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ABSTRACT

Trondheim is experiencing a rapid population grqvethd as a result of this, an increase in
traffic. This leads to a rise in emissions, trafficcidents and congestions, as well as delays
for public transport. To meet these future chalenghe City of Trondheim adopted the
Environmental Package for Transport, which hasdtgbals of reducing G&emissions and
car traffic volumes and increasing the use of eeofily modes of transportation. Still, half
the funding in this package will be used for buigihew roads and upgrading existing ones, a
measure that will reduce the likelihood of achigyvithe goals of the package. The main
guestion in this paper isWhy do politicians include traffic increasing meegesiin a plan
aiming at reducing traffic volume&Using theory regarding “framing” to analyze inteews

with key politicians involved in adopting the pagka the aim is to explain why politicians
adopted measures that reduce the chance for achitheir objectives. The findings indicate
that all of the politicians were aware of the ctatien between increased road capacity and
traffic volumes. They do, however, frame the prabkes a local instead of a global challenge,
and therefore see the road building as a solutiofod¢al problems, rather than measures
adding to the problems they have stated as impottasolve. This way of acting can be
observed among politicians in different places aegarding various issues. Deeper
knowledge of how politicians think, and how theyiomalize their decisions, might make it
easier for planners to know what they should empbha® their communication with the
politicians in order to ensure that the politicidretter understand the consequences of their
decisions.
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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 |INCREASED ROAD CAPACITY

It is largely agreed upon how the development indlase and transportation areas should be
like, if the goal is to reduce vehicular trafficumban areas. Improved public transport, better
conditions for pedestrians and cyclists, restrigi@gainst car traffic, denser land use, and
proper localization of residential, commercial aimdlustrial areas are requiredenngy
(2012:20) has summed up the principles in the doated land use and transport planning for
reduced traffic as follows:

- to impose or encourage land use as urban densibicatather than sprawl, and as
‘car-independent’ location of new activities

- to impose physical and fiscal restrictions on raeadfic

- toimprove public transport services

- to improve conditions for walking and bicycling

It is generally agreed that an expansion of rogoacidy in already pressured transport
systems in urban areas contributes to and allowsvtpr in traffic volumes in short and
especially long term (i.e. Strand et al. 2009). ¢&xding to Litman (2009) induced traffic
follows an increase in road capacity. Increasedl rogpacity results in less traffic on the
stretch for a period of time, and the travel tineer@ase. The car's competitiveness increases
relative to other modes of transportation, and trawels that previously weren’t conducted
might arise. In addition, the increased competitess of the car causes modal shifts from
ecofriendly modes of transportation to the priveae. This will continue until the new road
capacity has been filled up by traffic, and a newikbrium in the competitiveness occurs.
Induced traffic thus increase the total numberaveled passenger kilometers by increasing
the drives’ length and quantityncreased capacity on main roads leads to incdetxaéfic
volumes which must be distributed on a road netwiarlcentral areas that may not be
designed for such volumes. While congestion indlegas is a problem in itself, it may also
be transmitted back onto the main road netwhrladdition to this, better accessibility caused
by better road standard and increased capacityleaalyto a larger operating radius, urban
sprawl and regional enlargement. All of this ledolsncreased emissions in the long term
(Strand et al. 2009).

Given the stated goal in the Environmental Packagegems odd that 50% of the funding
goes towards better roads and increased road tapabie main aim of this paper is to
answer the questiorWWhy do politicians include traffic increasing measiin plans aiming
at reducing traffic volume$&?Previous studies who share similarities with teiady, have
mainly focused on either the aspect of power or koawledge is used (e.g. Tenngy 2012,
Krizek et.al 2009, Rydin 2007, Neaess 2004, Mazz&20@voudi 2006). Tenngy (2010) have
conducted a similar study, but where the focus wrafow plannersframe road building.
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Framing here refers to how an individual evaluate and adiifferent situations (Rein and
Schon 1993). This study will focus on the aspedrarining - how framing influences what
the politiciansbelieveis the right thing to do, how framing affects thetame, and how
framing might be used to justify measures that cedhe chances of good achievement.

1.2 THE CITY OF TRONDHEIM AND THE ENVIRONMENTAL PACKAGE

Trondheim is, with its 165 000 inhabitahtthe largest city in central Norway, and the third
largest city in the country. The city is experiemgia rapid population growth, and the number
of new citizens is anticipated to reach 25 000 mwita 10 year period. Along with the
population growth comes an increasing transport atein This can lead to increasing
congestion, more traffic accidents, a decreaseiligptransport accessibility and a variety of
environmental issues.

The National Transport Plan for the period 20062(04orwegian Ministry of Transport and
Communication 2004) did not provide Trondheim wildditional funding except for
finalizing the Northern road, leading traffic owsithe city center. Without subsidies from the
National Government, and without income from thié toads that had been removed at the
end of 2005, financial room for maneuver and dgwelent of the transport systems in ways
meeting the future challenges were not possible.

As a response to these issues, the Trondheim’sG2ityncil on April 24' 2008 adopted ‘the
Municipality of Trondheim’s Environmental Packager fTransportation’, which has a
primary objective of feducing CQ-emissions, limit the motor vehicle traffic and noye
the conditions for those who travel by foot, bike public transport (Municipality of
Trondheim 2008a:1, own translation). The packagesists of ten specific goals that will be
evaluated during the set period. These regard medection, fewer accidents, improved local
environment and urban densificatidrhe measures will, if necessary, be adjusted duheg
period to make sure the goals will be achieved¥b06f the budgeted costs will be spent on
public transport-, safety- and environmental measuwhile the remaining 50 % will be spent
on upgrading existing roads and building new ofde package is mainly based on the
Municipal Transport Plan (Municipality of Trondheid®06), as well as a note from the City
Manager (Municipality of Trondheim 2008b) explaigithat the foreseen measures will
contribute positively towards achievement of thalgpbut that it will not be enough to reach
them.

The parties that supported the Environmental Packagen it was initiated had 65% of the

votes in total. One of the parties, The Norwegiabdur Party, had almost 44 % of the votes
in the local election in that period, and is withaloubt the most powerful party in the

collaboration.

' These population figures are from 2008, the year the Environmental Package was adopted. In 2012 the population
had reached 176 000 inhabitants (City of Trondheim 2008, Statistics Norway 2011).
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2. FRAMING AS THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

Political decisions are affected by what the pabins see as main objectives, as well as their
knowledge regarding different correlations and @mtions.Framing hence appeared as a
good theoretical framework for studying and analgziwhy politicians adopt an
environmental package with traffic increasing meesuwhen the primary objective of the
package is to reduce traffic volumes and @@issions. Rein and Schén (1993:146)
describes framing a% way of selecting, organizing, interpreting andaking sense of a
complex reality to provide guideposts for knowimgalyzing, persuading, and acting”.
Framing affects what one sees as the problem thedlsnto be solved, which means and
strategies are considered, how these are evalaatethus which means one actually chooses.

2.1 REFRAMING THE PROBLEM

Policies often regard fields of high complexity amehcertainty. Previously unknown
obstacles, correlations or other unforeseen faattag lead the politicians to reframe their
problem (Schon and Rein 1994). This may happewdnways. Firstly, one may find that the
plan will not solve the problem one wanted to addrdut that the plan itself is too good to
give up. Rather than designing a new plan thattfiesoriginal problem, it will be easier to
changethe problemso it fits the original plan. This may also be tase for certain elements
one wants to incorporate in the plan. Secondly, mag find that the problem itself, in the
context it must operate, actually is unsolvablee phoblem may then be changed so that the
essence of the first problem is maintained, but mmeviding a real opportunity for
achievement.

2.2 SCALE

According to Lowe (2011) framing must be seen ilatren to scale. Whether the scale is
neighborhood, city or region can have a great impachow we frame the situation and the
problem, which measures are seen as appropriateh wkeasures will be implemented and
which outcomes are expected. It is thus importantefine which scale that project will
operate in. Still, it is difficult to define scalk.is a social construction and does not have a
natural and fixed definition, and it is hence nieg which scale should be used in different
settings.

According to Schon (1983), when the previous pnobdéetting does not give a good basis for
problem solving, one can reframe the problem amdetty change the situation or scale.
When we reevaluate the situation against the nesbl@m setting, new solutions can be
identified. This can be seen in connection with b&s\((2011) argumentation on how planners
and politicians can change scale to identify neabf@ms and alternative solutions. Different
problems and solutions may emerge with a changeaié.
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“Analyzing problems at different scales will cont&n in planning, but planners and
planning institutions can shift scale to identif{eanative solutions”(Lowe 2011:58).

Change of scale may be used positively to altermeolvable problem so it becomes solvable.
At the same time, change of scale can be usedinelyato justify measures that were not
supported in the original scale.

2.3 SHIFT OF FRAMES

Rein and Schon (1993) suggest that we regard galis as actors in constant changes, as
they continuously respond to and learn from thaasibns they find themselves in. A shift of
frames may happen because one attains new knowledgeexperiences or new objectives.
As a political situation develops, new knowledggareling how different measures work
might arise and lead to changing frames. A chamgene of the factors that affects our
framing may also lead to a shift of frames.

Rein and Schon (1993) emphasize that change ofegdmappens over time, and it may
happen both deliberately and unconsciously. Foeldberate shift of frames, the individual
must be aware of and reflect on his own framess Tinight happen as a deliberate strategy
between multiple politicians, where they get togetheflect on their conflicting frames and
jointly find a solution. Most people however do meflect much on their own frames, so a
deliberate shift of frames is less common. A suBcausly shift of frames is more common.
When experiencing a gap between what was expectddwdat actually happened, new
knowledge arises and this may alter one’s undedsigrof the situation and thus affect one’s
framing. Frames may also be change subconscioesbuse of shifting discourses.

3. RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODS
3.1 METHOD

Studying why the politicians in Trondheim includé&dffic increasing measures in a plan
aiming at reducing traffic volumes, the aim waddentify possible explanations as to why
these measures were seen as appropriate. Betteleklye about how politicians understands
and explains different measures, might lead to tteeb&nowledge of what needs emphasis
when planners presents plans and their consequiargadliticians.

Nine in-depth interviews with politicians who sonsghwere involved in the process were
conducted. The interviews took place during théyeswmmer in 2011, three years after the
adoption of the package. Representatives fromhallolitical parties in Trondheim were
interviewed, including the ones that did not paoate in the package. This was done to get
an idea of overall problems and different viewstlté package. In this paper - and in the
analysis, aiming at answering the research quesiitierviews with six politicians who were
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a part of the design- and adoption process areded. The politicians that didn’t participate
in some way or another disagree with how the pazhksagut together. Their framing is thus
not relevant in explaining why road constructiorswacluded.

Semi-structured in-depth interviews were chosemeihod. It was the most effective strategy
to make sure the needed information were obtawade at the same time making room for
elaborations, comments and feedback. To furtheromgthe quality of the analysis, ideally

more interviews should have been conducted. Thelgmois that only a limited number of

politicians were actually involved in the processaregular basis. To interview additional
politicians would not necessarily add to the anedytquality, as they would not have been a
part of the design- and adoption process. Theiwkewge on why the different measures
actually were included would thus have been limited

To be able to answer the research question, a dtear framework for analyzing the
interviews were neededkraming was chosen to assist in understanding and anglyhie
politicians’ assessment of the situation and thasis for action, and thus why some measures
are seen as appropriate while others are not.

3.2 ANALYTICAL APPROACH

Based on interviews with the key politicians invadvin the adoptation of the package and the
chosen theoretical framework, this study will azalynow each politicians’ understanding of
needs and opportunities in the local context, tasgessment and prioritization of objectives,
as well as their knowledge and understandegarding causal correlations between increased
road capacity and growth in traffic volumes, cdmite to how they frame the situation. This
will affect what they define as the problem thaede to be solved, and how this should be
addressedAnalyzing how this influences each politician’s Baaion of the situation, and
how this contributes in guiding their actions - Wier they participate in the package or not —
the aim is to study whether there are patternsrétatr and which these patterns are. Based on
this, the study seeks to analyze if one can devalopore general understanding of why
politicians include traffic increasing measureglans aiming at reducing traffic volumes.

3.3 USING THE THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

Different factors affect each individual's framing a given situation (as illustrated in figure

1). An individuals’ understanding of society (suat main local discourses, perceptions and
context), their goals (objectives, interests, valand preferences) and their background
(knowledge, understanding and theories) will alfeetf how they frame each specific

situation. During the interviews, | started outlw#n open mind as to which factors would be
the most important ones. After the interviews wesaducted it was clear that some factors
were more important in the politicians explanatjcanrsd that these would make a better basis
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for a thorough analysis. The focus in the analygls be on the three explanatory factors
‘local context’, ‘objectives’ and ‘understandingdaknowledge’.

Context, perceptions and local discourses all affewv politicians see the local situation,
what they see as the problem that needs to be, fatethow they frame the situatid®ontext
was chosen as explanatory factor in the analysig, was the most specific factor regarding
the politicians understanding of society and thhesdasiest to discuss with them. Objectives,
interests, values and preferences all embraceiedohdual’s personal preferences and how
that affects their framing. Each politician may éayoals, interests etc. that influence how
they frame the increase in road capacity, and tWiusther it is seen as a proper measure.
Objectiveswas chosen as explanatory factor in the analysspbjectives were already
defined in the package and it was most fruitfulattalyze each individuals objectives in
comparison with the package. Understanding, knogydednd theories all affect each
politician’s understanding of connections and datrens in the specific situation, and thus
their framing. Further, educational background waffect what is seen as the problem, which
measures are seen as appropriate, and whetheolthieigns think it is possible to reach the
primary objective in spite of the increased roapacity. Understanding and knowledgeas
chosen as explanatory factor in the analysis, esetliactors are intertwined and capture the
influence of the individual's educational backgrduiheories could have been chosen, but
that would include another analysis — to processpibliticians’ different understandings and
knowledge into different theories before analyzitftese theories in the theoretical
framework.

Main discourses
Perceptions
Context

Objectives
Interests Assessment of
Framin > IZ'\ > Action
Values g the situation
Preferences
Knowledge

Understandings
Theories

Figure 1: How frames occur (based on Tenngy 20123chon and Rein 1994)

The defined explanatory factors are used for aimayhow the politicians frame “increased
road capacity”, how this affects their assessmérh® situation, and how this leads to an
action — whether one votes for or against an Enmrental Package with traffic increasing
measures.

Even though some explanatory factors are chosele wthers are left out, this does not imply
that omitted factors have not had an influenceestigating the other factors is more complex
and would have required an unreasonably large atradunformation.
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4. How POLITICIANS FRAME “INCREASED ROAD
CAPACITY”

Drawing on theory of coordinated land use and parispolicy, we can define the problem
related to increased road capacity to be:

New road capacity will allow and contribute to arcriease in traffic volumes
and CQ-emissions. The main goal in the Environmental Bgekis to reduce
traffic volumes and C@emissions. Therefore, road capacity should not be
increased. Why then are 50% of the funds spenbat construction?

The answer to this question might partly be grodnidethe fact that several political parties
have participated in the design and adoption ofpligkage. As a political compromise, it's
very likely that the individuals frame “road consttion” differently. A political negotiation
might result in measures that contradict what theoty would define as positive
development. While one party focus on some measasesfficient and important, other
parties find other measures more efficient and tigse important to implement. Even
though this is a possible explanation to why meastinat reduce chances of receiving the
stated goals are adopted, it does not explain Wwhget measures receive half the funding in
the package. Neither does it explain why expanddagl capacity is seen as a proper measure.
To answer these questions, the focus will be on kwsvpoliticiansframe the problems
regarding the increased road capacity.

4.1 FINDINGS

In the analysis of why the politicians include ti@fincreasing measures, the focus in this
paper is on two different explanations - ‘why iraseng road capacity is seen as an
appropriate measure’ and ‘how the politicians thihky can improve the chances of still
achieving their objectives’. These explanations evdefined during the interviews, since
almost all politicians focused on these aspecexpkanations to why it was not a problem to
include traffic increasing measures into the paekag

4.1.1 Why the increase in road capacity?

In the interviews, all the politicians clearly shawat they are aware of the connection
between increased road capacity and increasedttvatumes and C@emissions. Most say
it out loud, while others imply it.

When asked why increased capacity is an appropmatesure, the politicians have numerous
explanations. An estimated population growth wilicrease the transport demand
significantly, the congestion reduces the levelsefvice of public transport and thus the
ridership, the current road network will not beeatd deal with future traffic situations, and

8
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there is too much traffic in neighborhoods andhg tity centre. New road capacity will
relieve all these problems.

All of these explanations stem frothe local contextand influence how the politicians
understand the problems that need to be fixed.pbhiécians also explain that congestions
will result in increased emissions and noise, alb agincreased costs for both individuals
and the business sector. These explanations drathesnunderstanding and knowledge
According to the politiciansbbjectives congestions should be avoided and traffic shbeld
led outside central and residential areas. In suidia more secure and coherent road system
can enhance traffic safety and improve level ofiserand ridership in public transpofthe
road construction in the Environmental Packageeensas a solution to all of the mentioned
problems, and it is thus — in their opinion — neegg to increase the road capacity.

4.1.2 How can the primary objective still be met?

When asked how they can improve the chances df athlieving their objectives, the
politicians explain that the rise in traffic volumdollowing increased capacity can be
counteracted with both positive and restrictive sueas. With positive measures, ecofriendly
modes of transportation will become a genuine rétive to the car. They suggest faster,
safer bicycling and walking paths, as well as reduprices and increased frequencies on
public transport, as such measures. With restaatieasures, such as the introduction of toll
roads and transforming previous car lanes intoipatansport lanes, driving a private car will
be less desirable. One of the politicians also arpl that technological development will
reduce C@emissions. All of these explanations stem frompbkticiansunderstanding and
knowledge

While the politicians knew that increased road cépdeads to increased traffic volumes,
most of them at the same time believed that bugldiew roads would be the solution both for
congestion and capacity issues that is presenytedgawell as those which might arise in the
future. Since they believe it is possible to cotadte growth in traffic volumes with various
positive and restrictive measures, road construocsonot seen as a problem. It would be
interesting to examine other but similar cases d¢e svhether these explanations and
understanding also appears there.

4.2 THE POLTICIANS’ ASSESSMENT OF THE SITUATION

Based on the politicians reasoning in the intergieav figure that illustrate how they assess
the situation on the basis of their framing of tbhad construction is included (see figure 2).
How they see and understand the factors in the dastion will affect how they frame the
situation. This will influence how they asses tlaens situation, and which reasoning they
draw from it. This assessment in turn leads todiom— in this case they determine whether
they want to participate or not participate in plaekage.
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Assessment of the situation Action

Increased road capacity will N Particioates In th
Cita X increase car traffic volumes, :> Ea _'c'pa estm[ S
‘ _HO\; 'Slt elsnuatlono but technological development pnvll(ronmen =
will reduce COz-emissions.
in the local context? L ill reduce CO s p ackage
N\ P ——
Increased road capacity will Participates in the
WhiCh objectives are most Framing increase car traffic volumes, = | environmental
important to reach? but mitigating measures will Package
A\ reduce this effect. P
qmreased road capacity will i ;
What does increased road ; -p Y Participates in the
capacity leads to? G S trafficvolumes, but | "> | gnvironmental
Why is it important to the Enwronmenta! ?ackage Package
prevent congestion? enables other positive measures)

Figure 2: How the explanatory factors contributethe politicians’ framing, and thereby their assessit of

the situation and their actions.
The politicians’ perception of the local contexteir objectives and their understanding and
knowledge leads to a framing that justifies roadstaiction. How each politician understands
different issues - such abldw local context affect the situatigri Which objectives are most
important to reach “What increased road capacity leads smd “How to most effectively
prevent congestion, and why that is importanaffects how they frame the situation. The
politicians’ framing of the situation in turn leatts an assessment and understanding of the
situation. Even though framing is unique for eachtigian, the assessment of the situation
shows clear similarities between the politicians.

The politicians’ assessments of the situation aaslmmarized in three points.

- Most of the politicians believe that mitigating rsaees will curb the growth in traffic
volumes that increased road capacity induces, lzaidite package enables other eco-
friendly measures that otherwise wouldn’t have bedopted.

- One politician believe Cg@emissions will be reduced through technological
development.

- Only one politician believe that road capacity ddowot be increased at all, but the
only way he could argue his point of view, and Halhg be able to include more
ecofriendly measures, were through participation.

Most of the politicians believe the primary objeetistill will be reached. Because of this,
they believe they can adopt an environmental packath traffic increasing measures, while
still being able to reach their objectives of reelli€Q-emissions and car traffic volumes.

5. Discussion

Discussing the findings from the specific casaghtl of theories about framing might lead to
a better understanding of why the politicians chios@aclude traffic increasing measures in a
plan aiming at reducing traffic volumes.
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5.1 REFRAMING THE PROBLEM TO FIND ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS?

Reduced C@emissions and traffic volumes are part of the pryrmobjective in the package,
while increased road capacity leads to a risesiffie¢rvolumes and emissions in the long term.
The politicians are aware of this correlation. ISkiey include traffic increasing measures in
the package, explaining that it is a necessary mouwelieve congestions. The question is
whether the politicians have reframed the problerfrom reduced traffic volumes and
emissions to reduced congestions — so they candedraffic increasing measures in the
package. One hypothesis could thus be that roastrc@tion and increased capacity was an
important part of the package all along, and thatas necessary to identify problems where
road building actually were a solution instead pBat of the problem.

There are strong indications that road construdtias been an important element all along.
The politicians are aware of the connection betweeneased capacity and increased car
traffic volumes, but road construction is still sees a solution to those problems that are
present. On the Environmental Package’'s webpaggeyd that “there is not enough money on
public budgets alone for a quick and massive dewveémnt of the transport system. That is
why the Environmental Package for Transport wagptatbby the Municipality of Trondheim

in 2008 [...]" (own translation). Further, the decision docunfentthe Transport plan for
Trondheim 2006-2015 states that “the City Counalidves that in the interest of the
environment, traffic safety and accessibility, $ absolutely necessary to complete the
development of the main road network in Trondhein{’? (own translation). Whether road
construction was the reason that the package vitzsted, one cannot know. It is likely that
to finalize the road network was a main targetdme representatives, while it was not a
target for others. Some of the politicians nevdets® pointed out that it is a reason why the
package was initiated when it was; it was just beotway to receive funding for road
construction desired by some politicians. One fdssexplanation to why traffic increasing
measures were included in a plan aiming at redutiiaific volumes might hence be that
some of the problems were deliberately reframethabroad construction were a part of the
solution, not the problem.

5.2 HOW DOES SCALE INFLUENCE FRAMING?

Which scale the problems are framed in seems &ztaithich solutions are emphasized. But
scale is hardly defined in the Environmental Paekafp illustrate how scale may have
influenced the politicians’ problem setting, whistale the different elements in the primary
objective are likely to operate in will be defineéturther, whether the politicians
understanding of the problem can be linked to sedlde examined.

2 http:/ /miljopakken.no/om-miljoepakken/bakgrunn
3 http:/ /www.trondheim.kommune.no/attachment.aprid=30029
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366 The primary objective is toréduce CQ@-emissions, limit the motor vehicle traffic and
367 improve the level of service for those who travelfdot, bike or public transport”While

368 reducing C@-emissions can be seen as a solution to a glolo@lean, reducing car traffic
369 volumes and increase the use of ecofriendly mofleamsport can be seen as local measures
370 to accomplish this. Increasing the attractivendspublic transport, walking and bicycling
371 combined with a reduction in traffic volumes cascabe seen as solutions to local challenges,
372 such as reducing noise and local pollution, impribvelocal environment and increase safety,
373 accessibility and well-being in the population. Themary objective is thus a global
374  challenge leading to positive, local effects. Sthle politicians base their explanations on the
375 necessity of road construction on the local cont®me hypothesis could be that the
376  politicians deliberately changed the scale of soadfietheir problems to justify road
377 construction and increased capacity, a measurehwiigre not supported in the global
378 problems in the primary objective.

379 The identified problems in the local scale in Trben are not unsolvable without road
380 construction; the politicians could simply have s&io not to increase the capacity. Following
381 the principles in coordinated land use and trarispkanning for reduced traffic, this would
382 actually lead to a higher probability that the logaals would be reached. A positive change
383  of scale has not occurred — that is, changing docaieake an unsolvable problem solvable —
384 as road construction is not a solution to the moblThe question is whether the politicians
385 deliberately shifted focus from a global to a losahle to identify problems where road
386  construction can be seen as a solution. If thikeéscase, a negative change of scale has been
387 used to justify a desire to upgrade the road nétwdrawing on the explanations in chapter
388 5.1, it is likely that road construction were anportant element of the package all along.
389  Whether a deliberate negative change of scale meyreed —that is, changing scale to justify
390 measures not supported in the original scale - camnot know. One explanation to why
391 traffic increasing measures were included in a @lening at reducing traffic volumes, still
392 seems to be that local targets were prioritizedralgbobal targets.

393 The discussion in section 5.1 and 5.2 is summarigddble 1, describing the goals of the
394 package, what the expert says about these isduespdiiticians’ line of reasoning, and
395 thereby their solution to what they see as thelprab
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Table 1: The package’s goals, what the expert abgst these issues, the politicians’ line of reawpand their
solution, summarized.

The package says

Experts says

The politicians
line of reasoning

Solution(according
to the politicians line
of reasoning)

Reframing | CO,-emissions and | CO,-emissions and Congestion is a Constructing new
the increased traffic increased traffic volumes problem that must | road capacity.
problem volumes is a problem. is a problem. Road be solved,
capacity should not be | increasing the road
increased. capacity will help
solve this problem.
Scale CO,-emissions and | CO,-emissions is a Congestion is a Constructing new

increased traffic
volumes is a
problem, as well as
traffic through central
and residential areas
Scale not mentioned

global problem. Reduced problem that must

traffic volumes will lead
to lower CQ-emissions
and fewer cars in centra
and residential areas.
Road capacity should ng

be solved,
alongside with
reducing traffic in
central and
tresidential areas.

road capacity and

new roads that leads
traffic outside central
and residential areas|.

specifically. be increased.

5.3 CHANGING FRAMES?

How then is it possible that those representativies might not had increased road capacity
as a main target, now argues its’ necessity? Bwaungh framing is unique for each politician,

the assessment of the situation (as shown in figurehows clear similarities between the
politicians. One hypothesis could be that sevefahe politicians had a change of frames,
either deliberate or subconsciously.

In this case, nothing implies that the represergathave been aware of and reflected on their
own frames, or that change of frames is a delibesation. But a change of frames may also
happen unconsciously, with a gradual change owse.tiThe question is thus whether there
has been a change from conflicting frames to shiaaedes (Rein and Schon 1993).

All politicians, except one, argued the necessitinoreased road capacity in a similar way.
The same reasoning, explanations and objectives.r&bis might be a result of gradual and
unconsciously changing frames. As a political carnise between six political parties, it is

not unlikely that the politicians started with partonflicting frames. A possible scenario is

that some of the politicians forced through themp of view on road construction because
they had the majority of the seats in the City GounThis may have influenced the

perceptions and explanations of the remaining ip@is.When there now is a consensus on
why increased road capacity is necessary, it majcate that shared frames have been
reached over time and through discussions. Sirarads changes over time, it is impossible
to answer whether this has been the case. Thécpalg were interviewed once, quite a while
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after the initiation of the package. It is thus basis for comparison. Still, it is important to
keep this option open. It may also be, as theesgmtative from one of the parties says, that:

“[...] when one reach a compromise within a negotmtiprocess, you'll be
responsible for the entire package. Then you prbbaon't criticize parts of the
compromise in public, as that would be counterpuotishe. It is in the nature of the
compromise that all participants have been sucoésgsiresponse to some things, and
had to withdraw some of their concerns regardingeotthings. Then, you really can’t
criticize the compromise you were a part of desigh{own translation).

5.4 HOW TO IMPROVE THE DECISION MAKING PROCESS?

In Trondheim, the politicians were told that thefirosen measures were not enough to reach
their stated goals (Municipality of Trondheim 20P88till, they went ahead and adopted the
package — with the pretext that it would be possiol alter the measures after a while if
achievement were not within reach. To be able tier sthe measures if needed is of course a
positive trait. Still, according to my findings.&lpoliticians believe they will be able to reach
their stated goals with the current compositiomafasures, even though they have been told
otherwise. What then can be done to improve thésidecmaking process, to make sure that
politicians make informed decisioastually contributing to achieving their objectives?

One suggestion is that planners and advisors moidkt @ven harder to ensure that politicians
are aware of the consequences of their actions. ekipected effects from each measure
should be clearly defined and displayed to poétis, as well as the overall effect from all the
measures combined. Pointing out conflicts betweantad measures and stated goals can
hopefully help politicians better understand thensemuences of their actions. Further,
advisors should show politicians clear alternativeasures that would actually lead to goal
achievement, so they get an understanding of whigt heeds to be done. The advisors must
be sure not to provide politicians with knowleddpatt “excuses” their measures — such as
“increased capacity relief congestion” — but ratleplaining the real correlations and
expected outcomes (Tenngy 2012).

6. Conclusion

The City of Trondheim’s Environmental Package foarisport is ambitious, especially when
it comes to the primary objectives ofetlucing CQ-emissions, limit the motor vehicle traffic
and improve the conditions for those who travel fopt, bike or public transpdrt
(Municipality of Trondheim 2008a:1, own translatjoRlalf the funding are directed towards
ecofriendly modes of transport, and the packageqsses several environmental friendly
measures. Still, it is not know how the developnmantraffic volumes in Trondheim will be
in the long term, especially after increased ragubcity is realized.
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The main aim of this paper was to answer the quesWhy do the politicians include traffic
increasing measures in a plan aiming at reduciraific volumes?

One hypothesis to this question was that the roadtouction and increased capacity was an
important part of the package all along, and thahus was necessary to identify problems
where this actually were a solution instead of & pathe problem. Some of the politicians
pointed out that the reason the package was mtjavas because it was a way to receive
funding for increased road capacity desired by spoiiicians. One possible explanation to
why traffic increasing measures were included iplan aiming at reducing traffic volumes
thus might be that some of the problems were delibly reframed so that road construction
were a part of the solution, not the problem.

Another hypothesis was that the politicians deblbaly changed the scale of some of their
problems to justify road construction and increasagacity, a measure which were not
supported in the global problems in the primaryeobye. These politicians arecal
politicians, and they see their job as to safeglmudl interests and challenges. At the same,
the very same politicians defined and adopted thregny objectives, which was supposed to
be the guiding principle in the design processtdased road capacity is seen as a solution to
the defined local challenges, but the politicials® delieve that traffic induced by increased
capacity can be prevented. The politicians havese&maa solution that gives short term
achievement of local goals, while simultaneouslgueng the chances of achieving their
primary objective. Whether they deliberately chahgfee scale to justify road construction,
one cannot know for sure. One possible explandabomhy traffic increasing measures were
included in a plan aiming at reducing traffic volesn still seems to be that local problems
where prioritized above global problems.
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APPENDIX 1: IN-DEPTH INTERVIEW GUIDE

. How would you shortly summarize the Environmentatikage?
. How and why did you land at a 20% decrease of-&@issions as a goal?

a. To what degree did you believe this was realistisgible to achieve?

. Why do you think the environmental package was tatbat that particular time? Did

anything in particular happen at the time thatcéd the endorsement?

4. How did you arrive at these particular measured,veimy where these chosen?
5. To what degree was there agreement on which meathatewould be most efficient?

a. Do youbelieve the adopted measures are the most effi€ire goal is to

reduce emissions? Would you have done somethifeyelitly?

. Are there any special measures you wanted to guegardless of whether they were

included in the package)? Why?

. To what extent do you think the objectives and messsin the package correspond

with what the professionals/experts in the fieldNdorecommend?

. If the design of the package was outsourced tgpathgtical consulting

company/research institution, what do you thinkltggest differences would be?
a. To what degree do you believe the expert knowlesigempatible with

your/your party's views?

. Is there anything else not mentioned that you elleas influenced the work of

Environment package?

10.How do you think the package has worked out so far?

11.What is the background for road building projectshe package?

a. What is the aim of these projects?

12.What do you believe is the possible consequencastaxpanding road capacity?

13.Many believe that expanding the road capacity @séhprojects contributes to

increased motor vehicle traffic - do you believis ik actually the case?

14.1f the aim is to restrict traffic, why then are %¥9of the funds used for expansion of

roads capacity?
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