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Abstract 
Sustainable transport development is a complex, but necessary issue to manage if the use of fossil energy will 
decrease and transportation become more energy-efficient and environmental friendly. The contemporary public 
organization is organized into policy sectors and tiers of government, but the issue of sustainability is not 
confined to one single sector or level, it transcends all these traditional boundaries. To address this complexity 
policy integration has been suggested as a way for public organizations to open up the sectoral and vertical 
boundaries in policymaking. This paper discusses a case study of a political committee on the regional level in 
Sweden, which has been formed for integrated policymaking between sectors and local and regional authorities 
to manage sustainable transport development. The members are thus representing different interests, here 
conceptualized as organizational identities. The aim of this paper is to understand the role and relations of 
organizational identities for sectoral and vertical policy integration processes. The study is based on qualitative 
analysis of official notes from meetings and 16 semistructured, in-depth interviews with stakeholders. The 
analysis of the case shows that vertical and sectoral integration are dependent processes and that the relation 
between different organizational identities either strengthens or undermine them. Vertical integration is not 
resulting in sectoral integration, rather it works prohibiting against sectoral integration. 

Keywords 
Organizational identity – Policy integration – Sustainable transport policy – Regional governance – Sweden 

Introduction 
The fossil energy usage in the world today is one of the major problems in relation to climate change. The 
transport sector accounts for 20 % of global energy usage and fossil energy carriers dominates in the transport 
system (IEA 2014a; IEA 2014b; SEA 2015). Sustainable transport development is therefore a necessary issue 
that contemporary public organizations need to manage (Banister 2008; Hull 2011). It is an issue that transcend 
the traditional borders of policy sectors, organizations, and administrative levels, sometimes referred to as a 
cross-cutting issue (Stead and Meijers 2009). A suggested way to manage sustainability is policy integration 
(WCED 1987). It means that the traditional policy sectors and tiers of government, and the organizational 
structures they are consisting of, are opening up for more integration of actors and issues in policymaking 
processes (Hull 2008; Stead et al. 2004; Underdal 1980).  

Sustainable transport development is a concern for several policy sectors in different ways. For economic 
development more transport possibilities and more people travelling is a condition for increasing economic 
development. For the environment, on the other hand, fossil fuel energy usage is a major problem which means 
that there is a need for more efficient transportation and for usage of alternative fuels and vehicles. To make 
transport more efficient it has been suggested that transport solutions are integrated into the land-use planning 
on local and regional levels (Stead and Meijers 2009). Policy integration concerning sustainable transport has 
been studied with focus on spatial planning, environment (Hull 2008; Stead et al. 2004), health (Stead 2008) and 
energy (Olsson et. al 2015) in urban areas. However, it is not only integration between sectors that might be of 
importance for sustainable transport development, but also the integration of different tiers of government. In 
this paper an interorganizational body on the regional level in Sweden is used as case to study both sectoral 
integration and the integration between regional and local levels. 

To achieve sustainable transport development the regional policymaking should manage several policy sectors 
and policymaking levels. In Sweden the regional authority is one, but there are also several local municipalities 
with different interests in transport development due to their size, characteristics and their situation in relation to 
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transport infrastructure. The region is also acting within and must relate to the national government’s framework 
of goals and policies concerning transport development.  

Earlier studies of policy integration in regions have had their point of departure in general goals of integrated 
policymaking and analyzing if these are met within the regular organizational structure of policy processes (see 
for example Hjalmarsson 2015; Hull 2008; Stead et al 2004). The case studied in this paper is a new 
organizational body formed to perform integration between both sectors and local and regional authorities to 
develop sustainable transport policy. It is thus a case of policy integration where both sectorial and vertical 
integration may be studied. 

The case study is a regional committee in Sweden, formed to manage sustainable development issues of 
relevance to the region of Västra Götaland. The committee consists of regional authority representatives, 
presenting different policy sectors, and representatives for the municipalities situated within the region. The 
members represent several organizations and departments with different organizational identities. These 
different organizational identities are a precondition for policy integration processes to occur, but they may also 
play a role for its performance. The aim of this paper is therefore to understand the role and relations of 
organizational identities for policy integration processes of regional sustainable transport policy. 

The paper starts with an introduction to the case of study. In the next part the theoretical framework is outlined: 
first the approach of policy integration is explained and then the analytical concepts of organizational identities 
and consensus and conflict are discussed. The third part describes the methods used to collect the material that is 
the basis for the study and how this material has been analyzed. In the fourth part the results of the study are 
described and analyzed, focusing on the different identities that are present in the committee. In the fifth and 
final part of the paper the findings are discussed, and conclusions from the case are drawn. 

Case study: The Sustainable Development Drafting Committee 
The case study is a political committee in the Swedish region Västra Götaland, the second largest region in 
Sweden in terms of population (RVG 2015a). The committee consists of politicians representing either the 
regional authority; Region Västra Götaland (RVG) or representatives of the four subregional assemblies 
consisting of the region’s 49 municipalities. The committee is called The Sustainable Development Drafting 
Committee (SDDC) and is a body created for collaboration between the RVG and the municipalities (see Figure 
1). Thirteen of the commissioners represent the RVG, and 16 commissioners represent the subregions. The 
subregional representatives are elected by the municipalities through their subregions, and each subregion has 
four representatives (SDDC Notes 15/02/2011). The RVG representatives in the SDDC are members of four 
different political committees within the RVG: the Executive Committee, Regional Development Committee, 
Environment Committee, and Culture Committee. The three last committees are sectoral committees responsible 
for specific issues or assignments. Each committee is supported by an administration of professionals within 
their sector. A more detailed description may be found in Table 1. 
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Fig. 1 Organizational structure of the SDDC 

The SDDC is assigned to work as a platform for informal collaboration between the RVG and the 
municipalities. The committee’s mandate is to develop recommendations for regional policymaking in the RVG, 
concerning issues of strategic and long-term impact germane to sustainable regional development. Sustainable 
transport development is one of these strategic issues (SDDC Instructions 2010: 1). Public transport is, however, 
not a task of the SDDC, as it is separately managed by another committee within the RVG. Apart from its given 
task, the SDDC is free to raise questions and produce recommendations concerning issues where the members 
consider the committee’s views important for the RVG’s management of the issue (SDDC Instructions 2010). 
The policy recommendations formed in the SDDC are then used in the RVG’s Executive Committee and the 
Assembly as the basis for their decision-making (SDDC Instructions 2010).  

Table 1 Description of the RVG committees represented in the Sustainable Development Drafting 
Committee (SDDC) 

 Executive 
Committee 

Culture Committee Environment 
Committee 

Regional 
Development 
Committee 

Responsibility 
within the RVG1 

Committee with 
overall 
responsibility 
within the RVG 
and the body which 
prepares decision-
making in the 
Regional Assembly 

Committee with 
responsibility for 
issues related to 
culture and its 
development 
within the RVG 

Committee with 
responsibility for 
the guiding 
development 
within the region 
towards a more 
environmentally 
sustainable society 

Committee with 
the responsibility 
to fund efforts to 
promote economic 
development in the 
region—
responsible for 
regional transport 
infrastructure 
planning 

Members Full-time 
politicians 

Full-time and part-
time politicians 

Full-time and part-
time politicians 

Full-time and part-
time politicians 
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Number of 
representatives in 
the SDDC 

3 3 3 3 

1Source for the facts in this row: RVG, www.vgregion.se. 

Regions, municipalities and sub-regions 
The regional level in Sweden has traditionally been weak, while the local level has a strong position in the 
Swedish constitution. The relationship between the regional and local levels is not hierarchical. They are rather 
responsible for different issues and policy sectors. However, the regional and local levels are at the same time 
more or less connected and thus mutually dependent. In Västra Götaland the regional authority, the RVG, has a 
directly elected regional parliament with jurisdiction over healthcare, public transport, regional transport 
infrastructure planning, and general regional (sustainable) development (RVG 2015c). The Swedish 
municipalities have jurisdiction over their local territory and is empowered by the right to tax everyone living 
within it (Rose and Ståhlberg 2005). Concerning regional sustainable transport development, the municipalities 
have one jurisdiction of great importance: the land-use planning monopoly. This means that they decide on 
location of property and industry and on transport infrastructure development within their territories (Nyström 
2003). The RVG is thus dependent on the municipalities for implementation of regional transport policy. The 
municipalities, on the other hand, often lack resources such as investment capital and knowledge to be able to 
implement the transport developments they need. 

In Västra Götaland the 49 municipalities are organized into four subregional assemblies for managing 
collaboration with the RVG, they are: Fyrbodal, Gothenburg, Sjuhärad, and Skaraborg (RVG 2011). 
Neighboring municipalities form a subregion and represent a certain geographic area within Västra Götaland. 
These subregional areas have both different and similar characteristics. The Gothenburg subregion is an urban 
area, the second largest in Sweden, and the self-evident center of Västra Götaland. Gothenburg has 
Scandinavia’s largest seaport and the largest labor market in Västra Götaland. The other three subregions are 
mostly characterized by medium-sized and smaller cities as well as less densely populated areas such as 
farmland, forest, and coastland (RVG 2008). A more detailed description of the subregions may be found in 
Table 2. Each subregion serves as a collaboration platform for its member municipalities on issues where the 
municipalities need to cooperate with other actors to solve common problems. The subregions have an 
administration to support the collaboration and the external representation of the subregions. 

Table 2 Description of the subregions 

 Fyrbodal Gothenburg Sjuhärad Skaraborg 

Characteristics Small cities (< pop. 
70,000) and 
coastland and 
woodland 

One large urban 
area 

One city (pop. 
100,000) and small 
cities and farmland 
and woodland 

Small cities and 
farmland and 
woodland 

Population1 260,000 927,000 310,000 260,000 

Members 14 municipalities 13 municipalities 9 municipalities 15 municipalities 

Number of 
representatives in 
the SDDC 

4 4 4 4 

1Source for the numbers in this row: Johansson and Niklasson (2013). 

Theoretical perspectives 
The case will be analyzed using the theoretical concept of organizational identity in order to understand what the 
differences between the representatives in the committee may be based on. To be able to analyze the 
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relationships between the present identities and also their relationship to the issue of sustainable transport 
development the concepts of conflict and consensus will be used. These perspectives and concepts are further 
described and discussed later in this part, before that, since the case is a case of possible integrated 
policymaking, the framework of policy integration is described. 

Policy integration 
Policy integration concerns the management of cross-cutting issues. Cross-cutting issues are challenging for all 
tiers of government, since they cannot easily be confined to one single policy sector or level of government and 
therefore imply necessary collaboration across the sectoral and vertical borders (Stead and Meijers 2009). Policy 
integration refers to cooperation, coordination and integration during policymaking processes between different 
departments, organizations, and professions to create either joint or complementary policy (Stead et al. 2004). It 
is about working together across borders to solve a common problem and develop policy that is not working 
contradictory. Because the risk with a cross-cutting issue, according to the policy integration literature (Ugland 
and Veggeland 2006), is that it is managed by separate policy sectors in parallel and due to their differences they 
end up with contradictory policies concerning the same issue. 

Policy integration is possible along several dimensions (see Geerlings and Stead 2003 for an extended 
discussion), in this paper the focus is foremost on two of these dimensions: sectoral integration and vertical 
integration. Vertical integration refers to processes of integration in policymaking between different tiers of 
government: the local, regional, national or international levels (Geerlings and Stead 2003). The vertical 
integrated policymaking could be current within one sector or between several sectors. In this paper the focus is 
on vertical integration between the regional and local levels, hence the members of the committee are 
representing local and regional authorities. Sectoral integration refers to integration processes between two or 
more separated policy sectors in policymaking (Geerlings and Stead 2003). Policy sectors have been studied 
from many perspectives, in this paper the focus is on organizational identity. 

Organizational identities 
In studies of public organizations the relevance of identity for action within and between organizations has been 
recognized (Gioia et al. 2013; Selznick 1984). The general idea is that every organization has a certain identity 
which provide the individual with rules of appropriate behavior (March and Olsen 2008) in situations when the 
individual act for or within the organization. Organizational identity is therefore central to the ability of the 
organization to act as one unit and to the maintenance of the organization (Selznick 1984). Organizational 
identity should here be understood as “a guide for what an organization’s members should do and how other 
organizations should relate to it” (Gioia et al. 2013, p. 161).  

An organization’s identity depends on both the internal and the external environment of the organization 
(Selznick 1992; Selznick 1996). The internal aspects of organizational identity are the founding beliefs and 
values, organizational narratives, and past experiences of members (Gioia et al. 2013). These internal aspects are 
valuable to the understanding of differences between organizations on different levels within the state. All 
municipalities are founded on the base of the same legal framework, but their specific characteristics form 
different narratives specific to every municipality. Therefore, municipalities may have one common 
organizational identity as an administrative body at the same time as they also have another organizational 
identity connected to its specific characteristics; such as if it is an urban or rural area, if there is access to 
highways and/or railways and if it rely on incoming commuting or is a place from where people commute. 
Regional authorities are based on another legal framework than the municipalities, making their founding 
principles and thus organizational identity different from the municipalities.  

In the external environment there are two aspects of importance to organizational identity: the institutional 
context of the organization and the surrounding organizations (Gioia et al. 2013). The institutional context puts 
attention on external structures and social meanings that embed the organization in question (Glynn 2008). It 
should here be understood as the Swedish transport policymaking structure. The institutional context also 
connects the organization with other organizations (Scott 2014). Surrounding organizations are used to achieve 
legitimacy by emulating their identities (Gioia et al. 2013), or identifying itself in opposition to other 
organizations by making them “rivals” (Kroezen and Heugens 2012). In short, organizations define themselves 
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as being like some organizations and unlike others (Gioia et al. 2013). Therefore, different municipalities that 
share internal characteristics may be able to form groups based on their common characteristics to be able to 
solve common problems.  

One organization need not to have only one organizational identity, but large and complex organizations may 
host several different organizational identities (Humphreys and Brown 2002; Gioia et al. 2013). In the public 
organization these different organizational identities may be connected to different policy sectors (Hendriks 
1999). The sectoral differences are based on a legal framework which is common to all departments acting 
within one sector, traditions and narratives within one sector that forms values specific to the sector, and the 
same professions managing one sector or part of it (cf. DiMaggio and Powell 1983). The differences in 
organizational identities may provide each sector with their own logics and traditions that shape their policy 
processes. This may make the sectors rather autonomous, even if they are the same as departments within the 
same organization (Hendriks 1999). That policy sectors have different organizational identities is one way of 
focusing on their differences for the analysis of policy integration processes. 

Consensus and conflict 
The approach of organizational identities is, however, not focusing on the relationships between the present 
identities and how these relationships influence the policymaking process. Therefore, the concepts of consensus 
and conflict originating from the policy network approach (Sørensen and Torfing 2007) are used to analyze 
policymaking in combination with the meaning of organizational identities. A policy network is a network of 
different actors that interact concerning certain policy issues which all the involved actors have an interest in 
and they develop policy through negotiations (Sorensen and Torfing 2007). In this paper the committee in focus 
has similar features with a policy network as it consists of members representing several different organizations. 

In policy network approaches the internal dynamics of the members in the network are often conceptualized as 
consensus and conflict. Consensus is described as a necessary factor for the function and existence of a network: 
the participant actors agree on a certain framework for interaction within the network. Consensus contributes to 
getting the necessary work done, ensures that transaction costs are low, and makes complex issues manageable 
(Koppenjan 2007). Koppenjan (2007) discusses situations of an overload of consensus, which works against the 
network’s functionality. The major consequence of a consensus overload within a network is that it becomes 
closed to the outside world, which has a number of negative implications (Koppenjan 2007). For example, there 
is a risk of new problems and new and innovative solutions being excluded and the interests of the members 
being met at the cost of public interest. Policies may therefore be designed and decided upon from a narrow 
sectoral view, and the possibilities for more integrated approaches are then limited. There is also a risk of non-
transparency in policymaking and a lack of democratic accountability.  

From this follows that a certain level of conflict is favorable for the functionality of networks. The presence of 
conflict may indicate that the network is open and not static, since there are possibilities to question the 
framework of the network and bring in other interests to the negotiations. Conflict may contribute to innovative 
solutions, as new problems are brought in and promote the transparency of the network’s processes (Koppenjan 
2007). This means that a balance between consensus and conflict is necessary for good functioning of public 
interorganizational settings. The members of such a body must, according to this recommendation, express their 
different interests and let their organizational identities guide their actions in order not to get a surplus of 
consensus, but to manage necessary conflicts within the network. Consequently, the literature on policy 
networks views the member organizations and their differences in identities as resources for the network. 

The use of the theoretical framework on the empirical case 
Policy integration forms the framework for this case study since the case is a possible case of policy integration. 
The committee in focus consists of representatives of several different organizations, representing sectoral and 
regional or local interests. Hence these different interests are the major reason for the committee’s existence. 
The concept of organizational identity is used to understand their role in the policymaking process of sustainable 
transport development. The policymaking process is characterized by consensus and conflict and they also work 
as preconditions for what policy that can be achieved. The concepts of consensus and conflict are thus 
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contributing to the organizational identity perspective to explain the identities’ role in policymaking for 
sustainable transport development and also their role in policy integration processes. 

Materials and methods 
The case studied is that of a political committee with representatives from regional and local authorities and 
different sectors, with integrated policymaking concerning sustainable development as its task. It should be 
understood as a critical case (Flyvbjerg 2001) of integrated policymaking. It presents an organizational body 
where it is most likely that policy integration is performed. More specifically, the case is valuable for 
understanding how sustainable transport development is managed in an organization for integrated 
policymaking.  

Because of the character of the case, an explorative approach was applied (Kvale and Brinkmann 2009). The 
case study was conducted from November 2012 through February 2013 and consists of the analysis of 
interviews and documents. When collection of all the empirical material was completed, a first analysis of it 
revealed the relevance of different identities. Then, useful theoretical perspectives on identities and policy 
networks were used for a second theoretical analysis of the material.  

A total of 16 in-depth interviews with politicians and officials at the Region Västra Götaland (RVG) and at four 
subregions were conducted. Nine of the respondents are participants in the political committee in focus. Three 
officials connected to the political committee were interviewed. They work with the issues managed by the 
committee at either the regional or the subregional level. Three respondents, two politicians and one official, are 
not members of the committee in focus and do not work directly with it. They were chosen to be interviewed 
because of their involvement in public transport, which is the only transport issue not managed by the 
committee in focus. As representatives for the public transport sector at the RVG, they were able to provide an 
outsider’s perspective of the committee and reflect on its impact on regional transport policy in general. 

The interviews were about sustainable transport development in a general sense and not only about the work 
within the specific committee. The respondents gave a nuanced picture of the work practice within the 
committee and stressed what advantages and problems there are from many perspectives. The interviews 
conducted were semistructured, with a low level of standardization. An interview guide was used, where the 
questions were ordered thematically (Kvale and Brinkmann 2009). The questions were open in character to 
encourage the respondents to describe certain situations or concepts in detail. The interviews were conducted by 
one interviewer and lasted about 40–90 minutes each. The interviews were analyzed using meaning 
condensation, that is, each transcript was read through, and then passages from it were condensed into shorter 
statements. These statements could then be thematically sorted into thematic descriptions of identities (Kvale 
and Brinkmann 2009). The interviews are referred to in the following text by using an “I” and a number to 
indicate the exact interview (Appendix 1). 

To complement the interview statements, documents, with official notes from the committee meetings, were 
also studied. These were analyzed qualitatively to extract the content and meanings of the discussions (Tesch 
1990). Other documents describing transport policy and general policy development, as well as protocols from 
meetings, in the RVG, the subregions, and other relevant organizations have also been used for background 
information and confirmation of interview statements. All empirical sources referred to in the following text can 
be found in Appendix 1. 

Sustainable Development Drafting Committee – the role of the committee and of organizational identities 
for sustainable transport development 
In this part the findings of the analysis of the case of the Sustainable Development Drafting Committee (SDDC) 
will be described, discussed and analyzed. First, the role of the committee within the region and in the Swedish 
institutional context is explained. Second, three organizational identities current in the committee are discussed. 
The conclusions drawn from this analysis of the SDDC and the implications for policy integration are then 
discussed and summarized in the following concluding discussion. 
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The formation of the SDDC—an external and internal resource 
To manage the issue of sustainable regional development in general and more specifically sustainable transport 
development, the SDDC is in an ongoing process of organizational formation. How the members of the SDDC 
act and how they decide to act together plays an important role for the significance of the SDDC, both in the 
internal regional policymaking and in national policymaking. 

The SDDC’s members represent the region of Västra Götaland, or, for the municipal 
representatives, their subregion, and not the RVG as an organization, their municipality or their 
party. The Committee is not a formal decision-making body, but formal decisions [...] are taken 
by the Regional Executive Committee or the sectoral Committee concerned. [...] 
Notwithstanding this, it should be stressed that the position taken by a unanimous Committee 
weighs very heavily in the RVG’s continuing handling of each issue. (SDDC Notes 15/02/11) 

As shown in the quotation above the formal rules for representation in the SDDC are clear: a common 
“regional” interest and four subregional interests should be used as a basis for decision-making (SDDC Notes 
15/02/2011). The background to these formal rules is the founding idea of the SDDC, that it should be 
understood as a neutral, regional arena relevant for all of Västra Götaland. It should be an organization for 
development of decisions that are in line with what is best for the entire region (SDDC Instructions 2010).  

In the quotation above the last sentence emphasizes the essential position of the SDDC in regional 
policymaking: a unified committee has major impact on regional policy, since the RVG’s decisions almost 
always follow the SDDC recommendations, at least when the SDDC has reached consensus among its members 
(SDDC Notes 15/02/2011, I3, I7, I13). Reaching consensus is thus central to the SDDC’s relevance in regional 
policymaking and therefore important to the members. The importance of consensus-making becomes evident in 
the descriptions by SDDC members of when subregional identities are expressed and enforced, regardless of 
how they correspond to the development in the whole region: neither subregional nor RVG representatives like 
those situations, since it results in conflicts between subregions and between subregions and the RVG. 
Consensus-making is needed not only for the SDDC’s internal position in regional policymaking but also for its 
possible external power: 

For the development of transport infrastructure, which is very important for sustainable 
transport, it is very important that the SDDC is united. Because, if the municipalities and the 
region agree when we insist on which roads and railways we want to expand, then there is a 
much greater likelihood that the national government will release the money needed. If we are 
not able to reach an agreement between the municipalities and the region we will not get a 
dime. So this is why the SDDC actually has a more important role than you might think. (I9) 

The national transport infrastructure plan describes how the national transport budget should be distributed to 
infrastructure projects of national interest. The RVG, the subregions, and the municipalities are involved in this 
process by way of suggesting what infrastructure projects within Västra Götaland need national funding and 
what priorities they see as important (STA 2015). Experiences of prior negotiations with the national 
government show that if the RVG and the 49 municipalities can show a united front concerning the transport 
infrastructure development in Västra Götaland, they have good prerequisites for influencing the government’s 
decisions (I3; I9; STA 2010). This means that the institutional context of the national transport infrastructure 
planning rewards a united region.   

As shown in the quotation, the organizational prerequisite for a united region is the SDDC and its ability to 
reach consensus among its members. A unified SDDC is thus a major external resource for the region in 
negotiations with the national government. National infrastructure planning creates a situation where the 
subregions and the RVG are able to construct common counterparts: the national government and the other 
regions in Sweden (I7). If they act as united partners towards the national government, they are able to benefit in 
the competition with other regions for national funding (I1–I16). 
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There are, however, situations where the SDDC has not managed to reach consensus, even though the ability to 
gain national influence has been possible (I3; I6). The possible internal and external power positions for the 
SDDC are thus not the only variables that drive policymaking in the committee. In the following analysis the 
identities of the members’ original organizations show the complexity of performing integrated policymaking. 

Municipal identity—bringing relevance and legitimacy and preventing consensus 
The municipalities have a very strong influence [on regional policymaking]. We have a 
tradition of being the region of municipalities. If I must be frank, at first, I thought it was a little 
odd that we were expected to channel local requests. For me, regional planning responsibility is 
to take holistic responsibility and think about what would benefit the region most. And then that 
might not be the same as what a municipal politician ran for office on 20 years ago. Now I’m 
bantering a little. But it gets really strange if that is supposed be the basis. So I think it’s about 
trying to elevate the discussion in the SDDC about what it is we want and what kinds of 
opportunities are available. (I6) 

I think the main problem is that the SDDC does not have a strong enough position. The problem 
is not that the Environment Committee or the Cultural Committee […] have too little say in the 
matter, because if they had more say, the municipalities would absolutely not feel involved and 
then the region as a whole would not be able to become powerful. (I4) 

The two quotations above illustrate the complex role of municipal identity in the SDDC. On the one hand, it 
works as a narrative providing the SDDC with relevance and legitimacy, which also makes regional policy 
relevant and legitimate. On the other hand, it is a strong original identity, which puts the municipalities in a 
resourceful position with respect to the RVG. This makes them able to go against the RVG and the formal 
structure of the SDDC, as well as being able to change it. Formally, the 16 subregional representatives in the 
SDDC represent their subregions, but they are originally political leaders in some of the municipalities. The 
municipal identity described here should be understood as a general identity all municipalities can agree on. 
This is based on the fact that all municipalities hold a land-use planning monopoly and that they are local 
governments that are held accountable by their citizens.  

The current position of the SDDC as powerful in the regional transport policy process is said to be based on the 
municipalities’ representation in the committee and their identity as municipalities. The SDDC thus gains 
legitimacy, relevance, and resources by having members with a municipal identity. Making the municipalities 
happy with their place in the regional decision-making structure is thus necessary for keeping the SDDC’s 
position as influential. The municipalities must therefore feel they are involved in and can influence the regional 
decision-making (I1; I4; I5). One example of how this is done is the formal structure of the SDDC, where the 
subregional representatives are in majority (I1; I6; I4). Even if this has no practical consequences, since all 
committee decisions are taken in consensus (I6; I7), it has that appearance to give the feeling that the municipal 
representatives have a major position in the committee. The municipal identity holds the formal majority in the 
committee to provide the SDDC with legitimacy and relevance in the regional policy process. 

As expressed in the second quotation above, there is an apprehension that the formal majority position of the 
subregional representatives is not enough to make the municipalities content with their participation in the 
SDDC structure. The municipalities must also be able to feel that they actually are influential and gain 
something from participating (I1; I6; I4; I5). One way suggested by the RVG representatives to assure that is to 
provide the SDDC with decision-making power over regional transport policy, thus transferring it from the 
RVG sectoral committees (I1; I4). The representation of a municipal identity in the SDDC is thus considered so 
important by the RVG that some of their leaders may consider giving SDDC a more formal decision-making 
role in the region, simply to keep the municipalities in the committee. However, despite the expressed 
importance of a representation of municipal identity in the SDDC, it is not considered desirable to let the 
municipal identity guide the representatives’ actions in the committee.  

The municipal identity is considered problematic by both RVG and subregional representatives when it is 
expressed in the SDDC policymaking processes, problematic both for policy formation (I6) and for the SDDC’s 
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relevance and legitimacy (I3; I7; I8). The fear is that the SDDC’s position in the regional policy process will be 
questioned if consensus cannot be reached. One example of when the municipal identity is regarded as 
problematic for policy formation can be seen in the first quotation in this part: an RVG representative described 
how traditional transport solutions are favored by municipalities outside the urban area of Gothenburg and how 
it affects the regional transport policy in the same direction. This happens because of the appearance of a strong 
municipal identity within the SDDC (I6). However, from the municipalities’ perspective their influence in the 
SDDC may be their only chance to affect regional transport policy in line with their interests. The subregional 
representatives’ prime identity, for themselves and for others, regardless of the formal SDDC rules, is still their 
municipal identity (I8). When the municipal identity diverges from the common idea and prevents consensus-
making, it is understood as a problem, which potentially interrupts and obstructs the power position of the 
SDDC in the region and in the external relations with the national government. 

Subregional identities – the importance of geographical characteristics in policymaking 
Since it is the Chair or the deputy Chair of a number of municipalities [who are subregional 
representatives in the SDDC], you can never get away from the fact that their primary 
professional identity is as representatives of their municipality. For example, if I were to come 
home as the Chair of Gothenburg and say that I found investments in Skaraborg more 
important than those in the Gothenburg area, then I expect that people would say to me: “It’s 
nice that you think so, but it is actually the last time you get to think something there, because 
now we will replace you.” Now I exaggerate a little to make it clear, but the point is that the 
whole identity is geographic. (I8) 

The quotation above puts focus on the essence of belonging to a certain place and the complex situation this 
creates for the subregional representatives in the SDDC. The quotation also points to the importance of 
geography in policymaking within the SDDC, the identification with certain physical characteristics and which 
place one belongs to have influence over the actions taken. In the SDDC this is visible alongside the division of 
the four subregions. These subregional identities give rise to the formation of alliances and majorities among the 
subregional representatives in the SDDC. This has implications for the transport policy formed by the SDDC 
and what the participants can agree on. 

The subregional representatives in the SDDC represent a specific geographic area with certain characteristics. 
These characteristics and their relation to the issue at hand construct an organizational identity for each 
subregion. The subregions are different in many aspects; they have different geography and size of population, 
and their respective populations are dependent on different transport infrastructures and modes of transport. 
Therefore, they are affected differently by changes to the transport system. However, besides their differences 
there are also similarities in their characteristics and how they are affected by transport system change. The 
subregional identities may therefore both unite and divide the subregional representatives concerning issues of 
transport system development in general.  

Transport infrastructure and commuting patterns in Västra Götaland cross municipal borders and the 
municipalities, and their subregions do not have enough resources or capability to develop transport solutions on 
their own. Transport infrastructure is therefore an issue of great importance, and the ability to influence its 
development is the major reason why the subregions choose to take part in the SDDC (I1; I3; I4; I5; I12). Their 
formation of a joint structure for the preparation of transport infrastructure decisions is one example showing 
how important the subregions deem transport infrastructure to be (I8; Västkom 2013). Where subregions are 
concerned, it is possible for them to gain more if they can agree on issues before negotiating with the RVG (I3; 
I8). In this way they can avoid conflicts between themselves and speak with a united voice against the RVG at 
the SDDC meetings.  

The subregional representation in the SDDC does not correspond with the distribution of population within the 
region: Almost half of the total population in Västra Götaland lives in the Gothenburg subregion, and the other 
half of the population lives in the other three subregions (see Table 1) (Johansson and Niklasson 2013). This 
means that one-half of the population, who primarily live in urban areas, share four representatives in the 
SDDC, and the other half, who primarily live in smaller cities and in less densely populated areas, are 
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represented by twelve members in the SDDC. The representatives who identify themselves with more “rural” 
characteristics are therefore in the majority among the subregional representatives. This is considered to have 
relevance for the SDDC’s agenda. For example, in discussions of transport possibilities in the countryside the 
representatives of Fyrbodal, Sjuhärad, and Skaraborg subregions usually stick together, since they have similar 
problems and experiences (I12). The Gothenburg subregion has urban transport problems to deal with, which 
are not problematic for the others in the same way (I8). Consequently, a majority of the subregional 
representatives identify themselves with more “rural” characteristics, which enables them to put their transport 
problems high up on the SDDC agenda (I8). Development of existing and new transport infrastructure to attract 
more people and businesses is a matter of survival for rural areas and small towns (I3; I6; I12; I7). Concerning 
transport development decisions in the SDDC, this means that the major focus is on infrastructure development, 
foremost roads and private car solutions, rather than on railways and alternative, more environmentally 
sustainable solutions (I6; I12; I8).  

Urban-oriented transport problems are to a large extent left out of the SDDC discussions (I6; I8; SDDC Notes, 
2011–2013). This may be a consequence of the minority position of the Gothenburg subregional identity in the 
SDDC, but on the other hand, it is evident that Gothenburg is receiving much financial investment in its 
transport system (RVG 2015d). The position of Gothenburg as the economic motor of Västra Götaland provides 
the Gothenburg subregional identity with resources important for transport policy development for the entire 
region. In this role, the Gothenburg subregional identity is influential within the SDDC, since the other 
subregional representatives admit the importance of infrastructure investments in Gothenburg (I3; I12; I7). The 
minority position of Gothenburg in the SDDC should thus not affect its ability to place issues on the agenda. 
However, several of the urban transport solutions are connected to public transport, the only transport issue that 
is not supposed to be managed by the SDDC. Public transport in Västra Götaland is managed almost entirely by 
the RVG, as the owner of the public transport company (I15). The lack of urban transport considerations in the 
SDDC is thus probably not due to Gothenburg’s minority position, but rather to the institutional context of the 
RVG. 

Sectoral identities—one dominant identity in policymaking 
The SDDC should own the issue and prepare for the RVG Executive Committee, and then the 
Executive Committee makes a decision. If the Regional Development Committee settles the issue 
too much, which would be likely because many involved officials are employed at its 
administration, then the risk is obvious that the focus is changed. But that was not the intention! 
The intention was to have collaboration with the municipalities in the SDDC and that the SDDC 
makes the decisions, not an individual RVG sectoral committee. (I1) 

The reason why the Environment Committee [has less influence on transport planning] versus 
the Regional Development Committee, is that it is the Regional Development Committee which 
is responsible for developing the transport infrastructure plan. They are the ones who take the 
decisions. They are the ones who run these issues in the SDDC and they have a complete 
administration for that. (I11) 

The two quotations above describe a conflict between the apprehensions of SDDC as an arena for integration, 
on the one hand, and on the other, the structure of where the formal responsibility and resources are placed. 
Even if the formal rules and the concern for municipal engagement prescribe that the sectors are not supposed to 
represent their own interests in the SDDC, the quotations above show that in transport policy formation sectoral 
identities are considered influential, primarily due to the distribution of resources. 

Due to the theoretical framework, each sector is here considered to have its own identity (Gioia et al. 2013; 
Hendriks 1999). Politicians in sectoral committees are put in a position where they should concentrate on a 
specific sector. Even though the politicians have no specific profession, the officials at the administration, who 
inform and help them in decision-making, often have specific professions that are connected to the sector in 
question. This creates sectoral organizational identities, which are different for each sector. In the SDDC three 
sectoral committees are represented: the Culture Committee, the Environment Committee, and the Regional 
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Development Committee. Concerning transport policy, the culture identity is not present in the material; 
therefore, the following text considers only regional development identity and environment identity. 

The Regional Development Committee is responsible for regional transport infrastructure planning, education, 
and business development at the RVG (I13; RVG 2015e). This combination of transport infrastructure and 
business development concerns constructs a meaning of transport policy as managing the construction and 
reconstruction of transport infrastructure to achieve successful regional economic development (I13; I11). The 
representatives of the Regional Development Committee thus base their sectoral identity on the traditional idea 
that increasing transport availability is contributing to regional economic development (Andersson et al. 2008; 
Banister 2005). 

The Environment Committee is responsible for monitoring all aspects of interference in the environment at the 
RVG. Concerning transport policy, it is primarily energy efficiency and decrease of the use of fossil fuels that 
are in focus (Hjalmarsson 2013; I11; RVG 2015f). The representatives of the Environment Committee thus base 
their sectoral identity on a general apprehension of environmental protection. In the case of transport 
infrastructure development this means that the most energy-efficient solutions and alternative fuels and vehicles 
are prioritized. 

The result of the intention of more integration between sectors through the SDDC is that the transport 
infrastructure planning almost only concerns traditional transport solutions such as development and 
maintenance of roads and railways, with the major focus on roads (I6; SDDC Notes). In addition, in the 
priorities between different projects, considerations regarding transport demand and regional economic 
development are made, but other cross-sectoral considerations, such as environmental impact, are not discussed 
to any extent (I11; SDDC Notes 15/02/2011-03/12/2013). The Regional Development Committee holds formal 
responsibility for the development of the transport infrastructure plan and the distribution of financial resources. 
It is therefore supported by a department of officials with expert knowledge within the transport infrastructure 
field. The financial and expertise resources of the Regional Development Committee are argued to mean that it 
completely “owns the question” in the SDDC discussions of transport infrastructure planning (I4; I11; I13). In 
addition, the extended financial resources and status of transport infrastructure among politicians means the 
Regional Development Committee is made up of high-status politicians, which is obvious to the other members 
of the SDDC (I1; I11). Resources such as budget, expert knowledge, and status, due to the institutional context 
of the RVG, seem to influence the sectoral relationship in the SDDC. 

From this it follows that there seems to be a hierarchy between the sectoral identities represented in the SDDC. 
The regional development identity is the dominant sectoral identity. It has major influence over agenda setting, 
discussions, and decisions through the position of the Regional Development Committee in the SDDC, both the 
positions of the politicians who are members and the role the department of officials play in transport 
development policymaking. 

Concluding discussion: organizational identities and policy integration 
This article’s focus has been integrated policymaking to manage sustainable transport development. The case of 
the SDDC shows an organizational body with both local, regional, and sectoral representatives present, where 
policy integration may be performed. The analysis of organizational identities has shown that policy integration 
processes is depending on external position, differences in resources and relations to the issue of sustainable 
transport development.  

The first conclusion to be drawn is that the policy integration process within the SDDC has been more focused 
along the vertical dimension than the horizontal, sectoral dimension. The main reason for this is the need of 
consensus in the SDDC, both for the committee and also for its members to gain an internally and externally 
resourceful position. Foremost, the external environment of the SDDC plays an important role, since national 
transport infrastructure planning forms an institutional context that rewards united regions. The surrounding 
organizations, such as the national government and other Swedish regions, become rivals (Kroezen and Heugens 
2012) in this competition for resources. Committing to consensus in the SDDC thus becomes a survival strategy 
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for the region and for the individual municipalities. Even though not every municipality will gain every time, the 
possibility of gaining promotes their will to contribute to consensus in the SDDC.  

Furthermore the external consequences of consensus decisions may promote a homogenization of the decision-
makers involved, even though they owe their positions to their perceived differences. Striving for consensus and 
a resourceful position of the committee pushes the subregional representatives to, in most cases, give up their 
position related to their municipal and subregional identities in the policymaking. The ability to achieve 
consensus becomes more important than to uphold their original organizational identities. The emphasis on 
consensus making may therefore lead to a consensus overload (Koppenjan 2007). The fact that consensus is 
beneficial for the region speaks against encouraging conflict between the represented identities. Instead, 
homogenization is boosted to assure future consensus-making. A consensus overload is thus an obstacle to 
integration of policy. The representation and enforcement of different organizational identities clarify that there 
are differences to be managed in an integration process. The end result of that process may be a decision in 
consensus, but with the difference that the starting point is not that the original identities should be put aside but 
that they should be emphasized. Consensus, proven to be beneficial for the region, may thus not be beneficial 
for achieving integrated policymaking. In addition, as Koppenjan (2007) has argued, a consensus overload may 
also lead to problems with legitimacy and accountability. 

Consensus-making is shown to be an obstacle for further sectoral integration of policy, since the issues on which 
it is possible reach consensus are all specific to a certain sector. The sectoral identity of the Regional 
Development Committee prescribes that transport infrastructure planning should contribute to regional 
economic development as its only goal, and this is also how transport issues are managed in the SDDC. As 
shown, the subregions with a population more dependent on the car for transportation are in the majority among 
the subregional representatives in the SDDC. The apprehension among both sectoral and subregional 
representatives is that these solutions will contribute to regional economic development. It is therefore possible 
to create consensus regarding transport infrastructure development for economic development. Other 
considerations of the transport system development, for example from an environmental point of view, are then 
out of scope. This is one reason why the responsibility of the SDDC; sustainable transport development, 
becomes limited to transport infrastructure in general and more specifically to roads and availability of cars. 

The other reason for that limitation, as well as another obstacle for sectoral policy integration, is that there is one 
dominant sector identity. The Regional Development Committee holds both the financial and professional 
resources within the transport sector, within both the RVG and the SDDC. The Environmental Committee, on 
the other hand, does not even have as a task to ensure that environmental considerations of transport 
development are heard in the SDDC, since the RVG committees are not supposed to represent a specific sector. 
Making sectoral identities formally irrelevant and giving the impression that there is consensus on the nature of 
problem and solutions in turn gives an impression of integrated policymaking. However, the dominance of one 
sectoral identity over policymaking shows another picture: consensus-making risks sweeping different identities 
and their relations out of site and giving the most resource-rich identity the possibility to dominate decision-
making.  

To conclude, the case has shown that the organizational identities play different roles in relation to either 
vertical or sectoral policy integration. Vertical integration is enforced by the power resource possibilities 
available internally at the region and externally in the race for national funding. It is therefore also supported by 
the municipal and sub-regional identities. Sectoral integration is undermined by the resource inequalities 
between the involved sectors and also by the municipal and sub-regional identities’ relations to the sustainable 
transport issue. Consequently, in the case of the SDDC vertical integration is not resulting in sectoral 
integration, rather it works prohibiting against sectoral integration. 
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