critical to outcomes (European Commission, 2009; Carley & Christie, 2000). Another 
version includes culture as a fourth dimension of sustainable development (UNESCO, 2015). While the term 
“sustainability” is referred to as a long-term goal, the term “sustainable development” is considered to be activities 
and processes to accomplish sustainability (UNESCO, 2015). 

Sustainable development is a fundamental objective in the EU (Consolidated version of the Treaty on European 
Union, 2012, article 3(3)), although it is not mentioned among the present top ten priorities in EU which are: jobs, 
growth and investment; digital single market; energy union and climate, internal market; economic and monetary 
union, EU-US free trade; justice and fundamental right, migration: EU as a global actor; democratic change (EU 
Commission, 2015a). Sustainable development is however recognised as a horizontal responsibility, to be considered 
in all activities, due to its importance as a principle in the EU Treaty (Juncker, 2014). 

This paper comprises the results of document- and literature studies investigating how the concepts of 
sustainability and sustainable development (economical, ecological and social) are used in developing main transport 
corridors in the European Union, particularly the Scandinavian-Mediterranean (ScanMed) corridor. Here, it is of 
relevance how the concepts are used as it affects how stakeholders think and act, and thereby sustainable 
development.  Focus is on capturing the meaning of the concepts as it is used in the text. European Union transport 
policy documents were studied along with the legislation for TEN-T and documents regarding the implementation of 
the ScanMed corridor.  

Results from this paper are part of a larger research project aiming to clarify how governance structures and 
processes of major European transport corridors can effectively support sustainable benefits of corridors, from a 
European to local level of society. In this context it is of interest to analyse what the sustainable benefits are 
perceived to consist of, as well as additional opportunities for what it could consist of.  The purpose of this analysis 
is to understand how the words sustainability and sustainable development are explained and used in the text. In the 
coming step of the research interviews with CNC stakeholders will unveil how these concepts are perceived by 
stakeholders on local, regional and national levels of society. In the larger project the main research activity is a case 
study of the implementation of the ScanMed corridor, one of the core network corridors in TEN-T. Data is gathered 
during the on-going corridor development process.  

 

2. Theory concerning sustainability 

2.1 Sustainability as a contested concept 
 

Sustainable development has been defined by many. Whilst the Brundtland commissions´ definition might be the 
most widespread, there is still no consensus on what it really means (Moore, 2011). Jordan (2008) describes the 
concept as highly contested and while some find this a severe weakness some see it as a space for creative solutions. 
Considering the processes of practical implementation where sustainable development is discussed and shaped, the 
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definition itself might be of less interest (Bärlund, n.d.; Jordan, 2008). However, such processes tend to include 
political trade-offs between goals, following vague goal formulations and stakeholders conflicting perception of 
goals and consequences (Voss et al.; 2007). Therefore stakeholders´ participation in activities and discussions in the 
process about future paths is crucial to the common outcomes (Bärlund, n.d.).   
 
2.2 Ambiguity both good and bad 
 

Sustainable development means different things to different individuals and organisations, depending on their 
preferences and views of which problems need to be solved in society (Moore, 2011). As Connelly (2007) puts it 
“As long as sustainable development is viewed as ‘everything and nothing’ it is weakened as a policy goal and those 
wishing to promote environmental sustainability and social justice are hampered…” (Connelly, 2007, p.260). The 
risk of misuse of the concept is recognised in literature, being used for any activities under the impression of 
addressing sustainability (Bärlund, n.d; Connelly, 2007). Another criticism has been the strong focus on the 
environmental dimension (Bärlund, n.d.). However, a certain ambiguity of the concept seems unavoidable 
(Connelly, 2007) and opens up the importance of power relations in how concepts are used.  

Ambiguity can therefore be constructive, allowing for stakeholders´ own perception of matters and thereby 
paving way for political agreements for progress although the parties might have minor disputes about the content 
(Moore, 2011; Bärlund, n.d.) On the other hand if there are major disagreement on perceptions of what a sustainable 
development incorporates it might delay a thoroughly discussion needed for progress (Moore, 2011).  
 
2.3 Frameworks for understanding different sustainability concepts in use 
 

Sustainability is often presented in terms of the three circles economic, ecological and social concerns, where the 
overlapping middle part is declared to be sustainable development (Connelly, 2007). Another typology used for 
sustainable development is “weak” or “strong”, where initiatives can be graded on an axis in between these 
(Connelly, 2007). The weak extreme means that capital of social (i.e. networks), ecological (i.e. forests, minerals) 
and economic (i.e. goods) resources are interchangeable as long as the total amount of resources does not decline 
(Moore, 2011). On the other hand the strong extreme means that the environmental capital remains intact, if needed 
on the expense of economic and social development, consumption within the borders of regeneration (Moore, 2011; 
Connelly, 2007). Connelly (2007) derives an adjusted map arranging the three circles instead in a triangle, where the 
edge points consist of environmental protection, economic growth and social justice. The triangles´ area is the field 
of sustainable development. All perceptions of sustainable development can fit into this area. If there is a strong 
emphasis on ecology the view is situated close to the edge of environmental protection within the triangular area.  

Another approach is a sustainability hierarchy suggested by Marshall and Toffel (2005) including three levels of 
basic needs concerning human survival on earth, human health, and to avoid extinction of species and respect human 
rights. Marshall and Toffel (2005) argue that values of sustainability caused by personal preferences such as values 
of social justice, equity and aesthetic aspects should not be considered as part of sustainability. 

3. Empirical data 

The following documents were chosen as empirical data as they represent recent legislative and policy documents 
concerning transport and TEN-T, as well as the more hands-on Corridor study and Work plan for implementation 
regarding the ScanMed core network corridor. The various documents purpose and character needs to be considered 
when interpreting results from this study. How sustainability and sustainable development was referred to was 
studied in these documents:  

 
White paper policy documents 
• White paper on transport, Roadmap to a Single European Transport area – Towards a competitive and 

resource efficient transport system (European Commission, 2011a.) (30 pages). 
• Commission staff working document accompanying the white paper on transport 2011(European 

Commission, 2011b) (127 pages). 
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TEN-T documents 
• Legislative act regarding Union guidelines for the development of the TEN-T (EU Regulation No. 

1315/2013) (25 pages). 
• Communication from the Commission about building the Transport Core Network (European Commission, 

2014a) (11 pages). 
• Corridor study regarding the ScanMed transport corridor. (European Commission, 2014b) (341 pages).  
• Work plan of the ScanMed transport corridor (European Commission, 2015) (27 pages). 
 

Commission White papers are documents where EU activities are proposed on a certain issue. White papers can 
result in EU action programmes and legislative measures. This White paper on transport comprises 30 pages. The 
Commission staff document gives a broader description of the challenges and more detailed information on the 
proposed measures, and comprises 127 pages. The TEN-T regulation is a legislative document regarding the 
development of a European transport network and comprises 25 pages, not including Annexes. Additional 
information about the development process of the core network corridors as well as financial instruments is provided 
in the communication about building the transport Core network, comprising 11 pages. A consultant consortium has 
written the Corridor study of the ScanMed corridor. It consists of a broad description of the development process of 
this particular corridor, including a market study and compliance analysis of the actual transport network contra 
demands set in the regulation, comprising 341 pages, annexes excluded. Finally, the Work plan presented by the 
European coordinator and adopted by the Member states describes the ScanMed corridor status and development 
measures and comprises 32 pages.  

4. Method 

The studies were conducted as content analysis. Content analysis is a systematic method used broadly to analyse 
oral, written or visual communication or a combination, and there are both quantitative as well as qualitative 
approaches (Graneheim & Lundman, 2004; Krippendorff, 2004). In this case a combined quantitative and qualitative 
approach has been used in the content analyses. A clear angle for the analysis was how sustainability and sustainable 
development had been used in the document. The method for analysis included a step by step procedure where 
categorising data has been central to the interpretation (Mayring, 2000; Graneheim & Lundman, 2004).  

The investigations are based on a procedure outlined in Graneheim & Lundman (2004). So called, meaning units 
were formed consisting of the sentences or paragraphs in the text where the keywords sustainability and sustainable 
occurs. An example of a meaning unit is “Airport managers, industry representatives and residents impacted by the 
noise and other harmful emission of the airport and the resulting air and land traffic are discussing whether and how 
the capacity can be increased in a sustainable way” (European Commission, 2014b, p.291). These passages of 
meaning units in the text were then abstracted into categories showing the condensed manifest content. In this 
example the passage is categorized as “capacity increase in a sustainable way”. Categories were then grouped into 
themes and subthemes for interpretation. This example was ascribed to the theme “sustainable practice”. For that 
particular theme subthemes were also used and for this example the subtheme was “transport solutions”. The themes 
were not pre-identified but chosen during the analysis process, depending on the perceived possibilities of forming 
blocks of information from the categories. Quantitative results from this part are displayed in a description of 
frequency and context of the keywords in the documents in section 5.1. 

Interpretation of the latent content, the meaning of keywords, was conducted by further examining the meaning 
units. It comprised examining how the keywords were explained in the text passages, and measures and outcomes 
that were considered to be part of the concept of sustainability and sustainable development. Qualitative results from 
this part are described in section 5.2.  

Another way of approaching the meaning of a word or concept is to examine words it is presented together with. 
Then it is assumed that the other accompanying words have a different meaning than the examined word or concept. 
It would then be possible to box in the meaning of the studied word or concept by the process of elimination. Such a 
process of elimination (Macmillan dictionary, 2015) was used examining text passages where the keywords occurred 
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with accompanying words describing desired characteristics of the transport system. Quantitative and qualitative 
results from this part are described in section 5.2.  

In this analysis there is a focus on the substantial use of the key words “sustainable” and “sustainability” in the 
text.  This does not capture the underlying use of sustainability in other wordings in the texts but it allows for an 
analysis of the immediate context where these words are used.  

5. Analysis 

5.1 Frequency and context of the keywords “sustainable” and “sustainability” 
 

The keywords “sustainable” and “sustainability” occur between six and 43 times in the studied documents.  The 
keywords are valid and frequently used across European transport documents of various characters. 

 
Table 1 Context of the words sustainable and sustainability in analysed documents (number of occurrence) 
 

Document/ 

Themes 

White paper Staff document 
– white paper 

TEN-T 
guidelines 

Communication on 
TEN-T core  
network 

Corridor study 
ScanMed 

Work plan 
ScanMed 

(i) General 
objectives  

5 8 7  7 4 

(ii) Technology 2 1 1  1 1 

(iii) Measurement    1   

(iv) Infrastructure 
investments 

1 1     

(v) Sustainable 
practise 

13 33 16 5 14 5 

Total 

Total/page 

21 

0.7 

43 

0.3 

24 

1.0 

6 

0.5 

22 

0.06 

10 

0.3 

 
In the content analysis five themes were used. The theme (i)general objectives refer to passages where the 

keywords occur in the context of the vision and future challenges, mentioned in or derived from the white paper 
documents, and the explicit aim of the TEN-T network formulised as “The trans-European transport network shall 
strengthen the social, economic and territorial cohesion of the Union and contribute to the creation of a single 
European transport area which is efficient and sustainable, increases the benefits for its users and supports inclusive 
growth.” (EU Regulation No.1315/2013, p.8). In addition passages are included describing synergies with other 
matters stated as wider sustainability objectives such as competitiveness of industry and shared social and 
environmental standards in transport worldwide. Sustainability is also defined to be of critical importance in the 
ScanMed Corridor study (European Commission, 2014b) and Work plan (European Commission, 2015).  

Technology is expected to contribute to solving the sustainability challenges. The theme (ii) technology refers to 
where the keywords occur across the documents connected to new and innovative technology in a general manner.  
An example is the White paper where an indication of the most important fields of this area is given: “Technological 
innovation can achieve a faster and cheaper transition to a more efficient and sustainable European transport system 
by acting on three main factors: vehicles’ efficiency through new engines, materials and design; cleaner energy use 
through new fuels and propulsion systems; better use of network and safer and more secure operations through 
information and communication systems.” (White paper, 2011, art.44, p.12). Decarbonisation technologies are an 
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important part of a more sustainable transport system and it shows clearly in the text concerning technological 
innovation. The TEN-T regulation states about the comprehensive network that one aim is to “support and promote 
the decarbonisation of transport through transition to innovative and sustainable transport technologies” (EU 
Regulation No. 1315/2013, p. 18).  

The theme (iii)measurement includes use of indicators for measuring sustainability, preferably on a corridor level. 
The indicators are not specified. In the theme (iv)investment in infrastructure, passages where the keywords occur in 
in a clearly mentioned context of foreseen investments are recognised. The White paper states that: “The efforts 
towards a more competitive and sustainable transport system need to include a reflection on the required 
characteristics of the network and must foresee adequate investments” (White paper, 2011, p.10). 

The most frequent theme is however (v)sustainable practise. This theme comprises passages in the text where the 
keywords are part of an activity, conducted in a sustainable way or aiming to emphasize the sustainable approach of 
the activity or challenge. Due to the relative high frequency in this theme the context was further analysed in more 
detail using subthemes to achieve a more fine-tuned results. A few examples from the text, included as part of the 
subthemes, are sustainable fuels, sustainable transport services, sustainable shift of cargo, sustainable modal shift, 
sustainable urban transport, sustainable use of transport and sustainable behaviour.   

 
Table 2: Context of the theme sustainable practise for the words sustainable and sustainability in analysed documents (number of occurrence) 
 

Sustainable 
practise 
subthemes 

White paper Staff document 
– white paper 

TEN-T 
guidelines 

Communication on 
TEN-T core  
network 

Corridor study 
ScanMed 

Work plan 
ScanMed 

Fuels 4 8     

Behaviour 3 2     

Multimodality  3 2 1 1  

Urban transport 4 11 1   1 

Transport 
services 

  2 3   

Transport 
solutions 

 3 7  11 1 

Use of 
infrastructure 

  3  2  

Environmental 
impact 

1  1    

Pricing 1 5     

Social standard  1     

Policy    1  3 

Total 13 33 16 5 14 5 

 
The keywords are widely used in various contexts and the next section will explore deeper into their actual meaning. 
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5.2 The meaning of sustainability and sustainable development 
 
To focus on what is meant by sustainable/sustainability, passages in the text where keywords occur were studied 

further. Occasionally there is an explanation in the text addressing what is expected by the outcome from the 
measures to accomplish sustainability. The most frequent explanation of such measures stresses ecological impacts 
for lower emissions from traffic. These measures concern low-carbon fuels and in an urban context to improve air 
quality, reduce noise, use of road pricing, favoring biking and water transport and avoiding urban sprawl. 
Elimination of bottlenecks, especially cross-border physical and procedural bottlenecks, is another way presented to 
improve sustainability. 

Additional measures are increased multimodality and innovations in new technology indicating both an 
ecological and economic impact, primarily referred to as both improving sustainability and efficiency. There are 
several examples focusing on a social impact of sustainability such as improving working conditions through 
common social standards as well as increased accessibility to public transport and airports affecting both social and 
ecological dimensions. Mobility planning is presented as an example of sustainable behaviour. 

The cross-Alpine freight transports and airport management are two examples where transport and capacity 
demands generate congestion and noise and a sustainable solution has to be found, balancing economical, ecological 
and social interests. Further examples where ecological, economic and social sustainability are all indicated are 
wider policy objectives for sustainability concerning fair competition, and shared standards globally. There are also a 
few passages recognising sustainability in a larger perspective including both carbon dioxide emissions, accessibility 
gaps between central and rural areas and social costs. 

Further accompanying words to sustainable and sustainability are frequently used in the documents.  In this sense 
sustainable/sustainability seems to be differentiated from efficiency, competitiveness, resource-efficiency, smartness, 
integration, innovation, seamlessness, safety, multimodality, cohesion and benefits for users.  

 
Table 3 Sustainable/ Sustainability presented with accompanying words in the analysed documents (not necessarily in original order or form 

of sustainable/ sustainability) 
 
Accompanying words Number of occurrence 
Sustainable and efficient 17 
Sustainable and competitive 3 
Sustainable and resource-efficient 2 
Sustainable and economically efficient 1 
Sustainable and smart 1 
Sustainable and innovative 1 
Sustainable and integrated 1 
Sustainable and effective 1 
Sustainable, integrated and efficient 2 
Sustainable, efficient and innovative 1 
Sustainable, seamless and safe 1 
Sustainability and safety 1 
Sustainability, quality and efficiency 
Sustainability, innovation and multimodality 1 
Sustainability, cohesion, efficiency and benefits for users 1 
Sustainability, efficiency, competitiveness and cohesion 1 

6. Discussion and conclusions 

The analysis shows that the keywords “sustainable” and “sustainability” are used in a number of contexts in the 
document texts indicating various meanings. The three circles of sustainability comprising the dimensions of 
economic, ecological and social concerns are well recognized in the context. In some passages it is clarified that a 
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certain dimension of sustainability is addressed, like social sustainability or as in this example of environmental 
sustainability, “Promote our approach globally: opening up transport markets to free and undistorted competition 
and environmentally sustainable solutions.” (European Commission, 2011a, p.16).  In other cases all dimensions are 
indicated as being part of a sustainable solution “…the sharp increase of the transport volumes in cross-Alpine 
freight transport which inevitably led to problems as regards environment, congestion and safety. As a result, people 
living in the affected areas are less willing to tolerate the growth of traffic and its negative effects and are putting 
pressure on authorities to find a sustainable solution.” (European Commission, 2011b, p. 104).  

Single measurements can have a focus ranging from a so called “weak” sustainability emphasizing economical 
values to a “strong” sustainability, concentrating on environmental improvement. An example of a text passage 
focusing on the economic dimension is “Facilitate air transport with third countries, in order to promote efficient and 
sustainable economic growth and competitiveness…” (EU Regulation No. 1315/2013, p.10)  All in all the 
measurements and efforts described in the texts intertwine into a web of measures that possibly could be pictured in 
Connellys´(2007) triangular area for sustainability.  

Still there is no clear-cut definition of sustainability. It is also confirmed by theory that although there has been 
many attempts to define sustainability it is difficult to capture what it really means. Sustainability is however seen as 
something good and desirable in the text documents. The approach of conducting efforts in a sustainable way is 
frequently expressed in the texts. This would correspond to the horizontal approach of integrating sustainability into 
all activities recognised in EU. This indicates that sustainability and sustainable development is something being 
developed in a process, where stakeholders´ take an active part. It would still be a challenge, though, to declare the 
meaning of the sustainable way as activities range from measures regarding urban congestion on a local level to 
global concerns of shared standards. These values of how desired sustainability would be shaped, as an example less 
urban congestion, is to a large extent denied by Marshall and Toffel (2005), who wants to keep a definition of 
sustainability to the basics of human survival on earth. But having such a discrete basic definition might lead to loss 
of synergy effects between values of sustainability and basics of human life.   

A downside to the wide use of sustainability and sustainable development is the risk of diluting the concepts until 
almost anything can be included. When examining the vivid use of sustainability together with accompanying words 
the lack of hierarchical structure is obvious. Sustainability is hierarchically equalized with other desired qualities of 
the transport system such as competitiveness or efficiency. This gives an impression that sustainability is 
differentiated from these desires (see table 3). Having a holistic view that sustainability consists of ecological, 
economic and social dimensions it would be expected that efficient and competitive transports are included as a part 
of sustainable transports.  

Consequently it is noticeable that in the recent TEN-T legislation (EU Regulation No.1315/2013) sustainability is 
presented as one of four areas contributing to the objectives of the TEN-T. The additional areas are cohesion, 
efficiency and benefits for users. With a holistic view a sustainable solution could encompass these additional areas. 
Cohesion indicates both economic and social dimensions of sustainability referring to closing development gaps 
between countries and supporting a single transport area. Efficiency indicates the economic dimension of 
sustainability. The area of sustainability is explained as a development “ensuring transport that is sustainable and 
economically efficient” (EU Regulation No. 1315/2013, p.8) and further explained mainly by contribution to, and 
promotion of, low-emission transport.  It can give the impression that sustainability is mostly an environmental 
concern. 

Policy and legislative documents as well as implementing reports are read by a diverse range of stakeholders, 
from private and public sectors as well as actors from various levels in society. As there are broad uses of the 
concept of sustainability various perceptions and understandings of the concept are bound to influence 
implementation. Reinforcing a holistic perspective of sustainability and sustainable development as integrating 
economic, ecological and social benefits for a desired development would avoid the perception of sustainability as 
merely addressing a specific dimension, like environmental concerns. The importance of such a holistic perspective 
is stated by the European Commission  “It [sustainability] offers a vision of progress that integrates immediate and 
longer-term objectives, local and global action, and regards social, economic and environmental issues as 
inseparable and interdependent components of human progress” (European Commission, 2015b, introduction). In 
part this could be strengthened by clearly framing the particular dimensions of sustainability being addressed in 
different parts of major transport corridor documents, for example; “economic sustainability” or “social 
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sustainability”. However, this is a limited study and findings need to be further validated through triangulation with 
other parts of the case study in the larger research project. 
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Appendix  I 





GOVERNANCE FOR DEVELOPING A SUSTAINABLE TRANSPORT CORRIDOR 

1. Which type of organisation/company do you represent? 
 

☐Member state (or Norway)  ☐Port  ☐Maritime administration 

☐Rail administration  ☐Airport ☐Aviation administration 

☐Road administration   ☐Region ☐Private 

☐European institutions  ☐Other  Click here to enter text.  

2. For your organisation/company, what would be the greatest advantages of a fully 
developed ScanMed corridor? 

Click here to enter text. 

3. How many times have you participated in Corridor Forums or ScanMed Working groups for 
regions or ports? 

ScanMed Corridor Forum (including this):  Type a number. time/s        
Other Corridor Forum                              :   Type a number. time/s      
ScanMed WG ports                   :   Type a number. time/s 
ScanMed WG regions    :  Type a number. time/s 
 

4. Are pre-meetings arranged before Corridor Forums that your organisation/company is 
invited to?  

☐Yes  ☐No  ☐I don´t know 

If yes, how are these meetings organised?  

Please, indicate the 
purpose of the meeting. 

Type of meeting 1: 
Click here to enter text. 

Type of meeting 2: 
Click here to enter text. 

Which organisations are 
represented? 

☐Attendees of the Corridor 
Forum 
☐ Other  
Click here to enter text. 

☐Attendees of the Corridor 
Forum 
☐ Other  
Click here to enter text. 

On which level is it 
arranged (who is 
facilitating)? 

☐Transnational 
☐National 
☐Regional 
☐Local 

☐Transnational 
☐National 
☐Regional 
☐Local 

Is the meeting held on a 
regular basis? 

☐Before every Corridor 
Forum 
☐Ad hoc 
☐Single event 

☐Before every  
Corridor Forum 
☐Ad hoc 
☐Single event 

 

 



SUSTAINABILITY 

5. What does a sustainable transport system mean to you?  

Click here to enter text. 

6. In which project parts do you consider economic, ecological and social dimensions of 
sustainability as integrated in the development process of the ScanMed corridor?  
Please, grade 0-2. (0=none, 1= a little, 2=much).  

 
 Economic Ecological/Environmental Social 
In goals Type a number. Type a number. Type a number. 
In activities Type a number. Type a number. Type a number. 
In stakeholder 
representation 

Type a number. Type a number. Type a number. 

In the ScanMed 
project list 

Type a number. Type a number. Type a number. 

Other Click here to 
enter text. 

Type a number. Type a number. Type a number. 

 

 

COMPLEMENTARY GOVERNANCE STRUCTURES 

Complementary meaning additional, in relation to governance arrangements for Core network 
corridors set out in the EU regulation No. 1315/2013 on Union guidelines for the development of the 
trans-European transport network (i.e. co-ordinator, Corridor Forum, work plan). 

7. Are you aware of any complementary governance structures for implementing the Core 
network corridors on a transnational, national, regional or local level? 

☐ Yes  ☐ No 

If yes, which? Click here to enter text.  

Please include an internet link if possible. 

8. Do you think there is a need for additional complementary governance structures and 
processes for strengthening the implementation of the ScanMed corridor?  

☐ Yes  ☐ No  ☐ I don´t know 

 

 

 

 

 

 



If yes, what type of structures?  

Indicate the 
purpose by 
naming the 
structure. 

Structure 1 
Click here to enter text. 

Structure 2 
Click here to enter text. 

Structure 3 
Click here to enter text. 

What would be 
the main 
purpose? 

☐ Enhanced stakeholder 
interest in the corridor 
☐ Best practice exchange 
☐ Form joint statements   
☐ Innovation  
☐ Influence policy 
☐ Financing 
☐ Multi-level 
infrastructure planning 
☐ Other Click here to 
enter text. 

☐ Enhanced stakeholder 
interest in the corridor 
☐ Best practice exchange 
☐ Form joint statements   
☐ Innovation  
☐ Influence policy 
☐ Financing 
☐ Multi-level 
infrastructure  planning 
☐ Other Click here to 
enter text. 

☐ Enhanced stakeholder 
interest in the corridor 
☐ Best practice exchange 
☐ Form joint statements   
☐ Innovation  
☐ Influence policy 
☐ Financing 
☐ Multi-level 
infrastructure planning 
☐ Other Click here to 
enter text. 

The structure 
would be 
defined by? 

☐ Geographical area 
☐ Topic 
☐ Other Click here to 
enter text. 

☐ Geographical area 
☐ Topic 
☐ Other Click here to 
enter text. 

☐ Geographical area 
☐ Topic 
☐ Other Click here to 
enter text. 

Type of 
structure? 

☐ Network  
☐ Forum 
☐ Partnership 
☐ Other Click here to 
enter text. 

☐ Network  
☐ Forum 
☐ Partnership 
☐ Other Click here to 
enter text. 

☐ Network  
☐ Forum 
☐ Partnership 
☐ Other Click here to 
enter text. 

Regularity of 
meetings? 

☐ Ad hoc 
☐ Regular basis 

☐ Ad hoc 
☐ Regular basis 

☐ Ad hoc 
☐ Regular basis 

Levels of 
governance 
participating? 

☐ European 
☐ National 
☐ Regional 
☐ Local 

☐ European 
☐ National 
☐ Regional 
☐ Local 

☐ European 
☐ National 
☐ Regional 
☐ Local 

Participating  
stakeholders? 

Click here to enter text. Click here to enter text. Click here to enter text. 

Stakeholders by  
geographical 
location? 

☐ On the corridor 
☐ Immediate area of 
influence  
☐ Peripheral area of 
influence 

☐ On the corridor 
☐ Immediate area of 
influence  
☐ Peripheral area of 
influence 

☐ On the corridor 
☐ Immediate area of 
influence  
☐ Peripheral area of 
influence 

Who would 
facilitate the 
structure? 

Click here to enter text. Click here to enter text. Click here to enter text. 

How would it be 
bridged to the 
European level? 

☐ Information exchange 
events 
☐ Other Click here to 
enter text. 

☐ Information exchange 
events 
☐ Other Click here to 
enter text. 

☐ Information exchange 
events 
☐ Other Click here to 
enter text. 

Dimensions of 
sustainability to 
be addressed? 

☐ Economic 
☐ Ecologic 
☐ Social 

☐ Economic 
☐ Ecologic 
☐ Social  

☐ Economic 
☐ Ecologic 
☐ Social 

 



9. In your opinion, how could governance structures and processes best support an integrated 
approach to ecological, economic and socially sustainable development?  

Click here to enter text. 

10. In your opinion, which organisations are specifically important to involve to improve corridor 
sustainability? 

Click here to enter text. 

11. In your opinion, what activities are specifically important to improve corridor sustainability? 

Click here to enter text.    

 

Thank you for your participation! 

 



 

 

 

 

Appendix  II 





INTERVIEW GUIDE  
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
This interview focuses on how various stakeholders can participate in the development of the trans-
European transport network TEN-T, and particularly the identified major Core Network Corridors 

For these major Core Network Corridors a map was included in the mail regarding their 
localisation, and there was also brief information of the existing structures for 
implementation (For each corridor a Coordinator is appointed, Corridor Forums are 
organised, and a Work plan was made). 
This interview is conducted in connection with the Tentacle project, which aims to support 
the various actors to take advantage of the corridors. The project is financed by the EU Baltic 
Sea Programme which aim to strengthen cooperation across borders. 
In this interview I want you to give your personal opinions, not your 
organisations/company´s.  
Your opinions will be used in the process of discussing with the EU Commission and other 
stakeholders, to give recommendations from the TENtacle project, and as part of a research 
project 
Personally you will be anonymous –no names of the interviewees will be presented, but the 
professional roles of the interviewees in general terms will be included.  
I will make audio recordings, which I hope is OK 
The interview is expected to take 30-60 min depending on the discussion 
 

A. THE INTERVIEWEE AND HIS/HER ORGANISATION 
  
A1. Which type of organisation/company do you work for? What is your role? 
 
B. AWARENESS/EXPECTED BENEFITS/PARTICIPATION TODAY  
 
B1. How much were you aware of the development of the European TEN-T and the Core Network 
Corridors before this interview? 
B2. For your organisation/company, what do you think would be the greatest benefits of a 
developed Scandinavian-Mediterranean/North Sea-Baltic/Baltic-Adriatic corridor/MoS (corridor 
depending on interviewees’ geography)? 
B3. Are you or your organisation currently involved in any activities for implementing the Core 
Network Corridors on a European, transnational, national, regional or local level? 
If yes: 

B4. Which activities?  (Corridor Forum, Work plan; Interreg projects; Macro-regional 
cooperation; Other cooperation/planning). 
B5. How is it organised? (facilitating organisation/s, represented organisations, meetings on 
regular basis or ad hoc, part of ordinary planning) 

 
C. ADDITIONAL PARTICIPATION (NEED OF COMPLEMENTARY GOVERNANCE STRUCTURES) 
 
C1. Would it be useful for your organisation to be more involved in the current implementation of 
the CNC corridors? 
C2. If so, how? (Existing/new structure) 
C3. Is there need for additional governance structures? 
C4. For a new structure: 
 

C5. What would be the aim of this structure? 
C6. How should it be organised? 
C7. Participating stakeholders? (Which organisations; Geographically-on the corridor, 
immediate area of influence, peripheral area of influence; Levels of governance - European, 
national, regional, local) 



C8. What type of structure would be needed? (Network, partnership, forum, other)  
C9. The structure would be defined by? (Geographical area, topic, other) 
C10. Who would facilitate the structure? 
C11. Regularity? (Regular meetings, ad hoc) 
C12. How do you think it should be bridged to the European level [if needed]? (Information 
exchange events, a permanent information channel for dialogue with the European 
Coordinators, connection to Corridor Forums, macroregional structures, other) 
C13. How do you think your organisation can be involved in this activity?  

 
C14. I would also like to ask if you think there is need for other additional governance or 
cooperation activities for strengthening the implementation of the Scandinavian-
Mediterranean/North Sea-Baltic/Baltic-Adriatic corridor concerning (corridor depending on 
interviewees´geography) regarding?  
 

C14. Communication between CNC coordinators, Baltic sea strategy coordinators and 
stakeholders on diverse levels of governance  
C15. Regional/local communication concerning CNC nodes 
C16. Terminal cooperation  
C17. Strengthened multi-level infrastructure planning  
C18. Enhanced stakeholders´ interest in the corridor  
C19. Best practice exchange  
C20. Innovation 
C21. New logistic solutions/business concepts 
C22. Influencing policy  
C23. Financing 

 
D. SUSTAINABILITY 
 
D1. What does a sustainable transport system mean to you? 
D2. Do you think that a corridor approach is an effective instrument in advancing sustainability of 
transport?  
D3. Why or why not?  
D4. In your opinion, how can ecologic, economic and social sustainable development of transports 
be integrated in a balanced way? 
 
E. OTHER 
 
E1. Is there anything else you would like to add to this interview that I haven´t asked about? 

 
Thank you for your participation! 






