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Abstract 

Economic analysis is often employed for the purpose of efficient decision-making and allocation of 

societies‟ resources and has been utilized in the Swedish national infrastructure planning since the 

1960‟s. The topic of this report is the utilisation of CBA in investigating the benefits and costs of 

transport investments in Sweden and its consequent role as a decision basis. It is the study of various 

actors‟ perspectives on CBA itself, and not least its role within Swedish transport-planning. On the 

one hand the study concerns the actors interpretation of the current practice, on the other; their 

perspectives of how CBA ideally should be utilized. The purpose of the study is to be able to, by 

combining existing ideas, insights and competences in ways which can bridge the diverse 

perspectives, increase awareness concerning the utilisation and role of CBA in Swedish transport 

planning. The goal is not to argue against the use of CBA as a method or decision basis, nor to study 

the technicalities of the method, but rather, it is an attempt to make sense of CBA through the 

interpretation of various actors‟ perspectives from commission to decision. Two main research 

questions are put forth to lead towards this purpose: First, how does the understanding of CBA vary 

among actors? And secondly, how can CBA be utilised to its full potential in transport planning?  

A qualitative research approach is utilised to perform the study, where interviews constitute the main 

part. Actors are interviewed who handle the analysis in different ways and at different stages of the 

process, consequently providing them with different insights into the implementation of CBA, its 

preconditions and role. The interviews are supported by investigations into the Swedish transport 

planning context and the application of CBA, as well as a theoretical foundation which touches upon a 

number of different areas of research, ranging from planning theory, economics, and science and 

technology studies, to policy, organizational and futures studies.  

From the various actors perspectives it was possible to identify a number of problem areas. These 

related, among other things, to what was perceived as a lacking insight or knowledge concerning the 

philosophical underpinnings of CBA among practitioners, the subject of difficult to quantify effects 

and connected to this, the subject of comparability. It was put forth that current standardised practices 

do not provide „a fair assessment‟ of all measures, and consequently calculi are not comparable. Many 

of the respondents questioned the utilisation of forecasts as a basis for decisions, because it bases 

planning on unsustainable current trends, and they requested a clearer direction for the development of 

the transport sector.  

Following the mapping of respondents various insights, my interpretation was that a few areas stood 

out as areas demanding special attention, both with regards to their importance for the practice as such, 

but also because they are possible to do something about. Findings imply that; efforts to maximise the 

utilisation of CBA as a basis for decisions need to come from the whole sector; the Swedish Transport 

Authorities need to take a stand concerning a more conscious utilisation of CBA terms. They also need 

to be a role model in the spreading of underlying philosophical ideas of CBA, ideas which should be 

subject to greater awareness across the field. Furthermore, the whole sector need to work together to 

develop a communicative illustration of the CBA results. And lastly, politicians need to take a stand 

on the issue of deciding in which direction the transport system should be developed, preferably 

putting forth bigger, bolder and more ambitious goals than they currently do, and in the extension of 

this; make available the suitable tools to get there.   

Keywords:  

Cost-benefit analysis,  transport-planning,  quantification,  forecasts, power,  objectivity, Vision. 
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Sammanfatning 

Ekonomisk analys används ofta för att uppnå ett effektivt beslutsfattande och fördelning av samhällets 

resurser, i den svenska nationella infrastrukturplaneringen har de nyttjats sedan 1960-talet. Ämnet för 

denna rapport är användningen av CBA för att utreda nyttor och kostnader av transportinvesteringar i 

Sverige och dess åtföljande roll som beslutsunderlag. Det är en studie av olika aktörers perspektiv på 

samhällsekonomisk analys (CBA), och inte minst dess roll inom svenskt transportplanering. Å ena 

sidan gäller studien olika aktörers tolkning av nuvarande praxis, å andra sidan deras perspektiv på hur 

CBA helst bör användas. Syftet med studien är att, genom en kombination av befintliga idéer, insikter 

och kompetenser på ett sätt som kan överbrygga olika perspektiv, öka medvetenheten om 

användningen och betydelsen av CBA i svensk transportplanering. Målet är inte att argumentera mot 

användningen av CBA som metod eller beslutsunderlag, inte heller att studera de tekniska aspekterna 

av metoden, studien syftar snarare att försöka skapa förståelse för CBA genom tolkning av olika 

aktörers perspektiv från beställning till beslut. Två huvudsakliga forskningsfrågor lyfts fram för att 

leda mot detta syfte: För det första, hur varierar förståelsen av CBA mellan aktörerna? Och för det 

andra, hur kan CBA utnyttjas till sin fulla potential i transportplaneringen? 

En kvalitativ forskningsansats, med intervjuer i centrum, används för att utföra studien. 

Respondenterna är aktörer som hanterar analysen på olika sätt och i olika skeden av processen, vilket 

ger dem olika insikter i genomförandet av CBA, dess förutsättningar och roll. Intervjuerna stöds av 

undersökningar kring svensk trafikplanering och tillämpningen av CBA i dessa sammanhang, liksom 

en teoretisk grund som berör en rad olika forskningsområden; allt från planering, ekonomi, samt 

naturvetenskapliga och tekniska studier, till politiska, organisatoriska och framtidsstudier. 

Från de olika aktörernas perspektiv var det möjligt att identifiera ett antal problemområden. Dessa 

inkluderar bland annat vad som uppfattades som en bristande insikt eller kunskap om CBAs 

filosofiska underbyggnad bland utövare, frågan om svårkvantifierbara effekter och, i anslutning till 

detta, frågan om jämförbarhet. Det lades också fram att dagens standardiserade metoder för CBA inte 

ger "en rättvis bedömning" av alla åtgärder, följaktligen är kalkylerna inte jämförbara. Många av de 

tillfrågade ifrågasatte användningen av prognoser som underlag för beslut, eftersom planeringen på så 

sätt grundas i ohållbara trender, de begärde även en tydligare riktning för utvecklingen av 

transportsektorn. 

Efter kartläggningen av de tillfrågades olika insikter var min tolkning att ett fåtal områden framstod 

som områden som kräver särskild uppmärksamhet, både med avseende på deras betydelse för praxis 

som sådan, men även därför att de torde vara möjliga att åtgärda. Analysfynden tyder på försök att 

maximera användandet av CBA som underlag för beslut måste komma från hela sektorn. Trafikverket 

måste ta ställning för en mer medveten användning av CBA termer. De måste också vara en förebild i 

spridandet av underliggande filosofiska idéer om CBA, idéer som bör bli föremål för en ökad 

medvetenhet över hela området. Hela sektorn måste dessutom arbeta tillsammans för att utveckla en 

kommunikativ illustration av de samhällsekonomiska resultaten. Och slutligen måste politikerna ta 

ställning i frågan gällande riktningen i vilken transportsystemet bör utvecklas. Detta bör företrädesvis 

ske genom att sätta fram större, djärvare och mer ambitiösa mål än vad de för närvarande gör och i 

förlängningen av detta, tillhandahålla lämpliga verktyg för att ta sig dit. 

Nyckelord: 

Samhällsekonomis analys, transportplanering, kvantifiering, prognoser, makt, objektivitet, Vision.
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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1. Context 

Since the United Nations in 1987 released what has been popularly termed the Brundtland Report, the 

concept sustainable development has gradually become mainstream under the definition: "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). Campbell wrote, in 1996, that “In the 

coming years planners face tough decisions about where they stand on protecting the green city, 

promoting the economically growing city, and advocating social justice”. He further placed this 

conflict at the historic core of planning and claimed that the tendency has been to promote the 

development of cities at the cost of natural destruction; meaning that the planner, at best, “has taken an 

ambivalent stance between the goals of economic growth and economic justice”.  This highlighting of 

growth is still a recurring theme in the discussion about sustainability and is emphasized also by 

Hilding-Rydevik et al. (2011), who describe todays situation as that of „economic growth with a green 

twist‟. Their argument is furthermore that the post-political condition of society today leads to a type 

of lock-in effect with regard to the norms that we organize our society by. In this instance meaning 

that it produces and reproduces a false sense of unity and coherence around the market-oriented 

environmental „management‟ approach, which in turn prevents the formulation of alternative goals 

and trajectories for society – “the mere idea of alternatives appears to be unthinkable” (Ibid.:182).  

Despite this lock-in on economic valuations, the current situation entails a growing realization that we 

as a people need to adapt our habits in order for the environment to sustain. The message that “our 

environment is shaped just as much by our transportation and land use patterns as by our energy sector 

or by industries like agriculture, mining or fishing”, has nevertheless been difficult to get across 

(Dittmar 2010). In the past few years though, Dittmar (Ibid.) identifies a breakthrough, putting us now 

in the starting stages of a „paradigm shift‟ concerning the ways in which transportation is perceived, 

planned, financed and implemented. This means, he contends, that appropriate modes, infrastructure 

and technologies are moving into focus, instead of the single-mode mobility that characterise the 

automobile oriented planning of the past. Sustainable transport, Schipper (1996) states, is 

transportation where the beneficiaries pay their full social costs, including those that would be paid by 

future generations. He further notes that changes in travel are associated with a number of potential 

externalities; it has impacts on environmental, social equity, economic, cultural, land use and urban 

form aspects, etc. Some of these impacts are beneficial, others are not, they might even be extremely 

harmful (Schiller et al. 2010). 

Economic analysis is often employed for the purpose of efficient decision-making and allocation of 

societies‟ resources. The evaluation tool, cost-benefit analysis is one of the most widely practiced 

methods for this purpose. The method has been particularly popular within the transport sector and 

was introduced to the Swedish national infrastructure planning in the 1960‟s, when the Road 

Authorities began calculating on economic benefits and costs of road projects. Cost-benefit analyses 

aims to weigh the costs of different measures against their benefits in order to be able to systematically 

make prognoses and compare possible consequences of different alternative measures. The method 

used in infrastructure planning in Sweden is an application of CBA that, according to The Swedish 

National Audit Office (SNAO, Riksrevisionen); is both well tested and has, by neutral parties, been 

deemed to have the appropriate qualities needed to give decision makers a relevant decision basis 

(SNAO 2010). The popular term for the method used in Sweden is a „socio-economic analysis‟, where 

socio-economic implies the inclusion of all effects of a measure, on all citizens in the society. From 
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here on however, the international and academic term, cost benefit analysis – CBA, will be utilized to 

refer to the method in question.  

1.2. Purpose 

This is a qualitative study of a quantitative method, with all that this implies. Its topic is the utilisation 

of CBA in investigating the benefits and costs of transport investments in Sweden and its consequent 

role as a decision basis. It is the study of various actors‟ perspectives on CBA itself, and not least its 

role within Swedish transport infrastructure planning. The actors in question handle the analysis in 

different ways and at different stages of the process, consequently providing them with different 

insights into the implementation of CBA, its preconditions and role. On the one hand the study 

concerns their interpretation of the current practice, on the other; their perspectives of how CBA 

ideally should be utilized.  

The purpose of the study is to be able to, by combining existing ideas, insights and competences in 

ways which can bridge the diverse perspectives, increase awareness concerning the utilisation and role 

of CBA in Swedish transport planning. The goal is not to argue against the use of CBA as a method or 

decision basis, nor to study the technicalities of the method, but rather, it is an attempt to make sense 

of CBA through the interpretation of various actors‟ perspectives from commission to decision. And, 

in the extension of this; to enhance the attentiveness about what a CBA entails, what it can do and 

when it is suitable. This idea is explained well by Sætnan et al. (2011) when they formulate their 

understanding of the mutual formation between statistics and society: 

“learning statistics  needs to be about more than simply mastering the techniques  of using the tool; it 

needs to be also about learning the power  –  sometimes  even  the  danger  –  of  that  tool  and  

learning  to  control it within social and ethical bounds, including learning  when not to use it” (Sætnan 

et al. 2011:2). 

Two main research questions are put forth to lead towards achievement of the study‟s purpose: 1) How 

does the understanding of CBA vary among actors? Implied in this question, among other things, is 

the identification of potential „problem areas‟ put forth by the respondents. And 2) How can CBA be 

utilised to its full potential in transport planning? Especially connected to its role as a basis for 

decisions, and its potential as a planning instrument to prepare for long term sustainable social, 

ecological and economic development of the transport sector.  

1.2. Disposition 

The disposition of this report is divided into three main parts, where the first part concerns the 

preconditions for the study and consists of the introduction and method chapters, the second part, 

consisting of chapter 3-5, introduces the formal, theoretical and applied background for the study and 

the last part, including chapters 6-8, includes the analysis and subsequent conclusions.  

The report starts out by setting the context within which the study takes place. Both with regards to the 

system structure and the methodological approach utilised to study the phenomenon of CBA within 

this context. Following the description of the purpose and research questions of the study, the various 

methods; material, interviews and an illustrative example, are described. Specific focus is put on 

describing the implementation of the interviews, respondents and assumptions. Furthermore, the 

method chapter also includes an account of the limitations of the study in addition to the introduction 

and definition of the term CBA. 
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Following these introductory chapters, focus turns to the preconditions for CBA in the Swedish 

context. To understand the context of cost-benefit analysis in Swedish transport investment planning 

(and to understand the roles and views of the actors), an overview is given of the formal planning 

system for transport infrastructure and the goal that should guide this planning. Next, CBA as a 

theoretical idea and its Swedish application is explained. This is necessary in order to understand the 

formal role of CBA within the transport planning system. The sections includes, in other words, an 

account of what the analysis should be according to theory and what it should be according to the 

Swedish Transport Authorities (STA). Limitations are set forth in both settings, in the form of 

common pros and cons, and the scope of the analysis. In order to fulfil its purpose and provide a 

framework for the combination of existing ideas in new ways, the theory chapter touches upon a 

number of different areas of research, ranging from planning theory, economics, and science and 

technology studies, to policy, organizational and futures studies. The subject at hand is deeply 

embedded in all of the above-mentioned areas, leading to the importance of terms such as power, 

objectivity, policy, Vision, quantification, rationality and framing. The theoretical foundation is 

presented as themes around which the analysis will focus. 

Starting the analytical part of the report is the discussion around the first research question. This 

question is answered mainly in chapter 6, where impressions from the interviews, in other words; the 

collected perspectives, are utilised as starting points for discussion of the main themes that came up as 

important during the interviews. This part leans heavily on the interview responses, but does also, to a 

limited degree, utilise aspects from theory and formal accounts of the planning process and CBA. 

When suitable, the Sundbyberg example, presented in Chapter 2, is utilised to illustrate different 

points. 

Based on the insights that were obtained through the discussion of the first question, Chapter 7 aims to 

analyse the second research question put forth.  Utilising the actors‟ perspectives, theoretical input, 

and STA guidelines, four areas are identified as demanding special attention, both with regards to their 

importance for the practice as such, but also because they are possible to do something about. The 

report ends with a chapter on concluding thoughts.  
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2. RESEARCH EXECUTION 

2.1. Methodological approach 

“Qualitative research is a means for exploring and understanding the meaning individuals or groups ascribe to a social or 

human problem. The process of research involves emerging questions and procedures, data typically collected in the 

participant’s setting, data analysis inductively building from particulars to general themes, and the researcher making 

interpretations of the meaning of the data. The final written report has a flexible structure. Those who engage in this form of 

inquiry support a way of looking at research that honours an inductive style, a focus on individual meaning, and the 

importance of rendering the complexity of a situation.” (Creswell 2009:4) 

In this study I have applied a qualitative research approach, in accordance with Creswell‟s definition, 

including methods such as conversations, interviews, and an illustrative example. Fundamental to the 

study has been the utilisation of explorative and interpretive tactics in an attempt at making sense of 

cost-benefit analysis and its utilisation in Swedish transport planning, by studying the meaning people 

assign it.  

According to Norman Denzin and Yvonne Lincoln‟s (in Groat & Wang 2002:176) generic definition, 

four key components constitute qualitative research; first, an emphasis on natural settings, which I 

provided through the utilisation of interviews as a method of inquiry, more specifically it relates to 

who were interviewed, where, and in what capacity. Respondents in the study were interviewed as 

individuals about their personal opinion, but it was made clear that it was their work-relation to CBA 

that made them interview targets. Furthermore, I tried to ask questions that made them explain to me 

their role; their empirical reality. Second, a focus on interpretation and meaning, which in itself is a 

key to the study through my role as a researcher. Sometimes things are not said outright but can be 

inferred through the way they are said, this can however also lead to misunderstandings. The 

explorative nature of my studies meant a continuous learning process throughout the study, this in turn 

lead to adaptations in the interview questions in order to make them better streamlined for the topic. 

Third, a focus on how the respondents make sense of their own circumstances, which was the purpose 

of using interviews as a main research method; and lastly, the use of multiple tactics which, as listed 

above, include interviews, theory, planning documents and an illustrative example. 

In Architectural Research Methods, a study by Linda Groat and Sherry Ahrentzen is presented as a 

good example of qualitative research. In the study, a series of in-depth interviews were performed with 

faculty women in architecture. Rather than selecting the women to be interviewed through random 

sampling, the authors goal was to maximize the variety and range of perspectives presented. They 

performed open-ended interviews in order to elicit the women‟s accounts of their professional career, 

their motivations, experiences and visions. Key to the study was also the inductive approach, where a 

long and interactive process was required to analyse the interviews and identify the key themes. The 

article, which was published in Journal of Architectural Education, not only reports the key themes, 

but illustrates these through quotations from individual respondents (Groat & Wang 2002:174-175). 

This example has many similarities with the methodological approach utilised in this study, from the 

targeted selection of respondents to the utilisation of quotations as examples and starting points for the 

discussion. The exact implementation of the various methods utilised is explained in the following 

sections. 

2.2. Material/written sources 

A number of different types of written sources are utilized in the research for this study, ranging from 

webpages and official publications by the government and government authorities, previous studies 

and articles in peer-reviewed magazines, books, etc. The purpose of this extensive research has been to 
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develop a good overview of the formal system for planning and the related processes in the Swedish 

transport planning, to provide a description of cost-benefit analysis in its academic form and in the 

form that the STA controls in the transport case. Last but not least, I have gone through a large amount 

of literature for the purpose of providing a theoretical foundation that could be utilised in pursuit of a 

deeper understanding of the case at hand. More detailed accounts of the different parts follow 

hereafter. 

Starting out, emphasis was put on getting and overview and trying to understand the Swedish transport 

planning system. This proved more challenging than expected, especially because a new system for 

the planning of transport investments was just implemented, leading me to make a choice about where 

to concentrate my efforts. Because the aim is to understand the current system my decision was to 

focus on describing the planning system that was implemented on the 1
st
 of January 2013. This created 

a few issues in the interview-situation, because most of the interviewees had more experience with the 

old system. In the end however, my judgement is that together, the formal system description and the 

information from the interviews, gives a good understanding of the complete picture. 

Most of the information regarding the planning system comes from the Swedish Transport Authorities, 

both in the form of formal publications, information material and their webpage. Other sources for this 

stage of the research are mostly other government authorities, ministries and research institutions. A 

natural result of the study area is that most of the sources now mentioned, are in Swedish. When 

quotes are made from any of these sources it has consequently been necessary to translate the quotes 

to English. This has been done throughout the report and will not be stated in each instance as it 

happens so often that, in my opinion, it would come off as more disruptive than informational to state 

it every time. Sources that this typically applies to are first and foremost from the Swedish Transport 

Authorities (Trafikverket) and its predecessors, but also reports and investigations made by other 

Swedish actors. 

The literature review consists of a cross-sectorial study touching upon ideas and theories from a 

number of different schools of thought. The perception of which literature that was relevant in the end 

has changed, expanded, and developed as the study progressed. This is considered an inherent and 

important part of the research process and the challenge in this regard has been the delimitation of 

theories rather than the opposite and inherent in this, the ability to not stray from the subject. The goal 

of the theoretical input was to put together a set of foundational principles that are important for the 

understanding of the issues that will be discussed. The theory has functioned both as a background and 

framework for my understanding; a way for me to ponder about the material as it developed, and 

thereby in the identification of aspects from the interviews that were particularly interesting. But it has 

also, in the later stages been utilised to shed light on the analysis of context and interview responses.  

2.3. Interviews 

The purpose of the interviews was to collect opinions or perspectives from actors that in some way are 

in contact with cost-benefit analysis in their professional work life. Identifying these actors however, 

is not a straightforward matter. There is no one description of who such an actor might be; they can 

work in the private or public sector, they can have a practical, analytical or a more overarching 

position and they may hold knowledge about CBA at very different levels depending on education and 

type of exposure in their work situation. Because of these conditions, random sampling was not a 

suitable way to choose the respondents; instead I aimed to maximize the variety and range of 

perspectives I might be presented with, as was done in the example, Groat and Ahrentzen‟s study, 

from the previous section. Through extensive research concerning the Swedish transport planning 
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process I started to develop an idea about what actors belonged in the target group. The complexity of 

this group and the difficulty of identifying suitable respondents made me start contacting people who 

seemed to fit with different types of characteristics in my target group, described above. As I started 

performing interviews I continuously learned more and was given tips on other possible respondents, 

whom I then contacted.  

Starting out the very initial idea was to have approximately 10 in-depth interviews with people who 

could be subdivided into groups of actors based on their workplace and role in the process, for 

instance: clients, modellers, officials/administrators and decision makers. Throughout the process 

however I came to realize that a categorization of the actors into groups was not appropriate in this 

case, as it would depict of a system that in reality seemed non-existent. This meant that the only tool I 

had for choosing different types of respondents was my own awareness and attention to the inclusion 

of people with different workplaces and different types of tasks. In the end this seems to have been 

quite successful. Before I started the interviews I had a meeting with a senior official at the STA, 

where we mainly discussed the build-up of the Swedish planning system. This was done in order to 

get a better starting point for suitable interview questions. Information from this conversation is not 

utilised in any direct manner in this report, it might however have influenced some of my overarching 

insights.  

Taking into considering the purpose of the interviews; to get a personal impression of how the 

different actors within the process of a transport investment investigation perceive CBA; its purpose, 

abilities, conflicts, difficulties, influence, results etc., it was my assessment that the most suitable way 

to go about the interviews was to perform them face-to face and in person. This was conducted in all 

cases, except regarding a few follow-up questions, which were communicated via e-mail. Meeting in 

person is the best way to get the full impression of how people really feel about the topic since you get 

a first-hand impression of both oral- and body language. Most interviews took approximately one 

hour, some more and some less. Furthermore the interviews had a semi-structured form where I had 

made a template of questions that could be adapted to the role and insights of the respondent. 

In order to take full advantage of the interviews, I decided to transcribe them. This was completely 

necessary for the understanding and overview of what had actually been said. The technical 

complexity of the subject, which I had not expected to such a degree to be a problem, still proved a 

challenge because it affected my ability to follow the respondents‟ arguments and consequently to ask 

the appropriate follow-up questions. The interviews were performed and transcribed in Swedish and 

the quotations utilised in the text are consequently translated to English. The translation of quotes will 

inherently lead to loss of some information because it is difficult to translate the verbal character of the 

language, but I have done it according to my best ability and take full responsibility for any 

misunderstanding created by the language.   

2.3.1. Who are the respondents? 

During the spring of 2013 (25/2-29/4), I performed one first exploratory interview with a senior 

advisor at the STA, the purpose of which was to get a first insight into aspects of the planning system 

that were difficult to read up on. Following this, eleven semi-structured in-depth interviews were 

executed with experienced members from the transport planning community. The respondents cover a 

broad range of characteristics and include positions within private, public and research sectors at 

levels ranging from the development of forecast basis to persons in decision-making positions. Three 

of the respondents have backgrounds in the former Road Authorities and two from the former Rail 

Authorities, the rest have to various extents been involved with research or development of CBA 

preconditions and methodology. The denominator that shows least variance between the respondents 
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is their educational background; with the exception of one person they are divided equally between 

civil engineers and economists. There is no obvious pattern to their educational background in relation 

to their workplace when both current and previous workplaces are taken into consideration. In order to 

maintain their anonymity the respondents will not be referred to by name, but in accordance with their 

working position. A brief background is presented below, but besides this, characteristics are changed 

to uphold non-identification. All respondents are for instance referred to as female. The only exception 

to the rule of anonymity regards the political respondent in my selection. The reason for this is firstly, 

what I perceive as a greater loss of information than regarding most of the other actors because of his 

particular role as the Mayor in Sundbyberg; and secondly, I believe it would have been difficult to 

keep him anonymous considering he is the only one with that exact position and consequently the only 

one who could hold the exact insight that he does about the example discussed. 

 Jonas Nygren, Mayor in Sundbyberg since May 2010 and a social democrat. He has 

previously worked as a political official and within the communication business. 

 Ministry official 1 has a past at the former Road Authorities and as a consultant, before 

starting her long career (15 years) at the ministry where she is currently head of unit. 

 Ministry official 2 has been an administrative officer at the ministry for more than 10 years, 

the last 3 working with transport and CBA. Previous experience in the business includes work 

at the former Road Authorities.  

 STA official 1 has a long experience, almost 30 years, within the STA and previously at the 

Road Authorities. She currently works as a traffic analyst at national level, which includes 

development and management of the models that are used to improve and streamline the 

traffic in Sweden.  

 STA official 2 has worked with CBA her whole career, first as a teacher in college, then in 

various traffic authorities. In these positions she has mainly worked with control, coordination 

and development of calculus principles and values.  

 STA official 3 has had a long career within the STA which started at the Rail Authorities. She 

has worked both with CBA and with overarching strategic planning of the transport system. 

 Consultant 1 has long experience in working with CBA, first as a regional economist at the 

former Rail Authorities, then as a consultant. 

 Consultant 2 has been working with CBA for more than 15 years, first in academics then as a 

consultant.  

 Consultant 3 has worked in the business for 30 years and has extensive experience with 

research and development concerning preconditions, such as efficiency relationships, for 

CBA.  

 Researcher 1 has worked her whole life with how resources can be utilized more efficiently, 

especially within transport, more explicitly, with research concerning the development and use 

of CBA and efficiency models. She works, among other things, with the research centre; 

Centre for Transport Studies (CTS). 

 Researcher 2 has done extensive research on CBA and been involved with many planning 

processes, among others the previous Strategic planning. She is connected to the CTS and has 

previously worked both as a consultant and in SIKA.  

2.3.2. What did I ask them?  

Because of the continuous expansion of knowledge concerning both the subject area as such and the 

practical planning system, the questions that served as interview guidelines also experienced 

continuous development; both regarding focus in wording and theme. In addition, the themes in 

question varied between the interviews depending on who the interview subject was at the time. There 
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was no reason to focus time and efforts on asking decision-makers detailed questions about the 

performance of the CBA or the guidelines put forth in the commissioning of the analysis, since these 

are issues with which they have no relation in their professional roles. This was however not obvious 

to me from the start as I did not know in the beginning what would be suitable interview questions. It 

was an exploratory journey on many levels. A collection of the interview guidelines can be found in 

Appendix 1, however, a brief overview follows here. 

Some areas had equal standing in all of the interviews. For instance, I always started out by aiming to 

create an overarching picture of who the person in front of me was. This included both personal facts, 

such as educational background, workplace and professional tasks, as well as personal opinions 

regarding Swedish transport planning in general, sustainability aspects in this area and not least 

opinions and feelings towards the term socio-economic efficiency as well as their perception of the 

reason  why cost-benefit basis is utilized in decision-making. A particularly important question was 

that of how well they think a CBA describes the reality. Furthermore, I tried to get them to tell me 

their opinion about the role of CBA in Swedish transport infrastructure planning – both their 

perception of the present situation and how it should ideally be utilized; its potential as a basis for 

decisions and to which degree they perceive a CBA to shed light on all aspects of an issue, and if not, 

how the omitted effects should be treated. These questions, about their personal opinions, were not 

just discussed during one specified part of the interview time. On most occasions the subject came into 

focus also without me asking it, because it related to other discussed issues. It was in other words 

treated both directly and in an implicit manner. 

A theme that had very different focus depending on the person interviewed was that regarding their 

knowledge of the process. This could be divided, broadly, into the actors who had most knowledge 

about the practical parts surrounding the actual performance of the CBA, and those who came in at 

later stages, dealing with results of the analysis, either as auditors, advisories or decision-makers. For 

the performers of CBA or developers of analysis basis, focus was on questions like; when in the 

planning process is a CBA performed? Which instances or persons do the analysis pass on the road 

from commission to decision, in other words; who performs it, who commissions it and who receives 

it? Also, how and to what degree is the analysis influenced by the people who inhabit the role of 

provider and client? For actors in the latter part of the process, emphasis was rather on their 

impressions of how the results were communicated and treated, after they were finished. However, 

communication as such, was an area that to some degree was treated in all the interviews. It relates to 

the commissioning and the presentation of the results, as well as the understanding that different actors 

have of the preconditions for the assessment and the results that it produces. The treatment and 

knowledge regarding benefits and uncertainties was also a subject in this part. 

Lastly, the respondents were given the opportunity to mention aspects that they perceive as 

problematic concerning the implementation of CBA in transport planning; and whether they have any 

issues that they personally perceive as particularly important to improve on, to create awareness about 

or similar. 

2.3.3. Points of departure and frames of (mis)understanding 

Starting out I had an idea about what I expected people to answer. This idea had developed from my 

own readings, influenced by a background in the critical social sciences – particularly political science 

as well as human and economic geography, and from discussions with my supervisors, both at WSP 

and KTH – in other words; both from the practical and the research community. My impression was 

that there were great disparities in the research community concerning how CBA should be utilized, 

how well it is understood by decision-makers and how well it reflects the real world. It seemed that a 
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lot of controversy took place in the division between road and railroad protagonists, and between 

modellers and researchers. A frequent criticism I came across was concerning the sustainability aspect, 

which was considered as not accounted for in the CBA. I expected strong opinions and clear divisions 

to appear in the answers from my interview respondents. This turned out to be wrong. It was, in 

general, extremely difficult to get people to express their opinions. Most of the interviewees were very 

careful in their statements and did not express opinions that could be perceived as offensive or deviant 

from what their professional role implied they should think. However, in a more careful examination 

of the transcribed interviews nuances can be identified.  

A common rule of interviewing, and this is not rocket science, is the importance of expressing oneself 

so that the respondent understands what you ask for. It might seem easy, but the more complex the 

subject, the more the interpretation can vary. Regardless of how well you formulate the question, you 

do so using your own appreciative system of what is „clear‟. Consequently, it might not be equally 

clear to someone else who is used to formulating themselves in another way, or who simply have a 

different understanding of the basis for the question. Understanding the issue of the question is 

dependent both on the specific technical expertise that the person holds, it depends on the discourse 

within which he or she is educated and work and it depends on all other values that the person hold, 

from experience, cultural background etc. It depends, in other words, on the person‟s frames of 

understanding. Now it suddenly seems really complicated. There were a number of examples of this 

phenomenon during the course of the interviews, some which could be bridged because of simple 

misunderstandings, others proved difficult to overcome 

An example of a misunderstanding which was not overcome, was when I tried to get Ministry official 

2 to explain to me what the ministry‟s responsibilities means in practical terms; how the ministry 

come into contact with cost-benefit analysis and who does what. The main point of interest here was 

not „whose responsibility it is to see to it that something is done‟, but rather „who actually does it‟ and 

„how that responsibility is implemented in practice‟. It seemed though, that our languages did not 

correspond, because despite my efforts to rephrase and clarify what I wanted to know the response 

remained formal, correct and focused on something other than the subject of my interest. It seemed 

that it was impossible for me to communicate what I wanted to know in a manner understandable to 

the person I interviewed. It might be that I did really bad at explaining, but it also seemed that the 

respondent had such a strong preconception of what the interview would be about, in addition to a 

strong professional role with accompanying behaviour and language, connected to the subject of the 

interview – that these aspects clouded or limited her ability to answer in any another way. Her 

professional discourse was too strong to penetrate. 

An interesting impression from the interviews overall, is the diversity in the respondents‟ answers to 

the same question, not necessarily regarding their opinions, but how they interpret what the question is 

about. As with the example above, one could say that they adapted the questions to suit their frames of 

understanding. Another issue relating to how the different respondents answered regards the extent of 

their answers - some people answered a question with three words, which someone else used several 

minutes to talk about. This implies something about how important they perceive the subject matter, 

and it seemed to, as well, depend on their interpretation of what the question was about. It could 

however also come off as a dismissal; kind of like saying I am not interesting in saying anything more 

about this. A last example of how various frames of understanding influenced the interviews, is when 

I was told after an interview that my questions where “so technical”. My immediate thought was that; 

“they were not supposed to be technical, but you answered them in a technical way, despite my 

continuous efforts to get less technical answers”. One interpretation of this phenomenon is that the 

respondents generally answered the questions based on how they are used to relating to the issue; 
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which in itself should not come as a surprise as it is a typical example of different understandings or 

ways of viewing the exact same evidence.  

2.4. Example: Four tracks through Sundbyberg 

Throughout the process of performing this study I realised that many of the points that came up as 

important could be difficult to explain in an understandable way without giving an example. 

Therefore, as sort of a concretisation tool to illustrate difficult points, the extension of Mälarbanan 

from two to four tracks was chosen to exemplify various aspects in the discussion. There were 

multiple reasons why this particular example was chosen. One reason was its geographic location – 

which made it possible to meet for an interview here in Stockholm; secondly, the characteristics of the 

case, for instance that the problem has a long history and that the suggested solutions to the problem 

all exhibited negative benefits; and lastly, that the actors in the project have recently reached an 

agreement and signed a contract. All over, my judgement was that this specific example could serve as 

illustrative in many aspects of the discussion and would in this way make the complexity of the 

respondents input and my interpretation, more understandable to the reader. 

To collect enough information about the example I looked into the STA planning documents for the 

track in question, including the performed CBA and OIA, which are described below. Furthermore, I 

had a brief phone conversation with the head of planning in Sundbyberg Municipality; Charlotta 

Richardsson, who provided me with a first input into the issue and gave suggestions concerning 

people who would be good to interview. Because I was already in later stages of the process I was 

only able to make one interview connected to the example and chose to make this one with the Mayor 

of Sundbyberg, Jonas Nygren. His personal involvement with the issue and with and his position as a 

decision maker, where among the reasons for this choice.  

The extension of Mälarbanan from two to four tracks between Tomteboda and Kalhäll is put forth as 

necessary due to the large increase in traffic during the last ten years. An increase which has led to the 

tracks capacity being reached, in some places, during peak hours. This in turn means that there is no 

room for more trains and punctuality is poor. An expansion of the rail network is therefore considered 

necessary, to meet the needs of passengers for more frequent and punctual service and shorter journey 

times. The current track between Tomteboda and Kalhäll is one of the bottlenecks and investigations 

of this section where therefore performed (The Rail Authorities 2008b).  

A stretch of the current track passes through the centre of Sundbyberg, where space is limited; 

consequently there have been extensive discussions and investigations concerning the design of the 

solution, including alternative routes for the rail. Two different corridors made it through the planning 

process, past the feasibility study (STA 2010), these have been subject to CBA‟s; the existing corridor 

through Sundbyberg and an alternative route through Kista. In total 4 alternatives have been 

investigated; existing corridor on surface (ECS), existing corridor in open tunnel (ECoT), existing 

corridor in closed tunnel (ECcT), and alternative corridor Kista (CK). Results show that none of the 

alternatives are economically profitable, but among the four alternatives ECS is the most beneficial, 

with a negative net present value ratio (NPV ratio) of -0,15, whereas alternatives ECoT and ECcT has 

a NPV ratio of -0,47 and alternative CK that of  -0,63 respectively. According to the report, the 

difference in benefit between ECS and ECT results from the five year longer building time for the 

tunnel (ECT) and consequently, the traffic benefits are lower for ECT than ECS. The conclusion of the 

CBA is that:  

“With the uncertainties that exist in the calculus […], it is difficult to say whether the difference 

between alternatives ECS and ECT is significant. Which alternative is most socio-economic profitable, 
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depends primarily on the investment costs and the effects that are not included in the net present value 

ratio. […] Whether ECS or ECT is most profitable in existing corridor can be formulated like this: Are 

the effects that a tunnel lead to, worth 3,7 billions? For alternative ECT to be preferred from a socio-

economic perspective, the changed urban environment that a tunnel means for Sundbyberg, together 

with the improved cultural aspects, improved availability and reduced noise, must be assessed to be 

worth at least 3,7 billion over the calculus period, or approximately 200 million per year. Our estimates 

of these effects suggest that the value far from amounts to this much.” (The Rail Authorities 2008a:52) 

The CBA shows, in other words, that the extra 3,7 billions needed to build the tunnel through 

Sundbyberg do not by far produce enough positive effects, for instance through improved city-scape, 

availability, or cultural aspects, nor reduced noise, to make up for its cost. One year later, the same 

conclusion is reached in an Overall Impact Assessment (see 4.2.4.), although with a slightly less 

negative result: 

“An extension to complete four tracks with the burial of the railroad through Sundbyberg is not assessed 

to be socio-economically profitable. The net present value ratio is -0,27. It would require a high 

valuation of the labour market effects and improved cityscape in Sundbyberg, for these additional 

benefits to offset the entire socio-economic construction cost.” (The Rail Authorities et al. 2009:1) 

Following the consultation a number of views and opinions were received from the public, 

organizations and municipalities, regional and central authorities. Most of the authorities, 

municipalities and regional actors, who made a statement for one of the corridors, preferred the 

existing corridor. Virtually all advocated a solution with tunnel through Sundbyberg, if the existing 

corridor is to be chosen. STA‟s following decision was to continue the work on the existing corridor 

and decide on the implementation, design and funding together with Sundbyberg Municipality (STA 

2010). 

In March 2013, the Swedish Transport Authorities and Sundbyberg Municipality signed an agreement 

enabling the expansion of Mälarbanan to four tracks, and to cover the railway through central 

Sundbyberg. In June 2013, the government received the STA‟s proposal on prioritization of projects in 

the new national plan for 2014 – 2025, which includes the project in question. The government sets 

the plan in the first quarter of 2014 (STA homepage). 

Jonas Nygren, Mayor in Sundbyberg describe Sundbyberg as an old railway-community, which is why 

the railway has always been seen as an asset and has been a centre around which everything else 

happens. When the industries disappeared from Sundbyberg in the 80‟s-90‟s, the demand for freight 

transport disappeared with it and so the discussion concerning a removal of the railway started. When 

there was a need for the railway because of the industries, the fact that its tracks went straight through 

the city was not perceived a problem, but since then, the question escalated and during the whole 90‟s 

and 2000‟s, burial has been a subject for discussion. For Sundbyberg Municipality the decision to 

extend the railway through Sundbyberg, and to do so in a tunnel, is in other words the positive 

culmination of a thirty year old commitment with the outcome that Sundbyberg for the first time will 

have a coherent city centre. 

2.5. Delimitations and Definitions  

2.5.1 Appraisals 

As put forth in the purpose, this is a qualitative study of a quantitative method. This means that one 

limitation of the study area is that of technical aspects vs. overarching principles and ways of thinking. 

The technical methodological aspects of CBA and its basis, are not part of this study. Unfortunately 
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this can mean that some aspects are misunderstood, but to avoid this; I do not make claims to know 

how exactly things are calculated, I lean on the insights of my professional respondents. 

Furthermore, the choice to study the application of CBA within the whole transport sector makes it 

necessary for the analysis to remain at an overarching level, rather than learning the more specific 

differences, between different transport sectors for instance. The focus here is rather on the 

overarching principles or the underlying philosophy, one could say; about how we dwell on CBA, how 

we discuss it, and what we think that it is.  

Time limitations and limitations of the study method made this difficult to achieve within the study 

period. The characteristics of the material from the interviews made it difficult to deduce the common 

denominators, or the opposite, among the respondents‟ answers in relation to their backgrounds. 

Therefore, the study does not, in any purposeful way, aim to identify patterns between the respondents 

answers based on their preconditions. The explorative and very qualitative nature of the interview 

situation meant that not all respondents answered the same questions and the variety in types of 

discussion that was performed in the interviews, with consequent variation in answers, means that a 

much deeper analysis would be acquired to be able to fully explore the potential patterns. 

2.5.2 Cost-Benefit Analysis 

An effect of writing this report in English is the confusion it causes concerning the key term, cost-

benefit analysis or CBA. The international and academic term „cost-benefit analysis‟ can be seen as an 

umbrella for a number of Swedish counterparts, terms that in Swedish have slightly different 

meanings, but when translated into English they all become the same; cost-benefit analysis. The most 

popular term for CBA in Swedish is a “socio-economic analysis” (samhällsekonomisk analys) or 

„socio-economic calculus‟. Other similar terms are for instance socio-economic profitability 

assessment, socio-economic profitability calculus, and socio-economic cost-benefit calculus. The 

difference between all these terms lies first and foremost in the distinction between analysis and 

calculus.  

In the catalogue describing overarching principles and methods for CBA in the transport sector, the 

STA (2013) describe the difference between a calculus and an analysis like this:  

“Calculi are compilations where numbers describe effects. A socio-economic calculus is therefore a 

socio-economic profitability assessment where all effects have been valued according to prices (actual 

market prices or calculated shadow prices). A socio-economic analysis can include both effects that are 

valued in prices and verbal descriptions of non-priced effects (difficult to value effects). Most common 

is however, that the terms socio-economic analysis and calculus are used synonymously” (emphasis 

added) (STA 2013a:58). 

This statement, concerning the synonymous use of the terms calculus and analysis, is substantiated in 

STA‟s Introduction to socio-economic analysis, where the term socio-economic analysis is, in this 

context, described as “equivalent to a socio-economic profitability assessment or a socio-economic 

profitability calculus.” Following this, the socio-economic profitability assessment is described as 

aiming “to calculate the total net value of all economic effects for all citizens of society (or within a 

demarcated region)” (emphasis added) (STA 2012f:5). The method that is utilised to perform the 

socio-economic profitability assessments is explained to be a CBA, also called a kostnads-nyttoanalys 

in Swedish (Ibid.).  

A similar explanation is given by The Environmental Objectives Portal (2013-08-01), they explain 

that the difference between the two most common terms used in the transport sector, socio-economic 

calculus and socio-economic analysis, is that “the calculus is a profitability calculation and includes 
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only socio-economic effects that can be valued in monetary terms. [Whereas] a socio-economic 

analysis (can also be called a socio-economic assessment) is an appraisal of all effects, meaning effects 

that are described monetary or in other quantitative terms, as well as qualitatively” (Ibid.) 

Furthermore, “in the transport area a socio-economic analysis is the same as a cost-benefit calculus. 

The calculus is a type of socio-economic analysis at the same time as it can be a part of a bigger 

analysis. A socio-economic analysis is in principle the same as a cost-benefit analysis or a socio-

economic impact assessment, meaning analyses that aim to include all effects” (Ibid.). 

What can cause a general confusion here is that a calculus and an analysis are commonly described as 

two different things; the first one includes effects that can be monetized, whereas the second include 

all – sometimes described as economic – effects. At the same time, it is common to perceive the use of 

these two terms in the transport sector, as synonymous. However, in both written and oral STA 

sources both terms are frequently used – but not in a consistent manner. It can be difficult to 

understand when „socio-economic analysis‟ refers to the umbrella term for all cost-benefit analysis 

terms, and when it is more specific, referring to the broader use of the term that also includes „difficult 

to quantify effects‟.  

Considering the variations presented above I have had to make some choices in this report regarding 

how I will use the terms in question. First of all; the main term referring to the method in question in 

this report will be referred to as a CBA, a cost-benefit analysis. I will follow the first definition given, 

provided by The STA 2013, which means that the use of the word analysis implies the theoretical 

version of CBA where the aim is to include all aspects. In cases where I want to make clear that the 

text concerns only the calculus, meaning the quantified and monetized part of the CBA, it will be 

referred to as the cost-benefit calculus. If it for some reason is unclear which application of the term 

that is correct in the setting, I will lean on the theoretical version, CBA.  
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3. THE SWEDISH TRANSPORT PLANNING SYSTEM: GUIDELINES 

AND PRINCIPLES 

3.1. The Transport Policy Goal 

Cost-benefit analyses have been utilized in Swedish infrastructure 

planning since the sixties, when The Swedish Road Authorities 

began calculating on economic benefits and costs of road projects. 

At that time, calculations comprised much fewer components than it 

does today. One important modification to the analysis was the 

inclusion of costs from negative environmental effects. When the 

railway infrastructure was nationalized, in connection with the 

formation of The Swedish Rail Authorities in 1988, it was a 

beginning to the application of cost-benefit analysis also on the 

railway side. In 1998 a transport political goal was formulated that 

gave the cost-benefit analysis a more prominent political role than 

before. The new formulation meant a more pronounced emphasis on 

the sustainability and the economic efficiency of the transport 

system; the transport system was to be socio-economic efficient. The 

cost-benefit analysis was introduced as a means for evaluation in 

relation to the overarching transport policy goal and developed, 

during the 2000s, a strong position as a basis for evaluating both 

road and railroad projects in the long-term planning (Thoresson 

2011). 

In the Government bill 2008/09:93 Goals for future travel and transport, suggestions for a new and 

simplified transport policy goal structure were presented. A simplified structure of objectives aimed to 

facilitate trade-offs in decision-making and governance as well as the planning, implementation and 

monitoring of government transport policy. The simplification of the goals means that the previous six 

targets were replaced by one functional target and one consideration target (Figure 1).  

In connection to the bill on Future travel and transport – infrastructure for sustainable growth (bill 

2008/09:35), assessment was made that the principles of the current transport policy should be guiding 

also in the future, when instruments are to be chosen and economic tools are prioritized and allocated. 

In other words, “the socio-economic costs of transport shall be a starting point when transport policy 

instruments are designed” (Government bill 2008/09:93, p.59). However, it is also specified that “the 

benefit of a governing instrument can often be difficult to quantify in socio-economic terms. Focus is 

therefore on how a specific goal can be fulfilled at the lowest possible socio-economic cost” (emphasis 

added). Furthermore, various documents and assessments should be considered as decision support, 

rather than it assuming a deciding function. Clearly stated this means that “the final design of various 

instruments must naturally be based on an overall assessment where consequences also outside of the 

transport policy core must be considered” (Ibid, p.65-66). 

3.2. The formal planning process  

3.2.1. Organisation 

In Sweden, investments in national and regional infrastructure are a Government responsibility, 

whereas local road networks and local public transport are a municipal responsibility. There is 

however, in the Swedish state management structure, a very clear difference between politics and the 

The overall goal of Swedish 

transport policy is to ensure 

a socio-economically 

efficient and sustainable 

transport system for citizens 

and businesses throughout 

the country.  

 

Under the overall goal, the 

government has also set up a 

functional goal – 

Accessibility, and a 

consideration goal – Safety, 

Environment and Health, 

with a number of priority 

areas. 

 

FIGURE 1: GOVERNMENT BILL 2008/09:93 
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implementation of it, a characteristic that sets the Swedish planning system apart from its Nordic 

neighbours. This means that the government formulates the politics; adopts the guidelines and goals, 

whilst it is the work of the government offices to execute it; meaning that they are tasked to develop 

suggestions for a plan and to implement it when it is decided (Transport Analysis 2012). 

The Swedish Transport Authorities is the government administrative authority responsible for long-

term planning of the national transport system; roads, rail, sea and air, and for the construction, 

operation and maintenance of national roads and railroads (STA 2012c). STA is a fairly new authority; 

it was established on the first of April 2010 through the merger of the two former Road and Rail 

Administrations (Vägverket and Banverket). Sections of the Swedish Maritime Administration 

(Sjöfartsverket), the Swedish Transport Agency (Transportstyrelsen), and the former Swedish Institute 

for Transport and Communications Analysis (SIKA – Statens Institut för Kommunikationsanalys) 

were also included. In addition to the role of the STA, responsibilities are today divided between the 

regulatory body The Swedish Transport Agency, Transport Analysis (Trafikanalys) – who scrutinizes 

and evaluates facts and data used in the decision-making process, evaluates measures, and is 

responsible for statistics, the LFV Group – responsible for safety and control of the Swedish airspace, 

and The Swedish Maritime Administration (Ingo 2013:114-115). 

The former authority SIKA was established in 1995 and was, among other things, responsible for 

developing the forecast and analytical methods that were utilized in transport planning. A special 

group responsible for the socioeconomic calculation values and later also methodological issues in a 

broader sense, was subsumed under SIKA: The Working group for socio-economic calculation values 

(ASEK – Arbetsgruppen för samhällsekonomiska kalkylvärden) (Thoresson 2011). According to SIKA 

itself (in Thoresson 2011:14), the main purpose of SIKA was that the politicians wanted a better and 

independent basis for transport policies, especially for the traffic authorities‟ investment plans. SIKA 

was supposed to contribute with a holistic view of the transport sector and work for a more intermodal 

and coordinated planning. This was supposed to emphasize the task pertaining to the planning basis 

and would be an effort to make the evidence “comparable”. In accordance with this, an important 

purpose of ASEK‟s work was to utilize the same principles and values for calculation in different parts 

of the transport sector in order to make cost-benefit analyses from different parts of the transport 

sector comparable (SIKA‟s homepage, in Thoresson 2011:14). With the restructuring in 2010 most of 

ASEK‟s activities were transferred to Transport Analysis. ASEK‟s work on calculation values and 

method development however, was transferred to a department within the STA. 

 

Figure 2. Illustration of the Swedish planning system. Adapted from: Transport Analysis 2012, STA Region West 2011, STA 

2012i, 2012h & 2013b, SNAO 2010. 
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The Swedish planning system for national transport infrastructure can be divided into two main parts; 

economic planning or investment planning, which refers to the overarching planning of the national 

transport system, and physical planning – the continuous planning of specific actions or measures, in 

other words; the building of roads and railroads. Economic planning is made up of Priority planning 

(Inriktningsplanering) and Strategic planning (Åtgärdsplanering). These terms, together with an 

overview of the physical planning process, are explained in the following sections. An overarching 

illustration of the planning process is given in Figure 2. 

3.2.2. Economic planning process for national transport infrastructure 

PRIORITY PLANNING 

Before the planning process for road and railroad projects can be started, long-term economic planning 

of the overall transportation system for roads, railroads, maritime and air transport is performed. The 

Parliament has recently decided on a revised economic and strategic planning process for national 

investments in the transport system. The revision intends to, among other things, achieve a clearer link 

between the long-term investment planning and the shorter term economic planning by applying a 

rolling planning where there is opportunity to annually make changes in the government's plan 

decisions when new information is received or when the project will be delayed. The long-term action 

plans are followed up thus by annual decisions on the action to be carried out with consideration to the 

allocated budgets and current planning mode (Ministry of Enterprise, Energy and Communications 

2012).  

Instead of ten to twelve year plans, which were considered far too flexible, this new process – 

introduced in January 2013, will result in a list of proposed investments in the national transport 

system until the year 2025. This overall list is expected to be revised every mandate period, in 

accordance with the system of 4 year election periods. The “long-term outlook will further be 

combined with annual revisions of short-term investment plans for 1–3 years (actions ready to 

implement), of mid-term actions for 4–5 years (actions to be prepared for implementation), and of 

actions to be planned for implementation within 6–9 years” (Ingo 2013:117). The long-term national 

plan (interchangeably called The Swedish Transport Investment Plan) contains, among other things, 

how much money that can be used, what should be done and which geographical areas it concerns. It 

can concern railroads, roads or fairways, just as well as refurbishment, operation and maintenance, in 

addition to measures for traffic safety or the environment (STA homepage).  

At every new term the Government is expected to set a direction for the development of the transport 

system, which then will serve as a basis for the strategic planning. Therefore, in the first stage of the 

overarching planning, the Government gives directives to the STA to develop a basis for a directional 

decision (Swedish Parliament 2008). This was last done on the 10
th
 of March 2011, when the STA was 

commissioned by the Government to investigate the need for increased rail capacity up to year 2050. 

The assignment was later extended to also include a thorough analysis of the efficiency and capacity 

enhancing measures that could be implemented in the transport system on state roads as well as 

maritime and aviation for the periods 2012-15 and 2016-21. In addition, suggestions that provide 

increased capacity and contribute to a more robust and efficient use of the transport system as a whole 

were to be presented for measures of total transport for the period 2022-25. This so called Capacity 

Study (Kapacitetsutredningen), which was completed on the 30
th
 of April 2012, can be considered a 

part of the current Government‟s Priority Planning. The study was intended to serve as a basis for an 

infrastructure bill which in turn should serve as a basis for the new approach “Strategic Choice of 

Measures” (SCM - Åtgärdsval), and in the extension of this, the physical planning (STA 2012:j). 



22 

 

On the 14th of June the STA presented the proposed National Transport Investment Plan for 2014-

2025. The plan is developed in accordance with the new transport planning guidelines and in 

cooperation with county planners, other authorities, interest organizations, business representatives 

and other actors within the infrastructure area. The proposal is intermodal and measures have been 

prioritized aiming to as far as possible contribute to the transport policy objectives. The proposed 

National Transport Investment Plan is currently out for consultation with a deadline for responses by 1 

October 2013. Until then the National Transport Investment Plan for 2010-2021 still applies. (STA 

homepage) 

STRATEGIC PLANNING 

The physical planning of roads and railroads should always be preceded by exploratory studies aiming 

to perform analyses and priorities of suggestions to measures in the transport system based on the so-

called four-step principle. Such studies should have a principal character rather than a strong focus on 

shaping concrete measures.  The purpose of an exploratory study is to provide the basis for decisions 

on how to solve the transport need. The STA has chosen to name these exploratory studies ”Strategic 

Choice of Measure Studies”. A SCM-study is usually carried out in collaboration between multiple 

actors, such as municipalities, and is the last step before the concrete planning starts (STA 2012:h). 

SCM is formally considered part of the economic planning together with the preceding activity, 

Priority Planning. However, the process in practice is rarely as straight forward as on paper. In reality 

SCM could be said to be part of both the economic and physical planning as it is both specific to each 

planning cycle, when a large amount of studies are made as part of the overarching national transport 

plan, and continuous – keeping the “bank” of measures updated (Interview, Consultant 1). This is 

why, in Figure 2; the box referring to SCM is placed apart from the economic and physical planning. 

The methodology of the “Strategic Choice of Measures” (SCM) is 

inspired by the Norwegian system for “concept choice”, where the 

importance of investigating various alternative options before 

concluding on big investments is highlighted. This new approach 

should be applied on all measures that are possible candidates to 

be part of the national or regional plan for state financed measures 

in the transport system and today serves as a precondition for 

projects to be considered candidates for national funding (Ingo 

2013), or in other words, to be part of The Swedish Transport 

Investment Plan. The government is the authority that ultimately 

decides on the content of the national plan based on suggestions 

from the STA. However, separate decisions are not made for each 

measure, instead the establishment of the plan means a preliminary 

approval of all the projects in the plan, in other words; all the 

projects that are expected to be implemented for the duration of 

the long-term plan. The definitive decision on each project though, 

can linger for years, depending on the approval of the budget and 

permit under the Environmental Code (Transport Analysis 2012). 

In line with the purpose of the strategic planning – to identify 

which measures fulfil the recognized deficiencies in the transport 

system, SCM-studies start out by aiming to identify the real 

problem; the reason why something needs to be done and in the 

extension of this, who owns the problem. As mentioned in the 

SCM: The four-step principle 

1. Reconsider: Can we influence 

the transport demands and 

type of use in some way?  

2. How can we optimize? Are 

there any measures that 

utilize existing structures 

more efficiently? 

3. Rebuild: Can existing 

infrastructure be improved or 

strengthened?  

4. Make completely new 

investments or large 

reconstructions of existing 

structures. 

After the possible/conceivable 

alternatives are identified, coarse 

analyses are performed to identify 

which of the alternatives are 

viable. 

Figure 3: The four-step principle of 

strategic planning adapted from 

STA et al. 2012. 
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previous section, this action can take place at any time, leading to the execution of the SCM so that it 

later, hopefully can become part of the national plan. Following the start-up phase, all relevant 

stakeholders are invited to take part in a dialogue process in which the aim is to determine the 

alternatives or viable solutions to the problem in question. This part of the process is where the so- 

called four-step principle is utilized, this method is outlined in Figure 3 (STA et al. 2012).  

3.2.3. Physical planning process 

A road or railroad project should be planned according to a specific process that is governed by law 

and which ultimately leads to a road plan or railroad plan. The new planning system for transport 

infrastructure planning that came into effect on the first of January 2013 aims to give physical 

planning the preconditions to become more efficient, better situational adapted and less time-

consuming, whilst maintaining quality. For the physical planning this means, in practice, that the three 

stages in the previous planning system – feasibility study, investigation and plan – are replaced by a 

coherent planning process (STA homepage). This process is called a planning process and the work 

leading towards the development of a road or railroad plan is referred to as planning. In the planning 

process investigations are made regarding where and how the road or railroad should be built. How 

long time this process takes depends on the size of the project, how many investigations that are 

necessary, whether there are alternative stretches, what the budget is and the opinions of the involved 

parties (STA 2012h). Another effect of the new planning system is that small and uncomplicated 

projects no longer demand formal planning, the processing of plans will be simplified in many 

situations and the former mandatory permissibility assessment is removed (STA homepage). 

As mentioned in the previous section, physical planning of chosen measures should not start until a 

specific road or railway measure is the result of a SCM-study. Planning then concerns the question of 

how this particular measure should best be implemented. The purpose of the planning process is, in 

other words, for the project to have a location and design that meets the purpose and helps to ensure an 

economically efficient and sustainable transport system for citizens and the economy. In addition to 

the requirements of the law there are a number of conditions and limitations that must be considered in 

the planning process for all road and rail projects; different types of overall objectives, strategies and 

requirements exist at both the international, national, regional and local level. Environmental issues 

should for instance be addressed systematically and transparently with the support of useful methods 

and environmental expertise. On projects likely to have significant environmental effects an 

Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) is conducted. If such effects are not expected other methods 

are utilized for the same purpose. The planning should also include methods to ensure that the adopted 

environmental, protective and precautionary measures will be implemented during the construction 

phase (STA 2012h). 

The proposed location and design of the road or railroad should be established gradually along the 

process. Planning begins with a description of the project purpose and the development of project 

goals. The goals should be formulated based on identified needs and should as far as possible 

contribute to the transport policy objectives. Planning conditions should be identified and a functional 

analysis conducted. Facts about the qualities, features, weaknesses and problems that exist in the area 

should be collected. A review should be made of the existing transport system and analysis of what 

can and should be achieved. The planning work involves the formation of corridors and alternatives 

that can meet the purpose. After this the work begins to study and compare the alternatives or corridor 

effects, the consequences and costs against the project purpose and goals (STA 2012h). 

Consultations are important throughout the whole planning process, the first one takes place in the 

initial phase of the formal process, before the existence of alternative corridors, routes or similar. This 



24 

 

means that other authorities, organizations and affected public are contacted for their views and 

knowledge, the contact can happen directly or through public meetings. The plan is made available for 

review so that anyone affected by the project can submit comments before it is completed. When the 

plan is finished there is a period for appeals before it takes legal effect. Building cannot start until after 

this (STA homepage). 
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4. COST-BENEFIT ANALYSIS: FOUNDATION AND APPLICATION 

4.1. Theoretical foundation 

4.1.1. The underpinnings of CBA 

Economic analysis is often employed for the purpose of efficient decision-making and allocation of 

societies‟ resources. Since the 1960‟s CBA has been one of the most widely practiced methods for this 

purpose (Pearce et.al. 2006). Unlike in the private sector, where decisions are simply based on whether 

a project is deemed profitable or not, decisions of investment in the public sector are complicated by 

the fact that additional goals or intentions exist, besides profit (STA 2012f). CBA, according to the 

broad definition (see chapter 2.2.2.) intends to include all economic effects for all citizens of society, 

which has made it the currently dominant appraisal technique for public investments and public policy 

(Pearce et.al. 2006). 

The method, cost-benefit analysis, developed from within the theory of welfare economics and thereby 

the idea of maximization of utility for all. The essential theoretical foundations of CBA are that 

benefits are defined as increases in human wellbeing (utility) and costs as reductions in wellbeing. 

Since the effects for society as a whole are to be included, the aggregate value of the policy or project 

is measured by its net social benefits; social benefits minus social costs. For a project to qualify on 

cost-benefit grounds, its social benefits must exceed its social costs. Furthermore, the efficiency of the 

policy must be superior to its alternatives, including status quo (Boardman et al. 2006, Pearce et al. 

2006). This efficiency is in Swedish referred to as samhällsekonomisk effektivitet, socio-economic 

efficiency, indicating that it concerns finding the best solution for society.  

A further account of the foundational economic principles of the application of CBA in Swedish 

transport policy and planning is given by Thoresson, based on her examination of SIKA documents: 

The perfect market is a market where all values have a price. This means that the value of all positive 

and negative consequences that one person‟s actions can entail for others, is included in economic 

transactions. Individuals in this market are presumed to be rational and sovereign, meaning that they 

are utility maximising, calculative, and have the ability to choose the alternative that increases their 

utility the most. Willingness to pay is considered an expression of preferences and an indirect 

valuation. All of these assumptions form the basis for a model concerning how resources should be 

distributed. It is the perfect market that the cost benefit analysis strives to simulate. Seen from the 

perspective of the perfect market, socio-economic efficiency is equal to society‟s maximised utility, 

meaning the largest utility possible for all the citizens included on the society (Thoresson 2011:62-64). 

4.1.2. Stages of CBA 

A well-executed CBA consists of 9 basic steps according to Boardman et al. (2006), these are outlined 

below. Step one concerns the specification of which alternative projects that exists. This includes 

comparing it to a hypothetical counter-factual project, usually the status quo. However, if status quo is 

not a viable alternative, then other viable projects need to be used as a counter-factual. The second 

step is to decide whose benefits and costs count; who has standing. This relates to the choice of scale; 

should the analysis take into account global effects or only local? Thirdly, the physical impacts, 

meaning both the required resource input and the outputs, of the alternatives need to be catalogued and 

the measurement indicators selected. From a CBA perspective, the only impacts that matter are those 

of individuals with standing, meaning that someone needs to find it important. The level of science 

and knowledge may influence the ability to catalogue some impacts, so can values, which makes the 

valuing of some impacts into areas of controversy. 
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The fourth step is to predict the impacts quantitatively over the life of the project. This includes both 

the difficulty of predicting the time scale itself, but also estimation of impacts that are unknown, 

making it both essential and very difficult. The fifth step is to monetize all the impacts. In CBA, the 

value of an impact is typically measured in „willingness-to-pay‟, however, the problem arises in the 

valuation where markets do not exist. An area of typical controversy is that of environmental impacts, 

this area is also increasingly emphasized in public policy. Step six implies the discounting of future 

benefits and costs, relative to present, to obtain their present values. The need for discounting arises 

out of people‟s preference to consume now rather than later, and, if we consume now there is usually 

an opportunity cost compared to what we would be able to consume in the future. The choice of an 

appropriate discount rate is contentious, different theories suggest different values. One reason for this 

is the huge influence that this choice has on the next step of the CBA (Boardman et al. 2006). 

In step seven the net present value of each alternative is computed. NPV equals the difference between 

the present value of the benefits and the present value of the costs. If there is only one project, it 

should be adopted if the NPV is positive. In case of more than one alternative then the project with the 

largest NPV should be chosen. An important thing to remember though, is that the project with the 

most efficient use of resources, might not be in the mix. A CBA is only able to identify the alternative 

that results in a more efficient allocation than the others in the analysis. This, and other aspects, 

implies however, that before the final recommendation (step nine) is made, a sensitivity analysis 

should be performed (step eight). In the sensitivity analysis it might be suggested that the alternative 

with the largest NPV is not necessarily the best alternative under all circumstances, this shows the 

importance of understanding that a CBA recommendation is based on predicted values and how 

resources should be allocated; it is normative (Boardman et al. 2006). 

4.1.3. Common pros and cons 

Many good reasons are put forth for the utilization of CBA as a planning tool; some of these are, 

according to Pearce et.al. (2006) that, first and foremost, it provides a model of rationality. By this he 

means that it focuses the thinking about gains and losses in a way so as to minimize the risk that some 

groups of people are excluded or highlighted. Secondly, he emphasizes that a prerequisite of CBA is 

the comparing of alternatives; hence the project is seen only as one of more alternative solutions to a 

problem. The third advantage that he puts forth is that a CBA has the potential to determine the 

optimal scale of the policy. Furthermore, he states that “while it is often ignored in practice, properly 

executed CBA should show the costs and benefits accruing to different social groups of beneficiaries 

and losers”, this can be done by using distributional weights (Ibid:35). Lastly, two debated principles 

are put forth that by some are seen as positive, by others as problems. They can be termed the 

democratic principle or more popularly, the utilitarian assumption, which involves individuals‟ 

explicit preferences; and the principle of discounting, which refers to the treatment of time.   

Boardman et al. (2006) divide critics of CBA into two main types; social critics and participants from 

the policy-making process. The first group, he states, “disputes the fundamental utilitarian 

assumptions of CBA, that the sum of individual utilities should be maximized and that it is possible to 

trade off utility gains for some against utility losses for others” (Ibid:2). The issue of the criticism here 

relates to the extent to which one can make an ethical case for letting individuals preferences be the 

(main) determining factor in guiding social decision rules, however badly informed the holders of 

those preferences might be (Pearce et.al. 2006). The second type of critic he describes, from the public 

policy making process, might disagree over practical issues such as “what impacts will actually occur 

over time, how to monetize, and how to make trade-offs between the present and the future” 

(Boardman et al. 2006:2). This matter is also referred to as the tyranny of discounting; the assumption 

that one positive discount rate can be applied for all time. The weakness of this approach is that it 
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neither incorporates uncertainty about the future nor attempts to solve the tyranny problem, that distant 

future benefits and costs are perceived as insignificant when discounted – consequently marginalising 

future generations (Pearce et.al. 2006). Both of the main critiques of CBA that are put forth does in 

other words regard trade-offs, one between individuals‟ utility and the other between the utility of 

whole generations. 

4.2. Applied CBA: the Swedish case 

4.2.1. Preconditions for CBA in Swedish transport planning 

The STA has the responsibility to develop and manage methods and models for cost-benefit analyses 

within the transport sector as well as to develop and provide traffic forecasts. The assignment applies 

to all transport modes, in different phases of planning and for all stages according to the four-step 

principle. As mentioned in section 3.2.1., the STA is also responsible for the coordination and work in 

the so called ASEK-group. The STA puts forth two main reasons why CBA should be applied to 

public sector activities; firstly, CBA has methods to value resources and benefits that do not have a 

market price; secondly, CBA includes effects for society as a whole (the sum of all individuals) and 

not just effects on the company in question (STA 2012:f). Traditionally, calculations have been most 

common within investment operations, for instance concerning large infrastructure projects such as 

bridges, stations and bypasses, often of national importance. But, a calculus can also be executed for 

other types of measures such as traffic safety or the implementation of various economic policy 

instruments. When considering the implementation of congestion charges for instance, a CBA can be 

utilized to analyse the impact on society (STA 2012f, STA 2013a).  

As stated in Section 3.1., the overarching transport policy goal is that the transport system should be 

socio-economic efficient and long-term sustainable. Consequently, demands for socio-economic 

efficient transport are formulated in the recommendations from ASEK
1
. Firstly, the Kaldor-Hicks 

criteria for profitability should be applied; this is said to mean that measures are considered profitable 

when the winners from the measure in principle can compensate the losers, or simplified; when 

revenues are greater than costs. Furthermore, only profitable measures should be implemented. And 

lastly, Little‟s criteria; that welfare effects should be distributed in a way that is acceptable for citizens 

and decision makers, should be fulfilled (STA 2012f). The Kaldor-Hicks criteria is an adaption of the 

Pareto requirement which says that benefits should be divided in such a way so that no one can be 

better off without someone being worse off. The difference between these criteria is that in the case of 

Kaldor-Hicks, the compensation does not have to happen; it is enough that it is hypothetical 

(Thoresson 2012:65). This means, in other words, that the Kaldor-Hicks criteria do not account for 

distributional effects, which is instead considered to be a political issue. 

In order to perform cost-benefit analyses in accordance with their assignment the STA makes use of 

traffic forecasts, effect-relationship values, estimated values and analysis, all aimed to find the best 

solution for society. Some of the sector specific effects included in a CBA are; traffic operating costs 

(macro and individual), travel time, traffic safety, noise, air pollution, and CO2 . Prior to the STA‟s 

Priority and Strategic planning, the involved actors agree on which parameters to apply, so that the 

forecasts and SCM-studies undertaken are based on the same conditions and thus are comparable. 

According to the STA (STA 2013a:22), common conditions means that it is possible to compare 

different projects, which in itself leads to greater transparency since all conditions are documented. 

But above all, it means that the benefits and costs are analysed in the same way in all projects and 

therefore cannot be enlarged or reduced by special interests. Another point to agreed parameters, put 

                                                      
1
 These recommendations have recently been updated (May 2012), making the current version ASEK 5. 
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forth by the STA, is that projections showing what is considered a likely (but perhaps not desirable) 

development, can serve as a basis for discussing further measures needed to turn the trend in a more 

desirable direction. What they perceive as desirable is not stated. Sensitivity analyses, in which the 

various parameters are changed and the results are recalculated, are considered a great tool to show 

how robust a project is for changing societal conditions (omvärldsförutsättningar) (STA 2013a:22). 

Preconditions like for instance income, population, business structure and infrastructure are used as 

input in traffic forecast models. Such models exist for passenger (Sampers) as well as freight transport 

(Samgods). The traffic forecast model results in a traffic forecast. A traffic forecast describes the 

future development of traffic and transport (for instance in no of vehicles, vehicle km, etc.) as well as 

future demand for travel and freight transport (STA homepage). It is from this forecast that future 

physical impacts such as traffic volumes, air pollution, accidents, etc., are calculated, making it a 

crucial part of CBA within the transport sector. The forecasted values are all reconciled frequently 

with authorities such as the Central Statistical Office (STA 2012f). 

The traffic forecasts can then be utilized as input, together with preconditions and calculation values, 

in various calculation tools (e.g. EVA or Bansek). The calculation tools in turn contain various effect 

relationships, effect models and elasticities. In order to compile economic consequences for a 

calculation, the physical effects of measures that are to be valuated must first be identified and 

quantified. Effect-relationship values are used to do this; they describe the relationship between a 

particular action and the consequences that may arise, for example how increased travel time affects 

the risk of accidents. Since the size of income and costs is dependent both on price and volume, the 

effect-relationships are just as important for the result of the calculus as the economic valuations (STA 

2012f).  

An expressed ambition in ASEK and SIKAs accounts is that the application of CBA should rest on a 

scientific basis. The calculus values and methods of analysis that ASEK recommends should be based 

on Research and proven experience. This ambition is perceived as fulfilled if the recommended 

valuation and methods are described and discussed in the scientific literature or when renowned 

researchers considers the theoretical and empirical results to be relevant (STA 2012a, Thoresson 

2011). Consequently, the application of CBA should rest on expert knowledge. Thoresson (2011), 

emphasizes that from what her research shows, ASEK has the role of an expert group and the former 

SIKA, as an expert authority in relation to the application of CBA in transport policy and planning. 

She bases this distinction on Thomas F. Gieryn‟s account of expertise as relational and the result of 

work (Thoresson (2011:59). 

The mapping of the „CBA process‟ was a subject of the interviews and, according to Consultant 1, the 

two stages; strategic planning (in the economic planning stage) and physical planning, are also where 

two synonymous processes of planning, with regards to CBA, take place. A CBA should in other 

words be performed during the economic planning, qualifying the measure to become part of the 

National Transport Investment Plan, and at least one CBA should be performed during the physical 

planning – after the measure has become part of the plan, in the process of implementing it. The 

demands for these two stages differ, but according to Consultant 1, the Swedish implementation of 

CBA has been adapted to fulfil the needs of the economic planning, which means that; it needs to be 

able to handle hundreds of measures in a short time period and provide a basis for comparison and 

subsequent plan composition.  
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4.2.2. The scope of the analysis  

The STA states on their webpage that a cost-benefit analysis is not sufficient in order to describe all 

the effects that a measure has on society. Some effects are, for different reasons, difficult to quantify, 

monetize or both, thereby excluding them from the cost-benefit calculus performed in the Swedish 

transport sector. In a complete CBA however, even the ‟difficult to quantify-effects‟ need to be 

included. Therefore, to make a comprehensive assessment of the socio-economic efficiency, the 

calculus is complemented with assessments of effects that are not valued. Examples of such effects are 

for instance impacts on natural and cultural values, barrier effects, visual effects, and environmental 

impacts. The method and template to describe these effects of a measure, in a coherent and structured 

manner, is in the Swedish transport planning system called an Overall Impact Assessment (OIA – 

Samlad effektbedömning). Consequently an OIA can be described as a CBA, according to the 

theoretical definition, where the aim is to include valued and non-valued, as well as distributional 

effects. In addition, an OIA includes an assessment of the measure‟s contribution to the fulfilment of 

the transport policy goals (STA 2012f, STA homepage). The OIA is further described in the section 

4.2.4. 

There are however also some effects that are intentionally excluded from what the STA terms a CBA 

in the Swedish transport sector; compiled these could be described as effects on the regional economy 

and aspects relating to distributional policies. The reasons behind this exclusion are, among others, the 

assessment that if effects on the regional economy are included there is a large risk for double 

counting. It is put forth that increased employment and income in the region are normally captured in 

the changed value of transport costs. Other effects such as the creation of new businesses for instance, 

or better matching in the labour market, should however be included, but these effects are both 

uncertain and difficult to measure. Regarding distributional effects, they are considered important, but 

to be performed as complements and therefore presented beside the CBA (STA 2012f). 

4.2.3. The efficiency measure 

The basis for a CBA is that if the benefits exceed the costs, the measure is socio-economically 

profitable and can contribute to increased socio-economic efficiency. Consequently, the result from 

the calculation tools is a cost-benefit calculus that accounts for effects, socio-economic benefits and 

costs, and profitability measures. The profitability measure is a measure that describes the efficiency 

of a policy; several different measurements can be utilized for this purpose. Thoresson (2011), in her 

doctoral thesis, has examined numerous documents on Swedish transport policy, among others a 

report from the Working Group for Socio-Economic Analysis (ASEK) where common calculation 

conditions in combination with the monetary measure are described as central prerequisites for 

comparability between objects. Various measurements are described for different types of 

comparisons: Net present value, which means the discounting of both benefits and costs at a certain 

rate of interest and with respect to the time they are expected to occur. The net present value ratio is 

presented as the value that is most used in the Swedish transport sector, it tells how much value each 

invested krona (kr) gives back. For instance, with a NPV-ratio of 0,5 the profitability will be 50%, you 

get 1,50 kr back from each invested kr. This ratio is put forth as particularly suitable for comparing 

projects where a large part of the economic costs of the project incurred prior to or in the early stages 

of the calculation period in the form of an investment cost. Lastly, the benefit cost ratio - BCR, is the 

name of the ratio which measures the overall benefits and costs where benefits and costs are valued 

equally regardless of when they occur during the object's lifetime. This means that it, unlike the NPV-

ratio, takes into account the maintenance costs of the measure. For road or railway objects a lifetime of 

forty years is usually expected in Swedish CBA. ASEK 5, the latest version of governing documents 

that describe assumptions in analyses made for or by the STA, recommends the use of NPV in the 



30 

 

selection of single measures without financial limitation or ranking, and the NPV-ratio in ranking and 

prioritization of (profitable) investments within a single budgetary framework (STA 2012d). 

The profitability, or economic efficiency of a measure, is 

considered an important criterion to prioritize between 

actions. Both The Road Authorities and The Rail 

Authorities have for many years used CBA as a tool in 

investment planning and to calculate the profitability of 

various projects, among other things because of the 

ability to rank alternatives. (STA 2012b). The most 

wanted outcome of a CBA is obviously that the NPV-

ratio gives a clear answer to the profitability of the 

measure; that it is well above zero. Various estimates do 

however have different degrees of uncertainty and limitations in preconditions, as well as different 

proportions of estimated and non-estimated effects. ASEK 5 urges the use of caution when the NPV-

ratio is close to 0, because: “The absolute zero-limit is uncertain, whilst the NPV-ratio works better for 

ranking. […] Because of the uncertainty concerning the zero-limit, there is reason to classify objects 

with respect to a few different levels of NPV-ratios” (STA 2012d:4). As can be seen in table 1, the 

penalty for being below zero is very hard. For instance, an object with an NPV = -0,8 is considered 

very unprofitable, whilst its counterpart with an NPV = 0,8 is only considered profitable, not very at 

that. 

It is further emphasised in the STA catalogue on effect relationships in the transport sector, that; 

sometimes a negative estimated profitability can still be said to be profitable because of the absence of 

many positive effects in the calculation, and sometimes the result is positive, but there are adverse 

effects that are not included. In order to try and remedy this, so called assessment restrictions have 

been introduced in the OIA. The starting point for the restrictions is first and foremost that they are 

needed to control the process when the socio-economic calculus results are close to zero. Or, when 

there is reason to wonder whether calculation results could potentially change character (+/-) if all the 

information related to the socio-economic analysis is taken into account. When benefits are difficult to 

quantify however, it can be relevant to consider, instead, how the goals of the measure can be reached 

as cost-efficiently as possible (STA 2013a:16). 

4.2.4. Overall Impact Assessment 

As described in the preceding chapters, an important part of the planning of the transport system is to 

evaluate and describe the consequences of different measures so that priorities can be made and the 

decision basis can be investigated. The model for how to do this has been developed through the years. 

Usually a Cost-Benefit calculation is performed to describe the effects of a measure that can be 

quantified and monetized. Analyses are usually performed also of the effects that cannot be quantified. 

And, attempts are often made to describe what the measures mean for the process of trying to achieve 

the transport policy objectives. All of these decision perspectives; the socioeconomic perspective, the 

distributional perspective, and the goal-fulfilment perspective, are then gathered in the OIA, a 

comprehensive form of documentation that follows a measure from the early stages of planning until 

the measure is implemented. OIA‟s should be developed in conjunction with the SCM‟s and should be 

utilized continuously in STA‟s operations (STA 2012g). The template for the summary of the OIA can 

be found in appendix 2, mark however that it has not been translated from Swedish to English as it is 

the original version. 

Table 1. Classification of objects based solely on NPV 

ratio. Adapted from Table 4.2 in ASEK 5, Chapter 4, 

STA 2012d:5. 

Category NPV

Very high profitability >=2

High profitability 1-1,99

Profitable 0,5-0,99

Slightly profitable 0-0,49

Unprofitable -0,3--0,01

Very unprofitable < - 0,3



31 

 

The OIA is a way to, in a structured and comprehensive manner; describe a suggested measure within 

the transport sector, its costs and the effects that can be expected if it were to be implemented. The 

underlying purpose is that the assessment should constitute a decision basis and information for 

decision makers, officials and citizens. The OIA should also function as an entrance for those who 

want to seek additional information on the measure in question. The guideline for OIA further puts 

forth that clarity and transparency should be lodestars in the development of OIA‟s. It should be 

possible for any interested reader to easily see which assessments have been performed for the 

measure and who has established the OIA (STA 2012g). 

An OIA should be performed at four different stages; when a measure is included or will be part of 

existing or future long-term plans; when different alternative solutions for a need/problem need to be 

weighed against each other; when a proposal for a measure/s is reported; and in the follow-up phase, 

when the measure/s is carried out. There are different demands for the OIA depending on the stage at 

which planning is located (STA 2012g). The stage of planning does off course also influence the level 

of uncertainty of the various perspectives. For instance, it is clear that a CBA performed at an early 

stage is more uncertain than one performed at a later stage. Because, as Susanne Ingo puts it, “of 

course, the possibilities to foresee project benefits, as well as the time schedules and costs for the 

implementation, grow as project plans become more elaborated. Increased costs at late stages are not 

unusual” (Ingo 2013:117). At the decision stage a separate OIA is developed consisting of a 

reconciliation of whether the costs and/or design have changed since the most recently prepared OIA. 

If substantial changes have occurred, a new OIA should be developed (STA 2012g). 
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5. THEORETICAL FOUNDATION  

5.1. Frames of understanding 

In Porter‟s (1995) famous book Trust in Numbers: The Pursuit of Objectivity in Science and Public 

Life, he investigates the growing authority of quantitative methods in the natural and social sciences 

and in public life. CBA is one of these methods, which is exemplified throughout the book. Porter 

views the development of quantification as associated with the pursuit of objectivity, understood as 

impersonal knowledge. This in turn is a quite week definition he purports, as “it implies nothing about 

truth to nature. It has more to do with the exclusion of judgement, the struggle against subjectivity” 

(Ibid:ix). In the struggle to achieve universal claims and international acceptance, quantification is 

well suited, because “reliance on numbers and quantitative manipulation minimizes the need for 

intimate knowledge and personal trust” and thereby helps produce knowledge independent of the 

particular people who make it (Ibid). 

However, as Rein & Schön (1993) purports; values cannot be separated from facts, which is a 

consequence of peoples‟ need to put information into frames in order to make sense of it. These 

frames however, are made from individual „appreciative systems‟, leading to “different views of the 

world and [thereby] creat[ing] multiple social realities” (Ibid:147). These so called „conflicting 

frames‟ create situations where people see the exact same „evidence‟, but not in the same way.  These 

frames of understanding are in other words unique to each person and presents the basis for their 

rationality. Following from this, as Watson (2003) aims to showcase; planners‟ assumptions and 

stakeholders‟ realities are two very different things since each party‟s understanding of the context is 

determined by their own rationality. Regarding CBA this can refer to the chosen indicators and 

assumptions utilized. Do the modeller‟s assumptions correspond with the client‟s wishes or 

expectations? To what degree is CBA really, as Pearce et al. (2006) put it; a model of rationality? 

Watson further contends that there is not enough recognition “of just how deep difference can be, and 

how often planners find themselves facing situations of fundamentally different and conflicting 

rationalities”, and that this is probably happening more often than we think, because “societies are less 

homogenous than many planning theorists would have it” (Ibid: 405).  

Such a way of thinking can be applied to increase our understanding of why people‟s view of what a 

CBA is and does, might differ. Explicit knowledge of the theories behind CBA is off course one way 

of understanding it, however, not all stakeholders who are in contact with a CBA, either as a client or 

in another capacity, has that kind of knowledge. In addition, despite having the same education, people 

inherently hold different frames of understanding, frames that they cannot separate from pure facts. 

This means that while people can never be completely objective, neither can a CBA; despite the 

quantitative nature of it it is inevitably performed by people, although through models, making 

valuations concerning benefits and costs.  

5.2. Making something count 

In An Introduction to Science and Technology Studies, objectivity is divided into two clusters; 

absolute and formal objectivity. In the context of science, absolute objectivity is the ideal of perfect 

knowledge of some object, knowledge that is true regardless of perspective. Formal or mechanical 

objectivity, on the other hand, is the ideal of perfectly formal procedures for performing tasks 

(Sismondo 2010:139). Ideal mechanical objectivity– knowledge based completely on explicit rules is 

never fully attainable according to Porter (1995), because it can never be purely mathematical, and the 

importance of tacit knowledge is becoming more and more recognised. He further states that faith in 

objectivity tends to be associated with political democracy, and the appeal of numbers is apparently 
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especially compelling to bureaucratic officials who lack the mandate of a popular election. The ideal; 

that strict quantification, through measurement, counting, and calculation, is among the most credible 

strategies for rendering nature or society subjective – is a political as well as a scientific one. 

Objectivity implies the rule of law, not of men and it implies the subordination of personal interests 

and prejudices to public standards (Ibid:74). According to Porter (1995) “quantification is a way of 

making decisions without seeming to decide”. In this way, “objectivity lends authority to officials who 

have very little of their own” (Ibid:8). 

To quantify something means to make it possible to sum up large amounts of knowledge and 

observation into small packets of information that are more easily handled. This seemingly simple 

process, Hovland (2011:27) states, also appears to somehow cause “a magical transformation”. 

According to Sætnan et al. (2011:1), “the very act of counting is a specific form of viewing. Like all 

other specific forms of viewing it is a social act. Counting acts in and upon the social world. Of 

course, this also means that not counting has an effect on the aspects of the world we (do and/or don‟t) 

count.” In other words, by the very act of counting something it is transformed, it is given meaning 

and importance. This highlights the importance of what we choose to count, what we choose not to 

count, who does the counting, and not least, the categories and values we choose to apply “when 

counting are matters that matter” (Ibid.), such as in the case of a CBA.  

Not only does it matter who counts and what is counted, numbers themselves are blurry, contested, 

important, invisible, taken-for-granted, created, creating, and comprise agreements. Hovland, drawing 

on Star and Griesemer (1989, Hovland 2011) set forth that numbers can be perceived as „boundary 

objects‟. One basic feature of such objects is that they are observed from different viewpoints at the 

same time. This implies that there is no single understanding of how numbers work, nor of the 

relationship between their different understandings. In other words, a discussion about numbers is 

never a clarified one; numbers can mean different things to different people who see them from 

different frames. Which brings up the question; why are numbers so strongly connected to objectivity, 

when numbers in fact have subjective aspects both in its making and its interpretation. 

For public, as well as private purposes, quantification usually takes place by using the ideal objective 

device, the computer model. Its impersonality is assumed to mean that it is incapable of being 

subjective, consequently it is objective (Porter 1995). Following a phenomenological point of view, 

Hovland (2011:30) explain modelling as a way of organizing the world around us, a way of making 

sense and creating ideas of causality to be able to rationalize our actions and make decisions. The 

more the model re-produces itself, the more powerful it becomes. This reproduction is what can be 

called standardisation and the ultimate standardized technology is one that has become a black box 

(Sismondo 2010:138), which implies that it is flexible in its utilisation, but it can also be perceived as 

somewhat impermeable for actors „outside‟. The problem with this level of standardisation is that 

members in the field can see each other‟s‟ work as meeting standards of objectivity, whilst it is in fact 

the results of routinized research of something intrinsically uncertain. 

Quantification is representation through measurement. Measurement implies activating a convention for 

the measure, and utilizing a scale. Hence quantification is not a neutral practice; quantification is 

selecting one convention over others and also introducing the logic of numbers and scale to a 

phenomenon. “what gets measured gets done, What gets paid for gets done more,” is one of the lines of 

“management guru” Tom Peters (1998:284). To quantify is to activate power. (Hovland 2011:36) 

The power of numbers is in other words “dependent on relationships taking the form of accountable 

information, and the rituals of verification preceding and accompanying this form” (Hovland 

2011:34). The debate about numbers and the trust we can put in them is in reality a debate about 
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power. Standards can be perceived as a way of overcoming monopolies of knowledge and truth. This 

in turn can have two effects in particular, Hovland contends; it may create possibilities for open 

communication, predictability, and visibility, or it may create a form of control that disrupts positive 

potentials found within that very monopoly. This leads him to question; “why does it seem that 

standards are something we can trust in situations of mistrust?” (Ibid.:26-27) 

5.3. Predicting the future 

When planning for the future, uncertainty is an intrinsic part of the system. No matter how much 

research you do, it is impossible to be sure about what will happen in the future, and consequently, of 

how to plan for it. Hedrén (2009:224) emphasise the need to make “the alternatives, the possibilities, 

and the limiting factors” tangible, in order to comprehend which different futures are at hand. 

Different methodologies exist with the purpose of planning for the future. When the emerging 

emphasis on risk took over for the post-war focus on progress in the 1950‟s and 60‟s, a desire to 

predict and avoid the aforementioned risk arose (Anderson 2006). In this era of technocratic 

rationalism the strategy called „predict and provide‟ became popular in transport planning. The main 

idea of this strategy was to predict the traffic growth and with this as a basis decide on prioritised 

investments, leading to a boom in the building of roads and the growth of the auto society. The 

strategy has been severely criticised, but remains a fundamental idea in transport planning today 

(Heijden 2005, Hultén 2012, Owens 1995). Dreborg (2004) emphasises the need to relate to the future 

in a conscious way in order to be able to prepare for it, or shape it; we should in other words think 

about what kind of future we want before we adapt to one that we do not want. 

Forecasting is an effort at predicting the future and in this way it serves as an important input to the 

models that create preconditions for the cost-benefit analysis. Börjesson et al. (2005:15) explains 

forecasts as possible answers to the conditional question; “what will happen [if] the likely 

development unfolds”. Forecasts are in other words efforts at predicting a future that take place within 

already known structures (with variations in external variables), they are usually not utilised  to map 

structurally different futures (Dreborg 2004:21). To use this type of forecasting as a basis for planning 

is, by Börjesson et al. (2005) perceived as non-beneficial because of the danger of predictions being 

self-fulfilling. “Bringing current trends into the future is good if the trend is desirable, but the opposite 

when it serves to preserve negative trends” (Börjesson et al. 2005). Consequently, using forecasts as a 

basis for CBA could be seen as a way to preserve current trends, whether they are desirable or not; 

because, a CBA aims to measure the socio-economic efficiency of a measure within the given 

structure. 

Forecasting for planning purposes is usually performed in computer models; this, as put forth by 

Börjesson et al. (2005), has two sides to it. Benefits can for instance be that “modelling techniques 

provide quantitative, clear and consistent forecasts, often accompanied by a quantified uncertainty”. 

However, “all forecasts based on a model depend on the accuracy of the model and the accuracy of the 

input data to the model” (Ibid.). Drawing on Bell (1997:281 in Börjesson et al. 2005) the authors put 

forth that when using computer models there is a risk of a false impression of validity because of it‟s 

“precision”.  When in fact the preciseness can be debated as what they term „important aspects of real 

social systems‟ are omitted from the model. In addition, the amount of input data needed for the model 

increases the risk of measurement errors, interpretation errors, calculation errors, or similar (Börjesson 

et al. 2005:37). This can be compared to what happens in the „act of counting‟, discussed above. The 

preciseness of a number coming out of a model appears very trustworthy to someone who seeks 

objectivity. 
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A model can in this way be perceived as an authority in itself. Van der Heijden (2005) however, also 

emphasizes the role of experts in performing forecasts. He claims that the perception of forecasts and 

its uncertainties as „too technical to understand‟ for actors without the proper expertise, leads to a 

neglect to specify and report the sources of uncertainty and consequently a danger that decision 

makers make decisions without knowledge of the correct risk assumptions. This disconnection 

between knowledge and decision process shifts the responsibility to the expert, according to van der 

Heijden (2005:108), and the decision-makers “are no longer in a position to see the different 

possibilities as they could unfold”. 

This connects to what van der Heijden (1996, in Dreborg, 2004:8) describe as structural uncertainty; 

the situation “when patterns in events can be interpreted in various ways” (Ibid.). Being dependent on 

forecasts to plan for the future, will consequently lead to structural uncertainty as the various possible 

futures are difficult to see when one seems so dominant. For this reason Dreborg (2004) highlights the 

importance of studying structural change. He puts forth to reasons; the simple fact that structural 

uncertainty proves that new dynamics are possible, and because unsustainable present trends imply 

that change will happen sooner or later (Ibid.). Consequently, more efforts should be put on 

investigating what a favourable development looks like and on how one could possibly spur such a 

path. 

According to Wheeler & Beatley (2009), a vision is the key ingredient in order for long-term change to 

happen because of its ability to “inspire, motivate, spread ideas, and provide guidance for more 

pragmatic activities” (Ibid:376). The Vision should be of the favourable development mentioned 

above and Höjer & Matsson (2000), explain that “if the vision will not be reached according to the 

most reliable forecasts” the task is to generate other “scenarios that fulfil the targets expressed in the 

vision” (Ibid:629). There seems in other words to be a broad agreement across the field of futures 

studies, that if one is to influence the future in a certain direction, a direction that departs from that of 

current trends, then one must move away from the currently popular type of forecasts and develop a 

description of the desired future structure. Such a scenario can then “provide a background against 

which policy assessments can be made” (Carlsson-Kanyama et al. (2003:3) concerning how to get 

there. Investigations and discussion into what kind of future we desire could in other words be seen as 

the basis for a Vision, a Vision towards which alternative roads could be identified, possibly through 

other types of forecasts. Following from this, CBA can be a tool in identifying which political 

measures are more or less efficient on the way towards the Vision. 

5.4. The diversity of power in planning  

The understanding of different rationalities or frames put forth in chapter 5.1., can be further 

substantiated by Haugaard‟s (2003:87) notion that “social order presupposes the recreation of shared 

meanings which enable actors to act in collaboration in a way which they could not otherwise do” 

[emphasis added]. He contends that in order for acts to be understood by others they need to have a 

place within the social order, they need to be understood by others by being what he calls „confirmed-

structured‟, which more explicitly means „the reproduction of meaning‟.  A standardised model is a 

good example of this phenomenon. Ultimately this would mean that an act, idea, or similar, needs to 

be confirmed-structured in order to be recognized as powerful; a thinking that can be applied to the 

extensive trust in and use of CBA throughout the world. 

As earlier explained, CBA is currently the dominant appraisal technique for public investments and 

public policy. When reading about infrastructure investments in newspapers etc. the socioeconomic 

benefit or cost of implementing it is an almost mandatory part of the article. CBA is in other words a 
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quite powerful tool in Swedish infrastructure planning. When discussing the existence of power in 

planning, reference is often made to an old philosophical confrontation between Jürgen Habermas‟ 

pragmatic approach and Michael Foucault‟s view of power as omnipresent and thereby a problem in 

itself (Pløger 2001). Habermas, as interpreted in Pløger, seeks to find ways “in which we can hold 

public discussions and organise our public affairs without being dominated by the interests and 

languages of the powerful” (2001:223), in other words, ways in which to equalise the power relations 

and thereby create more democratic communication. Hence the search for objectiveness. Foucault, on 

the other hand, acknowledges power as relational and discursive in itself, furthermore representing 

“political interests, tactics, and strategies” (Ibid:219), thereby making it the fundamental problem in 

his view and connecting it to the core of this study.  

This relational view of power can be recognized in the work of Throgmorton (2001:126-127), who 

puts forth that “good planning might, in itself, be a matter of persuasive storytelling about the future”. 

But, because “powerful actors will strive to eliminate or marginalize competing stories” it is crucial 

that planners recognize, in order to plan effectively, “that they are embedded in an intricate web of 

relationships, that they have to construct understandings of that web, and that they then have to 

persuade others to accept their constructions” (Ibid:130). He further contends that this “act of 

construction is necessarily selective and purposeful: that is, necessarily political” (Ibid:132). Numbers 

seem to be a very powerful tool of persuasion and as Porter (1995:x) puts it “I do not claim that 

quantification is nothing more than a political solution to a political problem. But that is surely one 

thing that it is”. 

According to Boswell (2009), politicians and civil servants seem to be attaching more weight to using 

research in policymaking than ever before. Governments stress the need for „evidence-based‟ policy 

and the reason given is the need to „fill the knowledge gaps as a means of improving policy‟. 

However, it has frequently been observed that in many policy areas, political debate and decisions 

systematically fail to take into account research findings, which make this a puzzle in itself. A typical 

explanation put forth is that pressures from the voters tend to trump the influence by expert 

knowledge. Another explanation is that policymakers are unable to make efficient use of expert 

knowledge, for instance because of lack of time. A third explanation “locates the responsibility for 

deficient take-up of research with the producers of knowledge themselves”, thus, it can be a problem 

of knowledge transfer; either because the research done is too abstract or lack relevance, or because 

there is a problem of communication between researchers, officials and policymakers.  

Boswell contends that “research is in fact highly valued by policymakers, and that it plays a crucial 

role in policymaking and political argumentation”, but its value is not necessarily a predominantly 

instrumental one; instead she puts forth two types of more symbolic use; the legitimizing and the 

substantiating function. Expert knowledge can legitimize organisations and their members by 

endowing them an „epistemic authority‟, it gives a sense that they possess relevant, reliable and 

detailed knowledge and consequently, that decisions will be well founded. The substantiating function 

of expert knowledge means that the use of expert knowledge can lend authority to particular policy 

positions over others (Boswell 2009). This can be derived from the outlook that, “the judgement of 

experts can stand in for absolute objectivity” (Sismonodo 2010:139-140). Expertise is, as put forth by 

Sismono (Ibid.), the ability to make (what are perceived as) good judgements, In both cases, Boswell 

(2009) asserts, expert knowledge serves to enhance the credibility of whoever claims to use it, rather 

than to improve the quality of the output (Boswell 2012:3-8). 
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5.5. Theoretical conclusions 

Following from these theories we could deduct that CBA draws its powers from the shared meaning 

that numbers are objective, even more so when put into a standardised models; from the belief that 

objective experts have the ability to make good judgements, from the political search for an objective 

method, from the relations that put forth this need, and from the confirm-structuring across time and 

disciplines of CBA as a reliable method for this purpose. Numbers might be objective, but the people 

behind the numbers are not, despite them being experts. Consequently there is a need for a realisation 

of this fact and not the ignorance of it. The use of a CBA based on forecasts developed within the 

current structure could be seen as a further example of a method‟s confirm-structuring across time, 

perhaps a pinch of subjectiveness, at least through political mandate, could serve to favourably change 

this planning basis in a more sustainable direction. The increased awareness about differences in 

people‟s perceptions could serve to increase their shared understanding or at least their ability to 

interpret each other‟s frames, thereby giving all actors a better basis for performing a CBA that fulfil 

the demands of public interest and provide a better decision basis.  
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6. HOW DOES UNDERSTANDING OF CBA VARY AMONG ACTORS? 

6.1. Perceptions and preconceptions 

6.1.1. Conceptions of CBA 

The topic of cost-benefit analysis is subject to a lot of preconceptions. Common ones are for instance 

that “all politicians mistrust CBA, unless it serves their purpose”, or “Railway-protagonists thinks that 

a good CBA is a positive CBA, otherwise it is wrong”, and last but not least “one cannot trust numbers 

coming from interest organisations or similar, they can be tampered with”. Some of these were, at 

least partly, expressed during the interviews. For instance, drawing on her experience Consultant 1 

refers to the previous Rail Authorities as: “the residence of engineers; Coming there as an economist, 

expressing opinions about their stuff… many were doubtful and thought that a good calculus is a 

profitable calculus, if it was unprofitable, then you have miscalculated. […].” The statement does 

however refer to experiences from years back. Connected to this is the issue of whether assessments of 

railway objects are more difficult to perform in a correct manner. Many respondents state that this is 

the case, despite a lot of progress in the later years, and that the reason is difficulty posed by the 

railway‟s dependence on the functioning of the whole system and the limitations of setting up 

timetables that are non-adaptive. STA official 1 for instance, is of the opinion that road assessments 

are better substantiated than railway assessments and that “railway is considered, by the ones who 

work with it, so good in itself that they don‟t need to be assessed”. 

According to Hovland (2011) a strange anomaly has been observed in the study of organisations use 

of numbers, he found that:  

“… those officials most closely connected to the processes of calculation and analysis of numbers also 

seem to be, if not most critical, at least those with the strongest arguments against their own practice. 

One could expect the opposite, that they are merely technocrats, and that they rarely reflected upon their 

own work as more than calculation and measurement; but my observation is the opposite.” (Hovland 

2011:23) 

This finding coincides with my impression from the interviews. Among the respondents, two stand out 

with thoughts that came of as particularly attentive and critical yet constructive, STA official 2 and 3. 

A reason for why these two exhibit these characteristics might be that first of all, their deep knowledge 

of the method includes awareness about aspects that are not functioning in the best possible way and 

consequently provide them with the insight to also put forth relevant critique. Secondly, their positions 

as experts in the field did probably not develop because they thought the method was a bad one, their 

aim is to improve and develop, not to critique just for the sake of it. 

There are generally a lot of opinions about who is for and who is against CBA. Some public 

institutions for instance have a strong reputation concerning their views, one ministry respondent 

divided the ministries into two camps, where the Ministry of Finance is very much in favour of CBA 

and considers it a decisive factor. On the other hand there is the Ministry of Enterprise, Energy and 

Communications, who are perceived as more pensive, concerned with the regard for other higher 

societal goals as well. One of the consultants however, had another angle, she put all ministries in the 

same „block‟ and claimed that: 

In the economic planning, you preach for the already saved; the government, SIKA, the Swedish 

National Audit Office – those who think that the socio-economy is really important, they accept a quota, 

and that it should be taken into account. But in the physical planning it might be better to illustrate the 

profitability of the project, maybe show what benefits this particular object gives; what it is that costs 
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money; which are the uncertain factors; what it is that makes this project stand or fall. […] it is probably 

at this level that the socio-economy has least confidence (Consultant 1). 

The ultimate question concerning perceptions, in relation to the core of this study, is of course the 

respondents‟ conception of the term socio-economic efficiency. The answer to this question was 

unanimously positive with statements ranging from: “my entire professional life has been about the 

utilisation of society’s resources more effectively” (Researcher 1), to “efficiency is something positive, 

so it is positive” (Politician), or more specifically: “Socio-economic efficiency is for me an absolute 

demand for us to put money on something” (Ministry official 2). All of these statements seem to 

somehow „fit‟ with my own preconceptions about opinions connected to roles. Consultant 3 does 

however question whether I ever received another answer, because, how could I? How can efficiency 

be negative when it means to “strive for the best possible balance between the goal and benefits/ 

costs?” (Consultant 3) As Consultant 2 proposes; “if you have read economics it is quite obvious what 

socio-economic efficiency is”. But it should also be obvious what it is not, because, when it is 

formulated at such a general level - which it often is when socio-economic efficiency is discussed - 

then the limitations to the achievement of the goal that exist in the actual practical implementation, are 

not clear.  

Not everyone has read economics though, and this might not always be the problem either. A number 

of the respondents emphasize what they perceive as a problem of communication; the widespread 

„misunderstandings‟ concerning what a CBA is, what it includes and why it should be utilized. The 

problem they put forth was not the difficulty of communicating the result of the analysis, which was 

my hypothesis from the start, but rather prejudice or misapprehension of the method as such. One side 

of this, is the scepticism towards the method as a decision basis – a scepticism which is usually said to 

come from the lack of „proper‟ knowledge. However, in a study by Nyborg & Spangen (2000), 

concerning CBA in its role as informational input to a democratic decision-making process, the 

problem did not seem to be a lack of understanding of the CBA methodology. The main problem, they 

conclude, is that the method is not politically neutral. In the study they found that attitudes towards 

CBA varied along the traditional left-right political axis, with politicians on the left being much more 

sceptical than those on the right. Left-side politicians, who perceive distributional issues as important, 

did not find CBA useful as a basis for decisions. This is because the politicians understand that the 

method inherently disfavours the less fortunate, that there are several trade-offs which do not favour 

people with a low income. Individual‟s utility is affected by their budget constraints and in a CBA, 

which is based on individuals willingness to pay, individuals with more money will in effect have 

„more‟ votes, because they have more money to spend. They further emphasise that not only does 

CBA disfavours the poor, it also disfavour society because Nyborg & Spangen believe that individuals 

utility functions, in their view, are not able to capture society‟s welfare function as well (Nyborg & 

Spangen 2000). 

The other side of the scepticism towards the method has to do with the deeper knowledge about the 

foundational principles of CBA and what it actually entails – which might be lacking also among 

professionals. STA official 2, who work with these types of issues on a daily basis, expresses a 

genuine concern about the current structure of the economics education, especially about the division 

of the subject into two disciplines; business (företagsekonomi) and national economics 

(nationalekonomi/ samhällsekonomi); a division that has created two different languages and not least, 

has divided the underpinning philosophy into two fields, limiting what students are taught. Her 

experience is that “there can be much misunderstanding because we use different words and talk about 

different things, while in reality we are actually talking about the same thing”. According to STA 
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official 2 it is necessary to improve the education in CBA in order to get practitioners to understand 

the underlying philosophy of the whole field. 

6.1.2. Abstraction, not reality 

An example of what can be perceived as a worrisome development is connected to this exact issue. 

Socio-economic efficiency might, in its ideal and perfect version, be unambiguously positive, but the 

idea in itself is an abstraction, it is not reality. National economics is real economics, as STA official 2 

puts it, it is not about real money, money is just a means of payment and this focus can overshadow 

that the real focus here, is the social world: 

The most common is that people think that national economy concerns state finances, that the important 

thing is tax money. So, it can be somewhat difficult to get through what we mean by the term, a 

financial housekeeping. […] National economics is all about the real economy and the […] benefit we 

have, but […] in the political debate, it has become so much focus on money. SO often they talk about 

that, in the socio-economy, effects are valued in money, and sometimes I'm afraid that they actually 

mean it literally, that they believe it is the money that is important. […] In the past, I think there were 

many people who had this socio-economic way of thinking automatically, that it was realized that it is 

the gasoline we consume, it is the material we use, and the kind of goods and services we receive that 

we can use, this is what is important in the end. Money, it's just a means of payment. (STA official 2) 

The core to this argument and what is important to have in mind when dealing with cost-benefit 

analysis, is that money is not the currency that we are „housekeeping‟, real resources are the currency, 

but they can also be the benefit. What does this imply for the valuation of natural resources? 

The quantification and monetization of effects is an elementary part of CBA, so is the utilitarian 

assumption – effects are valued based on individuals‟ willingness to pay, which is measured in a 

number of intricate ways. The most basic question connected to this is whether we actually want our 

future society to be planned according to individuals‟ egoistical preferences. Who takes care of the 

needs of our society as a whole? Consultant 3 explains that there are two common ways to capture 

effects that are difficult to quantify; stated preference (ST) and revealed preference (RT). 

Environmental aspects are usually handled by the ST-method, but this, she contends, can be a bit 

„shaky‟, despite the progress in experimental national economics. Revealed preference is much to be 

preferred, if possible. An example where it seems that preferences are not accounted for in a 

satisfactory manner is the case of public transport, which, is exemplified both by STA official 2 and 

the Mayor of Sundbyberg. The latter refers to the Stockholm subway as an example of one, of more, 

projects that might never be possible to recoup: “we might never be able to recoup the subway or new 

lines either, but it is the only way to make Stockholm function”. STA official 2 goes further in her 

description: 

One thing that has been discussed; it is never really possible to recoup public transport, because well, 

you can never get any profit from it… But, at the same time you do want it, because all cities with any 

self-regard have bus-traffic etc. In one way it is a given that we have it, which is why it should be 

possible to recoup socio-economically. If it is so obvious that we should have it, then it must surely 

provide greater benefit than we currently value. It is strange that we cannot find it. I have started 

pondering about this myself, the benefit/utility for users… how much of that is environment? We count 

only on the benefit to those who actually travel by public transport, but I think it has real benefits even 

to those who do not use it daily. Because, if your car breaks down, if it ends up at the garage, if you are 

ill and cannot take the car, if you are going home from a party – then it is good that it exists, public 

transport. In that way you benefit from its existence, even though you don‟t normally use it. And that 

utility has never been measured carefully, but it should be counted as well, evidently… (STA official 2) 
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So, whose utility counts? Who has standing? Sometimes a measure does not only have a direct value 

to the users, but it also has an intrinsic value just by existing, such as natural values. This value 

however, is not easy to measure, if it is even possible at all. 

6.2. Boundary issues of CBA 

6.2.1. Terms of confusion 

Evidently, cost-benefit analysis is put forth as a type of efficiency criteria in Swedish transport 

planning. Exactly what that entails however, is still not clear. As was introduced in the discussion on 

the term (chapter 2.5.), some practitioners distinguish between a calculus and an analysis and some do 

not. What does it then mean that the transport sector should be socio-economically efficient? 

According to the calculus or the analysis? Finnveden & Sterner (2007) point to this issue in their 

reflections on CBA. They emphasize that what is particularly distinctive about CBA is that it claims to 

include all effects in a unitary, monetary, scale. However, they find that the definition of cost-benefit 

calculus, were not all effects are included – because effects that are difficult to quantify or monetize 

are left outside of the calculus, is problematic because “reasonably, it is the broader assessment that is 

interesting” (Ibid). Otherwise you risk choosing solutions that are socio-economically inefficient, 

because it is difficult to quantify large posts in the analysis. The authors further propose a distinction 

between an ordinary profitability calculus that do not include market imperfections, and a cost-benefit 

calculus (or analysis!) that should contain everything. In case it does not include everything it should 

be clearly stated that certain effects are left out, which means that it is only a partial CBA (Ibid.). 

If we apply the argument from section 4.2.2., we can say that in current implementation in Sweden, it 

seems that what is alternatingly called a cost-benefit calculus or a cost-benefit analysis in practice is 

not a complete CBA according to the international academic definition; it is a narrow application or a 

partial CBA, as put forth by Finnveden and Sterner. The broad definition of CBA, where all effects are 

included, seems to be called something else in Swedish; an Overall Impact Assessment. Following 

from this it is easier to now understand what Ministry official 2 meant when she contended that: “it is 

not just CBA that establish the socio-economic efficiency”. Her understanding of cost-benefit analysis 

seems to be the one that only includes the monetized effects, the partial CBA, which should rather be 

called a cost-benefit calculus according to STA‟s catalogue of CBA principles and methods (STA 

2013a). Socio-economic efficiency to her, seem to be the result of an OIA, since it is in fact the OIA 

that aims to include all effects, quantifiable or not. As was explained in chapter 4.2.2. and 4.2.4. the 

cost-benefit calculus is complemented with assessments of effects that are not valued – for instance 

effects on natural and cultural values, barrier effects and environmental impacts, this takes place in the 

Overall Impact Assessment. An OIA does in other words consist of a description of valued, non-

valued as well as distributional aspects, making it a CBA according to the broad definition. 

Following from the above line of discussion it seems that in Sweden, a partial CBA or a cost-benefit 

calculus according to the STA definition is part of an Overall Impact Assessment; which also can be 

perceived as a type of cost-benefit analysis. An important variation here lie in the definition of which 

affects are included in the calculus and which are put on the side, and not least; what effect this has on 

the format of the assessment results. In her investigations, Thoresson (2011:60) has found a pattern in 

ASEK and SIKA‟s texts, where strong claims are alternated with reservations. In one instance CBA is 

said to be an important basis, but in the next it is just one of many. This pertains as well to which 

effects are considered important and which are included in the actual analysis. Regarding for instance 

distributional aspects, they are considered important, but to be performed as complements. Translated 

to what is discussed above; distributional aspects should not be part of the calculus, but they should be 

presented as attachments – as part of the OIA. This is completely in line with Pearce et al.‟s (2006:35) 
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statement that “while it is often ignored in practice, properly executed CBA should show costs and 

benefits accruing to different social groups of beneficiaries and losers” – something which can be done 

by the use of distributional weights. In the Swedish case distributional weights are not utilized, but 

effects should be described, in the OIA, outside of the calculus. According to Theodore Porter this 

way to argue – “in which a disclaimer is clearly made and yet a policy recommendation reached 

anyway” – is almost a rule in CBA publications written by professional economists (Porter 1994, in 

Thoresson 2011:60), and apparently in the practical implementation. 

6.2.2. Inclusion/Exclusion 

The exclusion of certain „difficult to quantify‟ effects could be perceived as a disclaimer. As discussed 

in chapter 5.2.; the very act of counting something makes it important; it is given meaning beyond its 

simple existence because it is made more visible, more easily handled. This means that the act of not 

counting something has the adverse effect, it seems less important than the effects that are counted. 

Consultant 2 puts this into words: “The non-monetary effects must not be forgotten or hidden. That 

they are difficult to quantify does not mean they are not important!” 

There seems to be a general agreement that a CBA, in the calculus form, does not include all relevant 

effects, it cannot. Because, as Consultant 3 states; “There are things that are, not immeasurable, but 

difficult to measure, and that really should be in there.” Effects that are often mentioned in such a 

setting are for instance „wider economic benefits‟ in English, often called „regional effects‟ or „other 

effects‟ in Swedish. Practitioners, who claim that wider economic benefits are captured by the time 

values, usually refute this. Ministry official 1 strongly agrees that time values capture the „other 

effects‟ and claims that: “The calculi are attacked on false grounds”. Consultant 2 however, states that: 

“Time values do not capture the whole benefit of “wider economic benefits”.” More agreement is be 

found concerning the group of effects termed „urban environment improving” effects (UEI, 

stadsbyggnadseffekter). According to Consultant 1, “actions do exist where the main benefit is not 

included in the calculation”. She exemplifies this with an urban economic improvement project where 

there is a barrier through the city that you want to do something about; in this case, she claims, a CBA 

says nothing. Researcher 2 agrees, urban environment effects are what she considers the most 

important effect that is not captured in today‟s calculus. She does however not see this as a big 

problem – as long as there is awareness about it.  

Opinions do diverge however, concerning whether any projects exist at all, where the need for action 

is evident, but none of the investigated measures present a positive socio-economic efficiency. 

Researcher 2 denies the existence of such a case, instead she believes that projects can exist where in 

fact the reason for the negative utilities in the calculus is that there are inadequacies, but where one 

still thinks that the project really is profitable if these inadequacies could be better captured. To me 

this is just another way of saying the same thing, since the point here is not whether the benefits exist, 

but whether the CBA is able to capture them. The extension of Mälarbanan from two to four tracks 

through the centre of Sundbyberg could perhaps be an example of a measure which is completely 

necessary, yet all alternatives investigated show a negative NPV and several of the main benefits are 

urban environment effects - in the case of the tunnel solution. 

There are always utilities that are difficult to quantify or value, according to Consultant 2, but it is 

important that they are still included and communicated. This, she suggests, could for instance be done 

by trying to describe how positive each person in Sweden need to find this action for the action to 

become positive – that you leave it open, for the reader to decide. You provide the decision maker 

with a more useful decision basis by making them think: “would all my voters be willing to pay this 
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much?” Researcher 2 presents the same type of solution; she contends that when the case is that the 

UEI-effects‟s of an action are large, this can be resolved by reasoning in terms of: 

…for this project to be profitable or better than the next project on the list, the UEI‟s must be valued to 

at least xxx million kr; do you as decision makers think that the measure is worth this or would you 

rather put that money into another urban environment improving action? (Researcher 2) 

Consultant 1 agrees partly, she puts forth the possibility of making plausibility assessments of how 

large the wider economic benefits would have to be in order to weigh up for the disutility in the 

calculus, but contends that: “then you can often see that it would be completely unreasonable for them 

to be that important”. Also STA official 1 suggest the use of a plausibility assessment, she even claims 

that this is an advantage of counting; that if large positive effects are outside of the calculus a 

plausibility assessment can be performed of the probability that these effects are large enough to tip 

the results of the calculus. The question then is to what degree this is done in reality. 

One example of the implementation of the proposed solution can be seen in the CBA performed for 

the Mälarbanan extension. It is also evident that the analyst‟s agree with Consultant 1, at least in this 

case, where the „other benefits‟ are perceived to not nearly compensate for the negative benefit, 

consequently they are not able to turn the project profitable:  

“…the extra 3,7 billions needed to build the tunnel through Sundbyberg do not by far produce enough 

positive effects, for instance through improved city-scape, availability, or cultural aspects, nor reduced 

noise, to make up for its cost” (The Rail Authorities 2008:52). 

According to concluding remarks of the CBA, all of the additional effects are included in this 

judgement, which the OIA from one year later also agrees on – however with a somewhat more 

positive result. Not only do all investigated alternatives show a negative benefit, but the least negative 

alternative would mean to tear down big parts of central Sundbyberg whereas the „worst‟ alternative 

through Sundbyberg, judging by the NPV-ratio, was the closed tunnel, which would have led to 

Sundbyberg for the first time ever having a coherent city core. The question then becomes whether 

they have been able to capture all the positive effects. It is not surprising that it is economically more 

profitable to build the tracks on the surface, for the simple fact that building tunnels are incredibly 

expensive, but is it the best alternative from socio-economic standpoint? Because, a CBA is not just 

supposed to be a typical profitability assessment, like the ones utilised in the private sector, it should 

include other societal considerations as well.  

Is it really more efficient to tear down the whole city core, with all that comes with it, than to build a 

tunnel and open up completely new opportunities on top of it, including the loss of the barrier. Jonas 

Nygren, the Mayor in Sundbyberg, emphasizes this when he questions how something is valued in a 

CBA:  

“How many millions is it worth that we for the first time in a hundred years get to have a city core that 

is connected? 400 maybe? I don‟t know, it is not possible to calculate. How are we, who live in 

Sundbyberg, affected by hearing trains all around the clock?” (J. Nygren, interview) 

The result of this analysis was of course that the STA argued for the alternative of building 4 tracks on 

the surface, despite what this would mean for the place in question. Nygren however, thinks that the 

STA never really believed in that alternative themselves, but it was a matter of getting Sundbyberg to 

offer up something that would make it worth it for the STA, money. 

This example has a number of aspects that can be discussed; first of all, it highlights the importance of 

understanding what is included in the NPV, since this is the actual number that is discussed when 
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talking about socio-economic efficiency. If the NPV is negative, „other effects‟ have to be extremely 

apparent and strikingly large to have any bearing on the decision. Consultant 2 emphasises the 

problem with the idea that everything is included in one number: 

Even though it (CBA) has as its purpose to mirror all effects, it cannot. And then there are the problems 

associated with collecting everything in one number, it does not give you the whole picture. And then, 

the new overall impact assessments that STA has developed, they are supposed to answer this criticism; 

instead of showing just one number you are supposed to balance the picture. (Consultant 2) 

However, describing „other effects‟ does not make them „count‟ on an equal level. Like Ministry 

official 1 contends: “In the end, it is just a number, a quota, and that is pretty easily communicated; is 

it positive or negative, and how positive or negative? It almost becomes dangerously clear.” And that 

is the point; it is the number, the quota that gets the attention, because it is so easy and clear. However, 

if all analyses do not have the same preconditions, same quality, same basis, then it is not legitimate 

to, generally speaking, only communicate a number. STA official 1 contemplates that in broad terms 

projects are probably profitable if they are „on the right side of zero‟. Then however, we also have the 

factors that are difficult to valuate, for instance intrusion (intrång), which might not have the same 

value now as in the future. In addition, STA official 2 emphasize that the demands on NTP are too 

high. There is so much focus on the number and it is not converted into a practical idea, you forget 

what it is about, the real economy and not the money. When “a NTP of less than 1 is considered low, 

then you get it wrong” (STA 2). Furthermore, she goes on to explain that large numbers in either 

direction probably gives a good indication – not just „on the right side of zero‟, but “results in the 

middle layer are uncertain”. This, she contends, provides a bad basis for ranking. Her opinions seem to 

go against the ASEK 5 recommendations. In the profitability table put forth (table 1), there are only 

two levels of non-profitability compared to four levels on the plus side. This does not match with what 

is stated in the text; that the zero-limit is uncertain, which should imply that it is uncertain in both 

directions (!). A slightly negative project might become positive and the other way around. 

6.3. What constitutes a fair assessment? 

According to Consultant 1, the development of CBA within Swedish transport planning is adapted to 

fulfil the demands of the economic planning system, in other words meant to be able to handle 

hundreds of measures; comparing and ranking them against each other. This has led to an almost 

complete standardisation of the method. The consultants who perform CBA‟s in the strategic planning 

stage are supposed to have basically no influence over the calculus whatsoever; the models are 

completely rigged with all parameter values and for the OIA there is an excel template to be filled out 

according to instructions from the STA. This setup is aimed at achieving objective assessments – not 

influenced by special interests, performed in the same way and based on the same principles and 

values – a structure which according to the STA should make analyses comparable across transport 

sectors (see 3.2.1. and 4.2.1.). However, there is a problem with this train of thought, performing a 

CBA similarly for completely different objects, does not give a just assessment and consequently does 

not create comparability. STA official 2, who sits on the deciding side of the fence regarding 

principles and values, explains it likes this: 

Actually, if you are to do a completely accurate cost-benefit calculus, it should be adapted in detail to 

the project in question. But, because the calculi are standardised it will be an approximation. And then, 

there are many effects that are not included, so, the results are quite uncertain, you have to remember 

that. So, I would not say that you should always follow it, rank it by the present value ratio and then just 

pick the ones that are positive, no I wouldn‟t do that – because the results are not that certain. (STA 

official 2) 
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Another of the STA officials interviewed has a different opinion, or one that coincides with the 

principles put forth by the STA. She pertains that “the main purpose of the calculi, at least in the 

strategic planning […], is that they should be comparable. Maybe more than they should be right” 

(emphasis added). Also Ministry official 2 leans on the STA‟s definition of comparability and contend 

that the current utilization of similar discount rates for all calculi alone, has made the calculi much 

more comparable than they were ten years ago. This is probably true, as the discount rate is one of the 

most basic and overarching principles of CBA and there is no reason why it should not be the same for 

all projects considering it has nothing to do with individual aspects of each measure. All the same, this 

type of thinking concerning what makes calculi comparable, is perceived by Consultant 1, as a 

development in the wrong direction; a fair assessment of all objects is what contributes to 

comparability, not that all calculations are done similarly. She exemplifies by explaining that this type 

of comparability is not even appropriate when applied to measures in the same transport sector: 

They (the STA) have this weird idea that comparability of the calculi is achieved if you perform them 

all in the same way, in all objects and calculi, which I think is completely wrong. Because, the calculi 

will be comparable if they have received a fair assessment, and, capacity measures will lead to different 

types of effects in different parts of the railway system; sometimes you want to run multiple trains, 

sometimes you want to run them faster […]. But, they have still chosen this principle, which is a simple 

one; „If we just perform them the same way they will be comparable‟. (Consultant 1) 

One problem with the standardisation is that it does not give objects a fair assessment because it does 

not take into consideration project specific aspects. Similar projects that have the same types of aim, 

problems, benefits etc., can be compared in a satisfactory way if the basic preconditions, such as 

discount rate and tax factor, are similar. Two projects that have completely different goals, 

preconditions and limitations on the other hand will not both receive a fair assessment in a 

standardised model, and consequently are not comparable by the NPV-ratio. In an urban environment 

project for instance, the main benefit – which could be the removal of a barrier – is most likely not 

included in the calculus and consequently not in the NPV – the comparison basis. Here again the 

Sundbyberg example can be used as an example; the removal of the barrier in this case is not the 

purpose of the extension, but of the tunnel – making it one of the main benefits of the project as a 

whole. The benefit in this case is not even measurable; how can such an object be compared to 

building a highway, a project where the main benefits are definitely included. The tunnel solution in 

Sundbyberg might not even be comparable to its alternative solutions, because in the other alternatives 

the UEI-effect is not one of the main benefits, perhaps the opposite.  

As stated earlier, CBA has been adapted to fulfil the needs of the economic planning where capacity 

and efficiency are all important because of the time limitations that exist at this stage and the amount 

of measures that are to be compared. This brings us to the second problem with the standardisation; 

the adaptation of CBA does not at all correspond to the demands in the physical planning stage. 

Drawing on her own experience, Consultant 1 explains that, in the physical planning: 

…the project leader is very well acquainted with the project and all its aspects. To come with a method, 

a black-box method, which is adapted to the economic planning, against the engineer who is well versed 

in their project, that doesn‟t work! (Consultant 1) 

In contrast to the situation in the strategic planning, “where objects are already defined” by the STA, 

Consultant 1 describes that you work much more explorative when your role is that of a regional 

economist in the transport authorities. She goes on to explain that “in the physical planning there are 

maybe three or four assessment alternatives and when you are done with the plan you have 

investigated all possible and reasonable alternatives and you have advocated one; this is the solution 

that we think is the best.” She further contends that there is a large need for developing a more hands-
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on and involving CBA in contact with the project leader in the physical planning stage. In this way 

cheaper and better solutions can be found, that have greater potential to be implemented. In order to 

create these more efficient solutions one must work together with the project leader so that he or she 

better understands their own project.  

6.4. The future is uncertain 

“In practice, CBA can have a tendency for short-sightedness because of the lack of good and correct 

information and uncertainty about the future. A humility regarding distribution between generations 

should be taken into consideration. […] Cost-benefit analysis should still, despite certain development 

needs, be regarded as an excellent tool to determine the socio-economic profitability in a systematic 

way, which in most cases makes it possible to rank different projects.” (STA 2012b:3) 

As explained in chapter 4.2., the implementation of CBA should rest on a scientific basis. 

Preconditions for the calculus should be developed or approved by experts. It is important, at least for 

government authorities, that; “where official assessments exist, such as the long-term assessment and 

population forecasts from SCB (Statistics Sweden), these are utilised as official sources to provide 

input to models and „riggings‟” (STA 2012c:2). However, also put forth in ASEK 5, is that traffic 

forecasts are usually based on assumptions, which in turn can be forecasts or scenarios. Forecasts are, 

in other words, just another “attempt at making predictions about the future” (Ibid). And the reality is, 

according to STA official 1 that, because it builds on prognoses about the future, the calculus will 

never be completely right. 

According to Ministry official 2 “STA has historically had poor forecasts”. Researcher 1, state that 

travel-habit surveys are done to seldom, which leads to an inadequate basis, and that overall; the 

demand calculations are not exact. Sensitivity test are put forth as the last step to be performed, before 

a recommendation is made concerning the investigated measure (see 4.1.). However, according to 

Researcher 1, not enough sensitivity analyses are performed of the results because it takes such a long 

time to do a run that there is too little time for it. Also STA official 3 claims that there is more talk 

about these sensitivity analyses, than actual execution of them, in addition she states that;  

…the problem, is that the sensitivity analyses rarely have an impact. […] Most often it‟s the key 

scenarios which becomes controlling anyway. The sensitivity analyses are often done more because; 

well, because it should be done. And they might not really be, or they are usually not radical enough to 

give results that actually differ. So if you ask „what I am most interested in‟; it‟s this issue, and it‟s not 

so easy to handle either. Because, well, it‟s clear like glass that the future is uncertain, right?! But, you 

still need something to hold on to, and then the question is; what should you hold on to? (STA official 

3) 

Both STA official 2 and 3 emphasize the need for a more conscious relationship to the use of forecasts 

because of the large effect that they have on the calculus and because they are what they are; 

predictions of the future. STA official 2 point to the need for attention towards possible trend breaks; 

we should not just keep doing things like we always did mechanistically. STA official 3 goes further 

and questions the use of forecasts as a basis for decisions, or at least the type of forecasts utilised 

today. “Is it reasonable to assume that all curves will continue in the same direction as today? Because 

this is what all the forecasts, the regular forecasts that are developed for these purposes, they usually 

show that current trends continue.” As she states, this is one thing in the short term, but “if we look at 

the long term, it is not certain that it is neither desirable nor likely that we get this type of 

development” (STA official 3). The STA is not ignorant to this point, in fact they put forth in their 

guidelines that “projections showing what is considered a likely (but perhaps not desirable) 

development can serve as a basis for discussing further measures that are needed to turn the trend in a 
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more desirable direction” (STA 2013a:22), it seems however, considering the opinions of the STA 

officials quoted above, that this is not a particularly common event in the practice. 

As was discussed in the last chapter, uncertainties are not just related to the preconditions of the 

calculus provided by assumptions and forecasts, but also to the ability to quantify various effects and 

to value them in a fair manner. Most of the respondents agree that it is necessary to work on 

improving the communication regarding insecurities in the calculus. Consultant 3 suggests that it is 

time now, to put the same amount of effort into the communication of the results as was once put into 

the underlying models and related research. It should be easy for decision makers to understand the 

degree of uncertainty, not just for the calculus as a whole, but connected to each post. STA official 2 

expresses a concern about the reporting of NPV-ratios with two or three decimals, as it looks so 

precise, but in reality it is not. She does however also, and other respondents with her, emphasize that 

it is not popular among politicians, to be told how large the uncertainty is. Researcher 1 exemplifies:  

Concerning the demand models, they are off course not exact, which the decision-makers never like to 

hear. They don‟t want to know that „well, there is maybe a 20-25% margin of error here” – which I 

would think was fantastic; if it was only 25% wrong! But, they want it to be correct. (Researcher 1) 

There is a thought, according to Nilsson & Pydokke (2009:17), that; to provide policy makers with a 

clear picture of future developments, forecasts should be primarily based on decided policies. The 

reason is the need for transparency, that there should be no hidden guesses about future policy 

decisions, it should be possible for outside readers to determine the conditions that drive results. 

According to ASEK 5 however, this does not appear to be the case. Here it is stated that, in the types 

of calculi that are commonly utilized as a basis for decisions on measures in the transport sector, the 

role of the calculus is to provide information mainly based on individuals and businesses‟ behavior 

and willingness to pay. This documentation is then weighed together with the rest of the OIA-basis 

and other positions, which is why the politically decided goals and prices (taxes) normally should not 

be found in these types of calculi, as it risks a feedback-mechanism between the decision basis and the 

political preferences that the basis is to be reconciled with. However, with regards to the value that 

should be put on carbon dioxide, an exemption has been made. The reason for this is what is termed “a 

genuinely large uncertainty regarding any other way to derive the marginal cost for one more kilogram 

of carbon dioxide” (STA 2012e:4). Consequently ASEK 5 recommends a carbon dioxide value based 

on a political shadow price for the forecast year‟s real value, for measures of a long-term nature; and 

on today‟s political shadow price, equivalent the fuel tax, for shorter term measures. This connects 

back to the discussion concerning the so-called rationality of the CBA. A political valuation has been 

put on the value of carbon dioxide, which has nothing to do with the scientific value. This means that 

the carbon dioxide value is not based on expert judgment, but it could still be considered objective, if 

we choose to perceive politicians as elected officials, thereby representing society – the collection of 

all individuals‟ utility curves within the demarcated area. 

It can seem that some guidelines put forth in ASEK 5, are not followed in reality. The issue of whether 

decided policy should or should not form the basis for forecasts and calculations appear to be one of 

those. A number of the respondents refer to the reality that is put forth by Nilsson & Pydokke in the 

last paragraph; when a CBA is performed for a road investment for instance, other decided objects that 

influence the benefits of the measure in question, should be perceived as implemented for the purpose 

of the analysis. The language used when discussing these kinds of issues does not come off as 

particularly clarifying for an outsider like me, but the message from the respondents imply that the 

general opinion is to see decided and announced policy‟s as a basis:  
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When politicians give us an assignment, for instance that we should develop a plan, or a suggestion for 

a plan until 2025; they say that regarding forecasts and socio-economy, the starting point should be 

current […] decided and announced policy. This means that those instruments that do exist that you 

think have the potential to point the development in some other direction, they are, in a way, not 

allowed in any forecasts so to say… This feels somewhat frustrating…! […] So what happens then? 

Well, you do your forecasts, you do your traffic forecasts and they point straight to the sky and it means 

that, well– and this is a classic objection to Förbifarten – off course it is profitable with that traffic 

growth. I think this is a real dilemma! (STA official 3) 

The carbon dioxide valuation is an example of the use of political valuations as grounds for 

calculations. The statement by STA official 3 exudes a resignation concerning the possibility to plan 

for a future that does not just continue in the track that we are going. The use of political values for the 

purpose of efficient decision-making is not unproblematic, but it is a matter that deserves to be 

discussed. 

6.5. The practice of planning in a political climate 

6.5.1. A sustainable transport system? 

The overall goal of Swedish transport policy is to ensure a socioeconomically efficient and sustainable 

transport system for citizens and business throughout the country. A previous study by Eliasson & 

Lundberg (2012), show that; in accordance with the increased emphasis on CBA in the transport 

policy goal, the use of CBA has gained greater influence in the investment selection process of the 

economic planning. Apparently, CBA plays a particularly important role as a screening tool in the 

STA, giving measures with a positive NPV-ratio a considerably larger chance at being selected for the 

National Investment Plan, than measures with a negative benefit. For investments selected directly by 

politicians however, there is no connection between high NPV-ratios and selected investments (Ibid.). 

But what do we know about how the of the chosen measures will affect long-term sustainability and 

how well this aspect is treated in the CBA? Does CBA influence how sustainable projects that are 

chosen? 

Like Researcher 1 expresses hope with regards to this; “one will have assume that the word 

„sustainability‟ means something that is not only covered by the socio-economic efficiency”. If we 

divide it into social, ecological and economic sustainability; the economic part should obviously be 

covered by the CBA. Researcher 2 perceive CBA as a way of stopping economically unsustainable 

projects from being decided because it means that “there will be more money left for more worthy 

projects”. On the matter of whether a CBA influences how ecologically sustainability projects that are 

decided, she thinks the CBA does not matter. Researcher 1 emphasize that the ecological aspect 

should, according to guidelines, be part of the CBA, but it is discussable whether it actually is to a 

sufficient degree. The social part however, is definitely not included since it concerns for instance 

issues of justice and distribution, the last, which is expressively left out of the calculus. 

Another sustainability issue is that of trade-offs between generations. As explained in section 4.2.3., 

the net present value ratio is usually utilized in the Swedish transport sector, however, considering the 

benefit cost ratio measures (BCR) costs and benefits equally across time, without discounting, the 

BCR could potentially be perceived as a more suitable method to measure long-term sustainability 

('fairness across generations' perspective). In ASEK 5, CBA‟s tendency towards short-sightedness is 

blamed on the lack of good and correct information and uncertainty about the future (STA 2012b). I 

would like to claim that the principle of discounting should be added to this list. However, everything 

cannot be blamed on the models, STA official 1 emphasize that what we seem to miss when we 
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discuss sustainability is that we keep discussing how people can travel longer and longer, more and 

more, whilst the only really sustainable development is that people travel less! 

Travel habits will not change unless considerable policy changes force them; or a structural change, 

including a trend break for transportation, takes place. STA official 1 states that the current practice, 

that “all calculi are considered policies decided […], is not particularly sustainable. [That] all 

valuations, all prognoses, growth numbers etc., should be seen as [policies decided] might not be 

particularly sustainable. But those are the preconditions, and then the results might not become better 

than that.” The current situation of transport planning is in other words a system where forecasts, 

based on decided and announced policy and on expert assessments, form the basis for cost-benefit 

analysis. The results of cost-benefit analyses can be utilised in different manners, politicians can 

choose to follow the ranking of measures and choose the ones with the highest NPV-ratio, or they can 

make other assessments for various reasons. This means that political choices can influence in both 

ends of the process; firstly, they have certain impact on the calculus preconditions, secondly; the fact 

that the government traditionally, at an early stage, single out individual assessments to be included in 

the final plan without going through the mandatory SCM-study and consequently excluding these 

measures from the ranking, according to the NPV-ratio, against other projects (SNAO 2012:45-46, 

Eliasson & Lundberg 2012:32). Lastly, politicians have the opportunity and the right, as elected 

officials in a democracy, to put a political filter on decisions before they are made. They should in 

other words, be able to influence the development of the transport system in a more sustainable 

direction, if they want to. 

6.5.2. Politics vs. CBA 

In a democracy like Sweden, all policy documents are official and elected officials can in this way be 

held accountable for their decisions, or lack thereof. For the subject at hand this implies that 

politicians have the right to make decisions that deviate from the calculation, but the decision process 

should be transparent and consequently it should be possible to follow the reasoning concerning why, 

for instance, a decision is made to deviate from the CBA recommendations. As Researcher 1 explains; 

“we want to know that they are aware that they deviate, their reason to do so, what it costs and what 

they think they may achieve that is not captured in the calculation”. This point is one where all the 

respondents in the study actually agree; political interests affect the decision, and this is how it should 

be. However, Researcher 2 contends that decision makers should always have to justify their decisions 

based on the calculus. She further agrees with her researcher colleague that politicians should have to 

clearly account for why they deviate, how they think the measure is worth that much more money, and 

that they do in fact deviate - so that they can be held accountable. Consultant 3 is slightly more 

sarcastic in her response to how much weight politicians should put on the CBA in relation to other 

decision basis in decision-making; she contends that:  

The most important thing must be to, from the beginning, acquire the best possible decision basis. And 

then, if the politician claims to have insight and knowledge about the state of things, and especially 

about the state of affairs on the future time point that is not reflected in this calculation. We do have a 

political governing process where politicians have the last word, but then they have to account for their 

arguments for why they deviate from decision support. (Consultant 3) 

In effect, this power politicians have; to influence the choice of measure without always choosing in 

accordance with the ranked suggestion they receive from the STA, can lead to the inclusion of some 

measures with a negative benefit: 

90% of measures are not implemented unless they have a positive NPV, but then there are some objects 

that are really difficult to estimate, which might have large regional effects or… One has to be clear that 
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CBA does not capture all effects and it is very much left to develop. [...] But it is at least a certain hint 

of whether the project should move on in the process or be shut down (Ministry official 2). 

One thing is the implementation of measures that exhibit a slightly negative benefit or where it is 

known that the main benefit of the measure is not included in the calculus because of the difficulty in 

quantifying it. The result should at least be seen as an indication of whether the measure is a 

reasonable investment or not. According to Ministry official 1, very few railways would have been 

built if it had not been a political choice, because these are measures that often achieve unprofitable 

calculi. However, STA official 3 purports that; it can be problematic when politicians seem to pursue a 

measure regardless of a very clear and obvious disutility – where the benefits seem small in 

comparison to the costs. She exemplifies by referring to the case with Västlänken, where the negative 

benefit was too large to be ignored, in her opinion. A considerable negative benefit should at least be a 

warning bell, an opportunity to investigate whether the chosen measure is really the right one, or if 

another more efficient solution to the problem can be found.  

Lets take a step back to the Sundbyberg example, where all the alternatives had a negative benefit; 

although the tunnel alternative performed slightly better in the OIA from 2009 (-0,27), than the CBA 

in 2008 (-0,47). In both cases however, it is accepted that some benefits are not included, because they 

are difficult to quantify. But while the CBA modellers perceive these benefits to not be high enough to 

offset the costs, the performers of the OIA do not say; they only conclude that it would require a high 

valuation of the labour market effects and improved cityscape in Sundbyberg, for these additional 

benefits to offset the entire socio-economic construction cost. This makes it relevant to ask then, what 

were the decisive factors for the final decision to land in the tunnel alternative through Sundbyberg? 

My interpretation is that the CBA had most influence in the decision on which route should be 

implemented; Kista vs. Sundbyberg. Here, both the NPV-ratio and the opinions collected through 

consultations, where in favour of the Sundbyberg track. Furthermore, the fact that Sundbyberg 

municipality strongly urged for the tunnel alternative, but the calculus showed that it would be cheaper 

to build on the surface, gave the STA leverage in the negotiations with Sundbyberg. In the end 

however, there two main reasons that lead to agreement, according to the Mayor of Sundbyberg, Jonas 

Nygren: 

I believe there are two aspects of it; one is that we went in and said that 800 millions is okay, then the STA couldn‟t 

back down and it will hopefully not be possible for the government either. And the second is that I believe they 

think it is good that there will be a project that has such a clear form of co-financing. [...] I don’t believe that this 

would have come into place if it wasn’t for the co-financing. (J. Nygren, interview) 

In his analysis of co-financing, Hultén (2012:263) has found that, “instruments often evolve in 

complex contexts and take shape that has not been set out in any conscious long-term strategy. 

Instead, new practices are often established on the basis of ad hoc solutions chosen in individual 

cases.” This is exactly what Nygren describe as a common tendency in how difficult political issues 

tend to resolve themselves, and what happened in Sundbyberg. His interpretation is that such issues 

usually resolve themselves by chance sooner or later, “possibly a number of wars have not been 

resolved in this way, but usually, quite suddenly, sufficient elements will interact and it will be the 

right mode.” The clear form of co-financing was, not surprisingly, a turning point for the STA, both 

because of the material part in it; Sundbyberg „pays up‟, but also the fact that it sets an example for 

other similar situations and makes it possible both for municipalities and the STA to suggest a co-

financing solution in cases where there is disagreement over the value of the difficult to quantify 

benefit. 
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In reality, however, the main resolving factor here, is the money. The 30 year old issue finally saw 

progress because the municipality decided to take on the costs that they considered to be the added 

value for the municipality, 800 million, and the STA bought the argument; that it is not really possible 

to draw four tracks over ground, which Jonas Nygren think they never actually believed. The CBA did 

not have any real part in the final decision, but it did impact the agreement, as leverage for the STA.  

The decisive factor for Sunbyberg, to agree to the co-financing, was the value of the „total package‟ 

and the fact that they could in fact afford it: 

What I base my decision on is the whole picture. 800 million is a lot, but we will have 65 thousand residents then, 

we are Sweden‟s wealthiest municipality and we own properties for maybe 11 billion, then they will be worth 

maybe 15 billion – we can afford it. It is possible for us to recoup, so to say, but maybe not for all other 

municipalities. (J. Nygren, interview,) 

The number, he further states, is not really interesting. Which positive effects they will get, whether 

these effects are worth what needs to be paid, and not least; which effects could Sundbyberg recoup? 

These things seem like perfect questions for a CBA, but it was the „break-down‟ made by the opinion-

forming group of affected municipalities, which communicated the information he needed. 

Consequently, the judgement made by the municipality in this case, was that even though 800 million 

is a lot, it was worth it for the added benefits they identified. Another reason that the resolution of the 

issue came at the time it did, was also the clear decision that the Municipality made, in 2010, to form 

an infrastructure company who were to work to achieve this one thing. They decided what they 

wanted, took a stand and were willing to pay for it, and they made it happen. 

6.5.3. The lacking Vision 

A number of the respondents communicate what can be interpreted as „a limited room for planning‟ in 

the current system structure and that the lack of a clear chosen direction for the development of the 

transport system, leads to less sustainable solutions. With the type of forecasts utilised today, 

development takes place within the same structure that we presently live in and consequently forecasts 

show that current trends continue. This type of planning, based to a high degree on the predicted 

demand, could be said to be a version of the severely criticised strategy called „predict and provide‟ 

which was popular in the technocratic rationalism of the 50‟s and 60‟s, but which remains a 

fundamental idea in transport planning today (see 5.3.).  STA official 3 state that a problem with the 

„limited planning room‟ is that there is little scope for pointing to alternative scenarios when you work 

with infrastructure. Additionally, politicians have no real vision, she claims, so that makes it the job of 

the practitioners to provide politicians with the understanding that “there are in fact options, you can 

choose to go in either direction”: 

Even though politicians and the government point to the transport political goals, for instance as an 

important starting-point for our planning, the government do not take a stand regarding how they want 

to; there is no real vision for how they want the transport system to develop (STA official 3). 

Researcher 1 goes on to state that today‟s priority planning is not a real priority planning. Politicians 

need to choose an overarching direction towards which they want society to develop, for instance; 

“should we take the climate issue seriously?” She requests a clarity regarding were we are going with 

the planning, something which should take place in the priority planning, where it should be 

established in which direction we are going; should we for instance work to strongly reduce car 

traffic? Such a reduction would most likely necessitate a structural change, which could happen on its 

own if some sort of crisis erupts that leaves us no other choice, or it can happen as a result of 

politicians expressed, specified and implemented goals. Other structural changes can concern changes 

in living structures, localisation of production or changes in the transport sector for instance in the 
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form of increased share of travel happening by public transport. CBA can, according to the STA, be 

utilised as a tool for the selection of infrastructure measures in line with the sought after changes: 

“Generally it can be concluded that cost-benefit analyses support the choice of measures that give the 

most benefit for money given the societal structure that the analysis preconditions are based on. If there 

is an aspiration for a changed structure, the analysis preconditions must be fundamentally based on the 

aspired structure or the means of governance which can be expected to lead there. The socio-economic 

analysis can give guidance for the choice of good measures that lead in a certain direction. Whether our 

decision-makers afterwards choose to decide on the implementation of the governance instruments that 

make the measures socio-economic efficient, is another question.” (STA. 2012b:5) 

The STA does in other words acknowledge and grant access to CBA as a tool for investigating 

alternative desirable futures. But, in line with respondents‟ statements, they highlight that it is up to 

the politicians to actually decide that this type of planning method is utilised. The politicians need to 

take a stand, develop a vision and give planners the room to implement it. 



53 

 

7. HOW CAN CBA BE UTILISED TO ITS FULL POTENTIAL IN 

TRANSPORT PLANNING? 

There is a long history of working towards a holistic view of the transport sector within the Swedish 

Transport Authorities and its predecessors. The ambition to plan in a more intermodal and integrated 

way has been a work in progress since at least the 90‟s (Thoresson 2012), with the ultimate goal that 

CBA‟s should be comparable; not just with other similar measures, but also across transport sectors. 

The implementation of this ambition seems however, to have been applied somewhat prematurely. 

Because, as has been discussed, the variations in uncertainty across sectors, and especially across types 

of measures, are so large that the ranking for the purpose of prioritizing between measures – which is 

the main tool that the STA utilises in the selection of measures to include in the national plan – does 

not give a fair picture of the real relation between projects‟ benefits and consequently is not 

appropriate. 

Ranking of measures according to their NPV-ratio is not highlighted as purposeful by many of the 

respondents. Only Ministry official 1 clearly state that the socio-economic basis should be utilized for 

prioritization in the development of the national long-term investment plan, by the STA that is. 

Following this, however, she purports that; „a political filter should be cast on the plan, before it is 

established by the government”. The other Ministry official does not state how it should be utilised, 

only that it should be done –that no project should be decided upon where a CBA has not been 

performed. Both of the ministry officials describe their views as quite similar to the governing 

principles, which none of the other respondents relate to in this same „correct‟ way. Most of the other 

respondents express that the CBA basis should be “one basis among others”, or it should be 

considered “in relation with” or “together with” other decision basis‟. There is also agreement, 

especially among the STA officials, that large numbers in either direction give a good indication of 

whether the project is profitable or not, and in such cases the CBA basis should be utilised to influence 

the direction of the planning. Numbers in the middle however, are considered uncertain – 

consequently “decimals are uninteresting” (STA official 3) and the NPV-ratio should not be utilised 

for ranking as a consequence of the uncertainty (STA official 2 and 3). 

Two of the respondents, Ministry official 1 and STA official 1, emphasize the „orderly nature‟ of the 

CBA as a decision basis and its usefulness in the way that it reduces the “opinionising” (tyckandet). 

Without the CBA it all becomes very “thinky-feely”, mere assumptions (Ministry official 1). Also 

Researcher 2 stresses the advantage that the calculation guidelines force an “honesty” in the 

assessments. Consultant 3 wishes all over that the socio-economic effect was highlighted more often, 

because in her opinion, shortcomings in the calculus do not necessarily have to lead to a rejection of 

the whole calculus – it is still a very good instrument; “one should not make the best into the enemy of 

the good”. It can be a good instrument. According to Researcher 2, the main point of the calculus is 

that it clarifies which effects a project has and what are the large and small utilities. She exemplifies 

this by explaining that, for instance it can make it clear that the reason for building a railway hardly 

can be reduced emissions from car traffic, but rather better travelling opportunities for individuals. It 

can thereby also indicate how some effects can be achieved more efficiently by other means or 

perhaps guidance to how changes within the project plan can lead to better efficiency.  

This summarized account of how the respondents think that the CBA basis should be utilised as a 

basis for decisions, provides a background, against which the following discussion can be made 

regarding the identified potentials and limitations of the method; how can CBA be utilised to its full 

potential in transport planning? 
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7.1. Reduce the „mess‟ and call things by its name  

Cost-benefit analysis in the Swedish transport sector; a very broad theme, but yet it should still be 

possible to identify where the CBA comes into the process, who orders it and who performs it, was my 

naïve approach. It turned out that it was more complicated; it was actually sufficiently complicated 

that I still have no clear answer to these, my initial starting themes. Everyone that have been 

interviewed talks about the same system; they work in the same system, although with different task 

and with different employers, they are all engineers or economists (except Jonas Nygren), they are all 

Swedish and they have many years of experience. These common denominators are still not 

controlling enough to make the respondents perceive the same system in the same way. The accounts 

vary both in focus and language, and the combination of these two with the added bonus of a new 

planning system, does not produce clarity. It appears that a deeper knowledge about the planning 

system studied, would have been absolutely necessary to hold already before the interview study, in 

order for a more full understanding to develop.  

However, not all blame can be put on the measurement device, which is what I am to this study. Many 

things are confusing about the planning system for transport infrastructure in Sweden, as a whole, but 

not least with regards to CBA or OIA or whatever it should be called. One thing that would probably 

improve the understanding of what a CBA is, and what it is not, among decision-makers at all levels, 

is a greater awareness concerning the utilisation of various terms. The fact that calculus and analysis 

are used synonymously among practitioners is not advantageous to the CBA and its great potential as 

a decision-making basis. To distinguish between a complete CBA, where all costs and benefits are 

included – quantified or not, and a partial CBA, where it is made clear that all effects are not included, 

would in my opinion lead to more trust in the CBA.  The use of the term cost-benefit calculus should 

only apply to the calculus itself – thus, the implementation of the computation – and should not be 

confused with the outcome of a CBA. The calculation is only a part of the CBA.  

Furthermore, with present terms I believe that there are a number of cases where it will be misleading 

to call the NPV-ratio a measure of socio-economic efficiency. Because this measure implies the 

inclusion of all effects and when it clearly does not, like in instances where the difficult to quantify 

effects are large, it should not be treated like it did. Some sort of level of uncertainty or level of effect-

inclusion should be attached to the number, in a way so as to make it impossible to miss.  

It is unfortunate, in my opinion, that the STA themselves „okay‟ the synonymous use of the terms 

analysis and calculus. If one were to actually apply the academic and theoretical definition to the 

practice of the STA, it seems that the CBA is no longer part of their vocabulary. Instead, the cost-

benefit calculus is part of an Overall Impact Assessment, which seems to, for all intents and purposes, 

be a CBA. Considering the OIA includes the socioeconomic perspective, the distributional 

perspective, and the goal-fulfilment perspective it has all „contents‟ it needs to be called a CBA, 

something we can assume the STA are aware of. It could seem that the reason it is not (called a CBA), 

is that it includes non-quantified perspectives. Or could it be that the reason it is not called a CBA is 

because they are trying to avoid preconceptions towards CBA, in other words, make it more „edible‟ 

to critics? Taking into account their own definition of the method: “A socio-economic analysis can 

include both effects that are valued in prices and verbal descriptions of non-priced effects” (emphasis 

added) – followed by the disclaimer: “Most common is however that the terms socio-economic 

analysis and calculus are used synonymously” (STA 2013a:58) – it is tempting to claim that the STA 

do not take a stand. They should. For the purpose of increased understanding and trust towards the 

assessment by non-practitioners, and perhaps to get practitioners to apply a more conscious use of the 

terms. 
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7.2. Cost-bias in the Cost-Benefit Analysis/Calculus 

Already in the Government bill on transport goals (bill 2008/09:93) disclaimers are made regarding 

what the goal entails. The overall transport policy goal is to “ensure a socio-economically efficient and 

sustainable transport system” – which implies the utilisation of cost-benefit analysis, weighing the 

costs of a measure against its benefits. However, later in the same bill it is stated that “the socio-

economic costs of transport shall be a starting point when transport policy instruments are designed” 

(emphasis added) (Ibid:59) – shifting the focus from the benefits and the costs, to only the costs. 

Slightly more varied, but still with a focus on costs, is yet another statement: “the benefit of a 

governing instrument can often be difficult to quantify in socio-economic terms. Focus is therefore on 

how a specific goal can be fulfilled at the lowest possible socio-economic cost” (Ibid:65). This type of 

language is quite typical when the subject is cost-benefit analysis. Of course, to achieve the goals at a 

lowest possible socio-economic cost is good, but it would be even better if it said instead that the aim 

was to achieve the goals with a highest possible socio-economic efficiency, or simply; socio-economic 

efficiently. This might be what it is supposed to mean, but it is not what it says. 

This focus on costs, rather than effectiveness, or benefits, can be found also in the method itself. 

Eliasson & Lundberg (2012:40) argue that one reason why the CBA does not carry even greater 

weight than it does in the selection of measures, could be that current methodology is not able to 

capture all relevant costs and benefits. Their studies show that a number of “particularly significant 

and conspicuous deficits” exist in the CBA methodology. To a varying degree this regards effects such 

as: Improved urban environment, improvements in freight transport, capacity improvements in highly 

congested road systems, reductions in train delay and wider economic benefits. Most interesting about 

this list is that “all of these recurring omissions are benefits – none of them are costs (or „disbenefits‟) 

(Eliasson & Lundberg 2012:41). 

The inability or failure to include a number of benefits in the cost-benefit calculus (intended use), 

whilst the costs usually are well accounted for, creates a cost-bias in the calculus. The focus on costs 

can be connected to the focus on money (discussed in chapter 6.1) in the political sector and perhaps 

in most of society. When we talk about costs, what comes to mind is naturally; how do we pay for it? 

According to Lichtfield et al. (1998, in Hull 2011:1), “one of the classic themes for planning 

evaluation has been the ability of evaluation tools such as cost-benefit analysis [...] to rank competing 

project proposals according to some economic or „value for money’ criteria .” This is exactly how 

Ministry official 2 described what she perceived as „the reason for utilising a socio-economic basis in 

the decision-making?‟ Her answer was: “It's for the taxpayers to get the maximum effect of the 

investment”. In this instance, the worry brought forth by STA official 2 (section 6.1.2) seems to be 

justified; the focus on money in the political debate makes her question whether “they actually mean it 

literally, that they believe it is the money that is important.” She contends that, in the past “it was 

realized that it is the gasoline we consume, it is the material we use, and the kind of goods and 

services we receive that we can use, this is what is important in the end”, and money? That is just a 

means of payment. 

The present society is one where there the market is in the driver‟s seat and the aim is profit, in such a 

setting economic preferences will always overshadow social and environmental needs, hence the 

frequent use of arguments focusing on costs and money. Mälarbanan through Sundbyberg is again a 

telling example. In this case however, the municipality did not follow the CBA and OIA decision 

basis, their judgement was that the added benefit for the municipality, what they could recoup, was 

worth co-financing with 800 million. The point here is however, that it was not the most cost-efficient 

– according to the performed assessments – alternative that was chosen; the chosen alternative did not 
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even show a positive benefit. Instead, the decision came down to a discussion on „who pays‟ for it. 

And since Sundbyberg where willing to pay for what they perceived as the „added value‟ for the 

municipality, agreement was reached.  

Whether it is a circle of impacts or a one-way street – it is likely that the cost-bias of the calculus also 

influences the way the CBA – or CBC, is perceived by its interpreters. However, the structure of the 

current society is also at fault in reference to the „money-focus‟. The focus on the monetary cost as the 

measuring device in the CBA makes it easy to forget what it is really about, which is the social world. 

The benefit we receive from a socio-economic efficient measure does not come in the form of money, 

but in real social, cultural, natural, etc., values. Roads are built so that society can function; people can 

get to work, visit their family and friends, food and goods can be transported, etc. In a CBA these 

community-building actions are given a monetary value. But let us not forget that the purpose is to 

maximise the real benefit to the lowest possible socio-economic cost. 

7.3. Communicate (difficult-to-quantify) effects and uncertainties! 

“Quantification is a way of making decisions without seeming to decide” (Porter 1995:8). In relation 

to CBA this refers to the „decision‟ that is made when something is counted, because, by the very act 

of counting something, it is made important. In the decision to count certain things and not others – 

even though the reason for doing this is that it is, not impossible, but very difficult, to count it – one 

has the power to influence what matters and what does not (Hovland 2011, Sætnan et al. 2011). That 

effects are difficult to quantify does not imply that they are not important. Consequently they should 

be highlighted, rather than hidden. In cases where large benefits are excluded from the calculus 

because they are not monetized, it can be a good idea to downplay the NPV-ratio as an indicator of 

socio-economic efficiency and instead focus on clarifying the effects that exist and their relation to 

each other. As earlier emphasised, Hovland (2011) point to that quantification seems to create 

openness and ease of communication – but at the same time it can serve to “disrupt positive 

potentials”. Taking into consideration the cost-bias of the CBA, put forth in the previous chapter, his 

argument can be identified in the effect that; because a number of benefits are not quantified, the 

positive potentials of the measure might not be acknowledged.  

Even if practitioners or decision-makers might not be aware of it – which was what most of the 

respondents conveyed, communication problems can exist in the communication of results to the 

decision-maker. What are they really supposed to understand and who defines the lack of knowledge? 

If you do not know that you do not understand, then how are you supposed to know that you do not 

understand? Additionally, how much time are decision-makers supposed to spend on reading and 

understanding the basis? If a quick look was enough to grasp the main aspects such as; which effects a 

project has and what the large and small utilities are, that would make the decision-basis much more 

usable and perhaps more „popular‟ in its role as decision support, not just for the officials of the STA 

(ref. Eliasson & Lundberg 2012). 

A reason why quantification is so attractive in a decision basis is that a simple number can appear to 

be full of information, yet easy to handle; as put forth by Ministry official 1 (see 6.2.2.). In this way, 

quantification can be perceived as a type of communication in itself – hence the modelling and 

consequent result of a CBA, is also a type of communication. Quantification is also simplification, 

hence it could be said to exist on the opposite side of the axis for types of communication, compared 

to exhaustive textual descriptions. More and greater variation of information, while at the same time 

easy and fast to interpret, would be the perfect communication device for the results of a CBA.  
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This communicative view of transport planning models is put forth, by Paul Timms (2008), as one 

which would be beneficial for the sector as a whole. He claims that there is a need for a wide scale 

paradigmatic change in the field of transport modelling, both in terms of its underlying philosophy and 

its practice. This shift, he purports, should lead to transport modelling being perceived as “a linguistic 

activity within the overall context of transport planning, which is in turn considered a communication 

process” (Ibid:395). The models should preferably have a subjectivist approach, in the sense that the 

modellers explicitly recognise their personal level of uncertainty in the model. In models making long-

term predictions, he suggests to incorporate the responses of actors in the transport planning process. 

These changes would, in his view, “be greatly aided if transport modellers were to become more aware 

of formal philosophical concepts and arguments” (Ibid:408). Such a need is identified by STA official 

2 as well, when she expresses concern about the lacking awareness, among practitioners, of the 

philosophical underpinnings in the field (see 6.1.1.). 

For the physical planning stage, Consultant 1 proposes that changes are necessary in the handling of 

CBA. She emphasize that in order to make sceptics understand and treasure the CBA as a useful tool – 

with the intention of finding the best solution to the problem – it is necessary to work on 

communicating the results in a more hands-on manner. This, she suggests, could be done by 

illustrating the profitability of the project by showing what benefits this particular object gives; what it 

is that costs money; which are the uncertain factors; what it is that makes this project stand or fall, etc. 

This type of thinking could be applied also to the economic planning stage. As was made evident by 

the Mayor of Sundbyberg; for him the CBA came into its right, predominantly after it had been 

„broken down‟ by the opinion-forming group of affected municipalities. Because, this made it possible 

to see, in an easy and understandable way, the various costs and the benefits that would follow.   

Following from these inputs it seems evident that the communication of the assessment results needs 

to be improved. This entails the various effects of the measure as well as its uncertainty. Despite the 

feeling among the practitioners, at least the STA officials, consultants and researchers; that it is not 

popular among politicians to be informed of the high uncertainty of the calculus – agreement between 

the practitioners is that uncertainties must be revealed more clearly. It entails, in other words, the 

complete result, and not just the numbers. My suggestion is that this is done through the development 

of a standard type of illustration, not a table and not just a chart. It should be a simple and clear 

illustration which aims to showcase the various benefits and costs, including short accounts of what 

the different groups of utilities include, a short description of the uncertainty, and preferably a short 

account of the distributional perspective. The focus here is on consciousness in the textual accounts 

and on the use of figures, shapes, symbols and similar, to in a simple way, communicate the result. All 

the information should furthermore be contained within one frame, making it easy to understand the 

connections and the relations between effects and uncertainty. It is a known fact that a picture paints a 

thousand words, and in a setting like this, I believe that the added informational output that could be 

achieved could both expand the use of CBA and increase its credibility among non-practitioners, and 

practitioners alike. 

7.4. A more “desirable” future with the help of CBA? 

If we continue to plan as if the current system structure were to continue, without a trend-break, our 

ancestors will most likely not be able to live in a world like hours. However, the lock-in effect that 

Hilding-Rydevik et al. (2011) account for, leads us to think that it is impossible to live in a world 

where norms are not guided by the market-oriented environmental „management‟ approach,. This 

situation, they contend, make “the mere idea of alternative goals and trajectories for society – 

unthinkable” (Ibid:182). The account given can be understood as a situation where we have gotten so 
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used to this condition that we more or less perceive sustainable development as equal to sustainable 

growth. One reason for this can be that the word sustainable is everywhere, especially in planning and 

policy documents. By referring to the old western proverb that „to name something is to know it’, 

Campbell (1996) points to how we think that by adding the term “sustainable” to all our existing 

planning documents and tools (including the transport policy goal) we are doing sustainable planning.  

In reality however, both the practitioners interviewed and the STA‟s own accounts, are that we are not 

moving in a sustainable direction. Our desire to plan to avoid risks in the future has led us to instead 

risk our whole societies by bringing current unsustainable trends with us because of what Börjesson et 

al. (2005) terms „the danger of predictions being self-fulfilling. This is just another way of saying that 

images of the future are among the causes of present behaviour (Bell 2003), making it increasingly 

important to instead tell the story that constructs the sought after future. Because, good planning, 

according to Throgmorton (2001), is just a matter of persuasive storytelling. And the act of 

constructing the story is necessarily selective and purposeful, or in other words inherently political 

(Ibid.).  

Considering the political character of storytelling about the future, it makes sense to see quantification 

as a political solution to a political problem (ref. Porter 1995). Receiving just a number, which 

supposedly tells whether the action is socio-economically profitable or not is, not surprisingly, very 

politically appealing. It should however be more appealing to prepare for the trend-break that will 

come (Dreborg 2004), whether we want it to or not, and consequently, we should start studying 

structural change in any way we can. This can for instance be done by creating scenarios, which are 

referred to, by Carlsson-Kanyama et al. (2003), as “description[s] of possible future developments that 

seem plausible under different sets of assumptions and provide a background against which policy 

assessments can be made” (Ibid:3).  

As described by the STA, this could be done by using forecasts and CBA‟s, but based on other values 

than in the present system. In their guidelines the STA put forth that “projections showing what is 

considered a likely (but perhaps not desirable) development can serve as a basis for discussing further 

measures that are needed to turn the trend in a more desirable direction” (STA 2013a:22). This is 

developed in ASEK 5, (see also chapter 6.5.3.), where the STA puts forth that CBA can be utilised as 

a tool to investigate possible desirable futures: “If there is an aspiration for a changed structure, the 

analysis preconditions must be fundamentally based on the aspired structure or the means of 

governance which can be expected to lead there” (STA. 2012b:5). However, they leave it up to the 

decision-makers to create the planning room that is necessary for this to actually be implemented and 

they never define what a more ”desirable” future would look like. The fact is however that, by 

pointing to the fact that more desirable futures can be sought after, they implicitly state that the one we 

are currently planning for, is not. 

As put forth in chapter 5.3., a vision is the key ingredient in order for long-term change to take place 

because of its ability to “inspire, motivate, spread ideas, and provide guidance for more pragmatic 

activities” (Wheeler & Beatley 2009:376). Then, if one discovers that the vision will not be reached 

according to the most reliable forecasts, a CBA can be utilised for the purpose of finding more 

sustainable solutions. Sensitivity analyses, where more radical values are applied, should be utilised in 

any event – despite their time-consuming nature, because it is a good way to actually investigate the 

potential effects and uncertainties also regarding the difficult to quantify effects. The only real thing 

that stands in the way of a development which does not just fulfil the predicted needs, but also helps 

shape those needs, is the willingness and guts of the political leadership to not just put forth a Vision, 

with subsequent specified goals of a more radical nature than in current policy documents, but to also 
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hold planning professionals to this reality and give them the opportunity to search for and implement 

the resulting solutions. 
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8. CONCLUDING THOUGHTS 

The overarching goal of Swedish transport policy is to provide for a socio-economic efficient and 

sustainable transport system. The assignment to make this happen is in the hands of the Swedish 

Transport Authorities. The clarity stops here. Mapping the „life‟ of a CBA, from commission to 

decision, is not an easy task, a fact which was made clear both during the interviews where the 

questions concerning the who‟s, what‟s and when‟s with regards to CBA kept being just that, 

questions. A result of the complexity that was found in aiming to understanding the planning system, 

was an even more interpretive study than intended, where the variety of perceptions and 

preconceptions relating to the understanding of CBA, its role and application, have been characterized 

by a variety of rationalities. The respondents in the study seem to make sense of their thoughts about 

CBA based first and foremost on their experiences of working in different roles and stages, more than 

on their educational background or only their current workplace. 

From the various actors perspectives it was possible to identify a number of areas that were perceived 

as more problematic or more interesting to discuss than others, consequently answering the first 

research question: How does understanding of CBA vary among actors? These related, among other 

things, to what was perceived as a lacking insight or knowledge concerning the philosophical 

underpinnings of CBA among practitioners, that CBA in itself is an abstraction, not a financial 

statement. Effects are real values; money is just a means of payment. Furthermore, the subject of 

difficult to quantify effects was a recurring theme and one that appeared to steer up some emotions 

along the line. Practitioners of CBA seemed to feel the need to assure that these types of effects are 

small and usually non-influential, but after discussing it in a more diversified manner, most of the 

respondents held opinions, which indicated that the problem is not irrelevant. The subject of 

comparability received a lot of attention, what makes analyses comparable? The governing idea was 

that current standardised practices do not provide „a fair assessment‟ of all measures, and consequently 

calculi are not comparable. In addition, the large uncertainties that follow both from the uncertainty 

connected to the underlying predictions about the future, and uncertainties provided by non-fair 

assessments, urges a careful application with regards to the ranking of measures according to the 

NPV-ratio. Last, but not least, the utilisation of forecasts as a basis for decisions was perceived as an 

unsustainable practice, not possible to break unless politicians decide to plan „with purpose‟ and 

„make room for real planning‟ where available tools, such as the cost-benefit analysis, can be utilised 

in a more constructive manner.  

Following the mapping of respondents various insights, my interpretation was that a few areas stood 

out as areas demanding special attention, both with regards to their importance for the practice as such, 

but also because they are possible to do something about. The view that CBA‟s main role is as a tool 

to clarify and inform various actors, particularly decision makers, of the various types, sizes and 

uncertainties of effects for a measure – rather than the ranking of measures – should be considered 

foundational for the recommended action areas, which intend to provide answers to the second 

research question: How can CBA be utilised to its full potential in transport planning? 

Firstly, the utilisation of terms, both to refer to CBA (CBC, OIA) and to the results of the assessment, 

is quite confusing. The fact that the STA has „okayed‟ the synonymous use of the terms calculus and 

analysis with regards to CBA, is not beneficial to the practice because it becomes unclear what type of 

assessment actually has been performed; whether it is a complete or a partial CBA. A first step could 

be for the STA to take a stand; to urge the more conscious utilisation of terms both within the 

organisation and in the way it is communicated. This can potentially improve both the understanding 
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of CBA and the trust that is put in it by those using it as a decision basis because it is clear what it 

entails and what it does not. 

Second, and related to the previous point, is the knowledge and focus of the underlying philosophical 

basis for CBA and the current societal structure. A number of aspects indicate that the ruling market-

oriented approach in the current „post-political‟ system is an influencing factor for the focus on costs, 

rather than benefits, and money rather than real values. The transport-planning sector as a whole, but 

especially decision-makers and practitioners of CBA and its basis, needs to keep in mind that the 

money-effects in the calculus are only abstractions meant to give a quantified impression of the real 

benefits we are protecting and developing. 

Furthermore, it is put forth that the cost-bias of the calculus can serve to „disrupt positive potentials‟, 

the third point is that these potentials must instead be put into focus by communicating them in a way 

so as to infuse power, despite its non-quantified nature. It is now time for an equal amount of effort to 

be put into communicating the results of the CBA, which for many years have been put into 

developing the models. A good model does not come into its right if the results are not successfully 

communicated. The suggestion is to break down the calculus and develop an illustration which in a 

clear, consistent and simple manner can communicate what benefits exist, positive and negative, as 

well as the uncertainties connected to these effects and to the calculus as a whole. For the illustration 

to serve its potential its development could for instance take place in cooperation between actors in the 

transport planning process, but most importantly between decision-makers and modellers.  

Last, but not least, transport-planning practitioners in the study emphasise that politicians need to take 

a stand regarding the direction in which they want the transport system to develop. Abstract yet high-

flying goals, such as the transport policy goal, are not followed by a clear vision and decision to 

actually make the vision happen. Politicians need to first decide on a more radical goal, then make 

room for planning practitioners to work towards this goal through the utilisation of available methods, 

such as the CBA. 

The conclusion to this study is consequently that, efforts to maximise the utilisation of CBA as a basis 

for decisions need to come from the whole sector; the STA need to take a stand concerning a more 

conscious utilisation of CBA terms. They also need to be a role model in the spreading of underlying 

philosophical ideas of CBA, ideas which should be subject to greater awareness across the field. 

Furthermore, the whole sector need to work together to develop a communicative illustration of the 

CBA results. And lastly, politicians need to take a stand on the issue of deciding in which direction the 

transport system should be developed both in the short and long term; preferably putting forth bigger, 

bolder and more ambitious goals than they currently do, and in the extension of this; make available 

the suitable tools to get there.  

8.1. Contemplations and further suggestions 

It is easy to get „stuck‟ in how we are „used to doing things‟ rather than to aim for continuous 

improvement and higher goals. This study takes place within a societal structure marked by its focus 

on growth. In every part of society, economic considerations seem to be leading the goals towards 

which we aim, also in transport planning. The study at hand shows tendencies that are important to 

manage; the question though, is whether involved instances are able to realise the need for action and 

do something about it.  

Initially, one goal with this study was to identify the differences or commonalities between 

respondents perceptions based on their various roles, investigating whether a pattern could be 



62 

 

identified. Throughout the study however, I understood that the topic of the study was already so 

extensive in its size and complexity that this very interesting issue was beyond the reach of this 

particular study. I realised that despite my efforts to study the system in question I would not be 

capable of learning enough to be able to catch all the nuances between respondents answers and to ask 

follow-up questions leading to the sought after insights. My knowledge level, concerning CBA and the 

Swedish transport planning system, did in other words serve as a limitation to the implementation of 

the study at hand. Other reasons for the presented difficulties in implementing the original idea can 

mostly be lead back to the complexity of the topic studied, as mentioned above. The system for 

transport planning in Sweden is incredibly complex and the methodology, including preconditions, for 

CBA is not among the easier things to identify.  

These difficulties do however not make the topic any less interesting. This study has tried to put focus 

on what a CBA entails, in the sense of understanding the various contents of the term; what it can do, 

in the sense of acknowledging the various possibilities for how to use it; and, when it is suitable, 

which is connected to how it should be used. However, the extent of this study means that I have only 

been able to scratch the surface of something very interesting and complex. In order to further 

investigate and highlight these issues, deeper analyses should be performed. The apparent „messiness‟ 

surrounding CBA for instance, gives the impression that a more profound and careful mapping of 

perceptions, analysed according to the background of the respondents, could be a way increase the 

insight into the potential problems with the current application; problems that connect to for instance 

communication, understanding of philosophical underpinnings and not least, the understanding of the 

results and what they actually shed light on. Such a study could for example focus its efforts on type 

of actors or one stage of the process.  

I believe however, that the most interesting results would come from investigating the perceptions of 

various types of actors holding various roles and connected to their knowledge concerning the 

philosophical basis of CBA and their perceptions or understanding of the communicated results. The 

most pressing issue though, seems to be for politicians at all levels to actually decide how they want 

our society to develop. Hopefully this will mean that they choose to set up more ambitious goals, goals 

which might entail that we as citizens need to change our lives. But, if „sustainable development‟ is to 

be something more than just words, then the time has now come to reposition and take responsibility. 
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APPENDIX 1: INTERVIEW GUIDELINES 

Personal facts and opinions 

 Name, background (work, education), work place and tasks 

 Describe your professional role, broadly and in relation to CBA. How do you come into 

contact with CBA? 

 Personal commitment on issues of infrastructure, trains, high-speed and sustainability; any 

particular "matters of the heart"? 

 The role and tasks of the work place for the development of sustainable infrastructure. 

 How do you feel about the term socio-economic efficiency? Is it positively or negatively 

loaded? 

Process 

 What kinds of guidelines are given in the commissioning of a CBA? How concrete is the 

order? Are there guidelines concerning the goal of the calculus? 

 How standardized are the variables? 

 When in the planning process is the CBA performed? 

 Through which hands would you say that the CBA passes on its way from commission to 

decision? 

 Who do you perceive as procurer, recipient and decision-maker in relation to CBA? In the 

process as a whole and in your professional role. 

 How and to what degree is the CBA influenced by the person procuring it and the person 

performing it? 

Communication and understanding 

 Do you feel that there are any communication problems at any stages of the process in relation 

to CBA? 

 How do you perceive that the results of the CBA are communicated? Language/degree of 

explanation regarding uncertainties and assumptions? 

 Do the reports differ in how easy they are to understand? Are they adapted to the receiver? 

 How well do you perceive that decision-makers understand the results? Other actors? What 

does differing degrees of understanding depend on? 

 Who needs to understand and to what degree? 

 How can understanding of CBA and its results be improved? 

The ideal aim and role of a socioeconomic basis 

 Do you find that the socio-economic basis highlights/includes all aspects of a question in a 

good way? (Concerning the critique on exclusion of effects) 

 Is your impression that the CBA‟s differ depending on area? Do political or personal interests 

influence in any way? 
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 Do you find that the utilization of socio-economic analyses in any way influence how 

sustainable the projects are that are decided? 

 How much weight do you perceive that the CBA has as a basis for decisions in practice? (In 

relation to other decision basis/for different types of projects) 

 How do you perceive the reason for using a socio-economic basis in decision making? What is 

the goal/aim? (Ranking/comparing similar projects/guiding in right direction/answer to 

prioritizing?) 

 Based on your experiences and your perspective, what role do you find that the socio-

economic bases should have in a political decision-making? 

Other 

 Do you perceive that there are other aspects about CBA that often cause problems? 

 Do you miss something in the socio-economic basis? If so, how could this be improved? 

 Anything else? Other viewpoints?  
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APPENDIX 2: OIA – SWEDISH SUMMARY TEMPLATE 
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