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Abstract
‘New Public Management’ is the label attached to many of the reforms that have swept large parts of the world since the mid-1980s and that have been blamed for contributing to organisational fragmentation and reduced coordination. Focusing on coordination in the railway sector, this paper provides a comparative perspective through an analysis of the three Scandinavian countries (Sweden, Denmark and Norway). If and how the reforms impact on coordination and how coordination is achieved in the railway sector are analysed, and the underlying reasons for the different national approaches towards achieving coordination are explained. Document analyses and qualitative research interviews form the empirical basis.
1. Introduction and aims
New Public Management (NPM) is a package of organisational reforms which has been discussed and implemented in large parts of the world ever since the mid-1980s (Hood, 1991). Inspiration for the reforms has come largely from New Zealand and Great Britain, but the OECD has also been an important promoter (Boston et al., 1996; Christensen & Lægreid, 2001; Greve, 2002). NPM reforms are inspired predominantly by institutional economic theory and management theory (Boston et al., 1996). In management theory, the ideal has been private sector management, with a focus on values in organisations and the necessity of management (Greve, 2002, p. 2; Hood, 1991, p. 5-6; Ravlum, 2003, p. 3-7). Institutional economic theory is, particularly, public choice, principal-agent theory and transaction cost theory. Institutional economic theory is based on the assumption that all actors are utility maximizing; it emphasises steering through contracts, formal control and economic incentives. There has to be clear separation between politics and administration, between a superior authority and subordinate performing agencies (Greve, 2002, p. 2; Ravlum, 2003, p. I, 3-7). The concept is thus hybrid in character, e.g. management theory takes its point of departure in trust, while institutional economic theory builds on mistrust.
Many authors argue that NPM reforms have resulted in considerable fragmentation of the public sector, thereby increasing problems connected with interaction and coordination (Greve, 2002; O’Sullivan & Patel, 2004; Peters, 1998; Tranøy & Østerud, 2001). Consequently, organisational division, increased autonomy, a focus on bottom line or equivalent measurement of output, as well as market competition, might change inter-organisational behaviour in a way that reduces ability to coordinate.

In this paper, we address the issue of inter-organisational coordination in an NPM-inspired institutional environment. Our point of departure is a comparative case study analysis of the railway sector in the Scandinavian countries; namely, Sweden, Denmark and Norway. These countries generally share a fairly pragmatic and consensus-oriented approach to the NPM reforms (Christensen & Lægreid, 2002) and have a relatively similar culture, history and institutional structure. However, they approach the issue of coordination quite differently from one another
. The transport sector, in general, has been considered well suited for NPM reforms (Sørensen & Ravlum, 2004), and in all three countries the railway sector in particular has experienced extensive reforms. These include division of horizontally integrated agencies and authorities into smaller units as well as the creation of single purpose organisations, corporatisation, privatisation, tendering and management by objectives and results (Olsen, 2006; Sørensen & Ravlum, 2004)
. The need for coherency and coordination is often stressed in policy documents within the sector. Consequently, when studying NPM reforms and coordination, the railway sector is a particularly interesting case. 

What is coordination? In one dictionary, the word is defined as “the harmonious or effective working together of different parts” or “the arrangements of parts, etc., into an effective relation” (Thompson, 1995). In our context, it can be relevant to distinguish between three concepts of coordination: 1) coordination as an (inter)organisational structure, 2) coordination as a process among organisations, and 3) coordination as an output or result (inspiration from Challis et al., 1988; Peters, 1998)
. Coordination as organisational structure concerns the specific organisational “landscape”, which can be well or less well coordinated. “Coordination” defined in the dictionary as “arrangements of parts, etc. into an effective relation” could be a reference to coordination as an organisational structure. Coordination as a process concerns the interrelated activities carried out by a number of organisations in order to achieve a specific result. This has to do with “working together”, as the dictionary puts it. One could imagine such negotiations being problematic and enduring. Finally, coordination as an output concerns the result of the process, e.g. how well a specific output, product or result is coordinated. 

In this study, we focus on the structure and process of coordination. This analytical choice has been made because some of these reforms are relatively new, and consequently any evaluation of coordination as output would be strongly preliminary in character. Furthermore, we focus on inter-organisational relations, assuming that the specific inter-organisational structure impacts on process. Hence, a fragmented structure might mean a difficult process of coordination, and, the contrary, a coherent and well-coordinated structure might provide for coherent and well-coordinated processes. Vertical as well as horizontal coordination are objects of analysis. By vertical coordination we mean coordination downwards in the hierarchy, between different organisational forms; for example, between the Ministry and agencies, while horizontal coordination refers to coordination between administrative agencies or companies at the same organisational level.  
In our analysis, organisational structure is the independent variable, while process is the dependent variable. More specifically, the organisational characteristics and the inter-organisational structure of the Ministry of Transport, the national railway authority, the largest train operator and the rail infrastructure manager are the independent variables, while the dependent variables are the processes going on among employees in these organisations. The aim of the study is to explain: 1) How coordination is achieved? and 2) Why different national approaches to coordination are apparent?

The empirical background is a study containing analyses of policy documents from each of the Scandinavian countries. In addition, 11 qualitative and critical, semi-structured research interviews (Fog, 1997; Pedersen, 1984) were carried out, including 12 interviewees, i.e. in one interview, two interviewees took part. Each interview lasted for about an hour. The interviewees represent the following organisations in each country: the Ministry of Transport, the National Rail Authority
, the largest train operator and the rail infrastructure manager. They hold the positions of deputy permanent secretary (the ministries), chief executive officer, deputy executive officer, general director, or the equivalent. One interviewee was head of division. Due to their positions all interviewees had a good overview of the organisation and the sector. The interviews, carried out in the autumn 2006, were taped and transcribed in full. The individual interviewees approved all quotations and were given a draft paper and invited to comment on it.

In the next section, we outline how each of the Scandinavian countries handles coordination in the railway sector. In section three, we explain the differences and in section four we conclude and sum up the findings.   

2. How can coordination be achieved?
In this section, we present how each of the Scandinavian countries approaches the issue of coordination. First, we broadly outline coordination mechanisms that the three countries have in common. Second, a country-specific presentation of the approach to coordination is given and, finally, we sum up and draw comparisons between the coordination strategies of the respective countries. 

The countries share some certain general coordinational instruments. Laws and regulations constitute a broad framework for the activities of state agencies as well as of state-owned companies. The activities of state agencies are dependent on budget grants, appropriation directions
 and goal and result dialogues. Appropriation directions are government directives putting an appropriation at the disposal of the spending authority and specifying the allocation of the appropriated funds. The appropriation directions include general goals as well as a specification of the responsibilities assigned to each agency. The activities of state-owned companies can be regulated by ownership relations or by public purchase and contract regulation. As the presentation below shows, however, these instruments are applied differently among the three countries. 

2.1. Sweden: horizontal coordination

The Swedish railway sector is distinguished by a greater number of train operators and longer experience in passenger transport tendering than in the Danish or Norwegian sector. The most important railway actors are presented in Figure 1. 
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The Ministry practises the principle of arm’s length in its relationship with state agencies. As one of the interviewees stressed: “This is an important principle in Sweden; the ministry does not govern state agencies.” Appropriation directions and the goal and result dialogue thus constitute the most important coordination instruments in the relationship between the Ministry and state agencies. However, these instruments, too, seem to outline only the main principles and goals of each agency; they do not give specific guidelines as to how the goals should be pursued or weighed one against the other. This is illustrated by one of the interviewees: “The government is concerned with principal questions, the main goals of transport policy. How these goals are interpreted in our practical, day-to-day work is up to us.” Another interviewee emphasizes that this way of organizing the sector supports a comprehensive policy strategy, rather than day-to-day decisions being made into politics: “I think it is very wise to allow agencies to handle these things without governmental interference. There are 350 representatives in Parliament, and they all have views on railway policy. So I think it is necessary to let an agency, which can base its decisions on a total appraisement of the situation, handle these things.” 

The arm’s length principle of state agencies also reflects governing of the state-owned railway company SJ. Although owned by the state, SJ seems to function independently of its owner and regulator, and has adopted business-oriented behaviour similar to that of its competitors. This independence is reflected in the ownership relation as well as in contract arrangements. The government has placed SJ in a group of state-owned companies operating under market conditions, and not in a group attending to specific political interests (Swedish Government, 2006b: 31). The owner-interest of the Ministry is thus limited to profit returns. Although the Ministry has a representative on SJ’s board of directors, this member represents a unit of state ownership and does not promote sector interests. One interviewee describes the ownership relation as follows: “In the management of SJ, it is not possible to promote any transport policy [through ownership]. SJ has its assignment, and that is it. If one wants to execute transport policy on SJ, it must be done by means of tendering”. Hence, contract arrangements are important regulatory instruments in the relationship between SJ and the state. However, SJ has the exclusive right to operate all railway routes that are commercially profitable, and these routes constitute the mayor part of interregional passenger railway transport in Sweden. Only that part of the interregional public transport which receives public subsidies is tendered (Swedish Government, 2005a, p. 360), and the contracts are negotiated between SJ and Rikstrafiken. 
In this organisational model of independent actors, each actor has been assigned responsibility for participating in coordination of the railway sector. An interviewee in the Ministry explains the responsibility thus: “The actors in the sector know best themselves what needs to be done and they are supposed to come together and work out results, find the best solutions”. The Swedish type of coordination can therefore be labelled horizontal. 

Several measures have been taken to achieve horizontal coordination. An organ jointly owned by several transport actors
 has been established in order to manage several aspects of coordination, including distribution of information, booking and tickets. The railway actors also have both formal and informal meetings for discussing and working out current issues of coordination. The infrastructure holder, Banverket, has been assigned the role of sector authority in the railway sector. According to the government, sector authorities have a special responsibility in coordinating the actors of the sector and its surroundings, in providing information and in handling research and development projects (Swedish Government, 2006a). This includes safety tasks, i.e. outlining regulations through negotiations and assignations, and environmental and international tasks, i.e. proposing, initiating and supporting policies (Swedish Government, 2005b, p 5-6). One of the interviewees explains that: “These activities do not always result in agreements between the different parties, but they do contribute to a more general understanding of the issues raised.”  

Establishing Rikstrafiken and giving the agency responsibility for coordinating the activities of the transport sector is support for the horizontal coordination approach. One of the interviewees states that: “When considering the agency, the idea was that it should solve problems by negotiating and coordinating, and only when these strategies failed, should tendering procedures be applied.”

Most interviewees question how successful this strategy of voluntary coordination has proved, one summing up the notion with the statement “voluntariness is a hard path to walk”, and adding “particularly in a sector that is quite immature as a deregulated sector”. To strengthen coordination, different interviewees launch different strategies. First, one informant stresses the possibility of legal regulations, stating that: “Otherwise [if the actors cannot reach an agreement] they face legal regulations, and then their voice is severely reduced. They would rather have voice in the processes, and it is better for the sector if they do.” Second, another informant holds that coordination can only be achieved through money incentives. This person states that: “In reality, the bottom line is who is paying for the services. Coordination is no solution to that question. […] In almost every situation of coordination, the bottom-line question is money.” The possibilities for using legal regulations and buying services thus appear to lie beneath the Swedish model of horizontal coordination.  
2.2. Denmark: Strong vertical coordination

The Danish railway sector has fewer train operators than the Swedish sector and a more integrated Ministry with one minister and one unit responsible for the entire railway sector. The most important features are presented in Figure 2.

- Figure 2 -

Public governing has traditionally been of great importance in the Danish railway sector (Foss Hansen, 1999; Sørensen and Ravlum, 2004), and a central purpose of organisational reforms has been in enhancing the influence of ministries and governments over directorates and other public sector organisations. The stressing of public governing is also reflected in the present model. One of the interviewees finds that: “The sector has undergone immense changes. Originally, we had on the one hand a general directorate [DSB], approving and disposing its own activities, products and capacities and handing the bill over to the government, and on the other hand, a tiny ministry, playing no defined part in the sector. […] The Ministry would not have stood a chance penetrating the economy of the old general directorate.” 

The organisational strengthening of the Ministry is complemented by detailed appropriation directions and ministerial control of the actions of the directorates. Special attention is directed at dysfunctional parts of the agency. An interviewee sums up the logic in the statement: “If we make mistakes, attention is directed towards us and there will be political reactions. This implies that the ministry has to impose action.” This tendency is particularly evident in the case of Banedanmark, which has recently been criticised for its administrative and economic management. As a result, the Ministry has introduced increased supervision, a very detailed appropriation direction giving guidelines on Banedanmark’s internal organisation, and stringent rules of budget and activity documentation. 

The principle of strong governmental management is transferred to managing of the state-owned railway company DSB. The Ministry therefore actively manages DSB through direct regulation, its ownership relationship and contracts. The contract regulating transport activity is negotiated directly between the DSB and the Ministry and gives relatively concrete guidelines on the supply of transport services. This contract cannot be tendered, however; an interviewee explains, adding “beneath the formulations of the contract lies an understanding that DSB still has some informal tasks, being the lengthened arm of the Ministry. Issues can be discussed and the Ministry can ask whether some things could be handled more appropriately otherwise.” Another interviewee supports this view, finding that, as a consequence, the Ministry largely manages DSB by direct regulation, stating that: “It is a sector political governing. They manage more by regulations and rules. […] The Ministry frequently take measures on a detailed level as far as transport regulation goes.” 

Management through ownership is formally handled through an established dialogue, where the Minister meets with the head of DSB and receives information on its activities. The Ministry also supervises the legacy of DSB’s actions as part of the ownership obligation. One of the interviewees holds that the ownership relation is unclear, and expresses confusion regarding what the state really wants with its ownership. This person explains: “It is not a real owner, an owner wanting the best for the company. That is a problem.” The representative in the Ministry points out that the Ministry attends to several tasks in its relationship with the DSB, and acknowledges that some of these tasks may be incompatible. This person explains: “There has been a lot of room for misunderstandings. From DSB’s point of view, we must be a very strange owner.” Several central political actors, including the Minister for Transport, are discussing the privatization of DSB
. In view of the problems connected with state ownership, most of our interviewees consider this desirable.       

These organisational features clearly define Danish coordination as vertical. Strong vertical coordination includes formal and informal routines of contact between the Ministry, DSB and the state agencies. In addition to quarterly meetings at leader level, representatives of DSB and Trafikstyrelsen meet bilaterally with the Ministry once a month to discuss common matters of interest. Banedanmark also has monthly meetings. These are formally part of the increased supervision, but were also initiated in order to establish a continuos dialogue at deputy level. One of the interviewees explains: “At the monthly meetings, we discuss whether there are things requiring special political attention, based on economical or other considerations. Appropriation directions are followed up, and we consider whether certain matters should be looked more closely into or treated in the political system.” Informal contact, such as by telephone, is widely used at all organisational levels. One interviewee says that: “Sometimes it helps to talk on the phone instead of writing long letters. […] It depends on personal relations; whether one has the opportunity to do it, but I am sure it helps. It is nothing deliberate, nothing written, but I feel we could not do without it.” Formal and informal routines of contact contribute to a general understanding of the issues and problems raised, making vertical coordination of the Ministry even stronger. After DSB and Banedanmark split up, the relationship has been troublesome, and has naturally reduced informal contact between these actors and horizontal coordination. However, actions have been taken to improve the relationship.    
Norway: Modified vertical coordination 
The formal organisation of the Norwegian railway sector is similar to that in Denmark, but is even more integrated in the sense that the Ministry handles the tendering of railway passenger services. The most important features are presented in Figure 3.

- Figure 3 -

Earlier studies of the Norwegian transport sector indicate that increasing autonomy has been a key purpose in the implementation of NPM reforms (Sørensen and Ravlum, 2004). The degree of autonomy, however, does appear to depend on the organisational arrangement of the unit in question. 

In governing the state agency Jernbaneverket, the Ministry appears to hold strong regulatory instruments, including appropriation directions. One interviewee states that: “Concerning state agencies, the instruments of governing take many forms. There is a lot of formal governing in letters and information exchange, particular cases and meetings”. The Ministry and Jernbaneverket also have informal contact, although the interviewees from the Ministry and from Jernbaneverket find that informal signals of regulation should be limited. However, one of these informants states: “I think it is right to find a balance between formal and informal governing. You can never get a good system, one that really works, based solely on formal governing.” Another interviewee says that: “The minister might say that he or she would wish certain matters were treated in a certain way.” Both these informants express a positive view on how this contact can contribute to a general understanding on central questions in the sector. 

In governing the state-owned company NSB, however, the Ministry appears to take a more distant and formalistic role. This is clearly expressed by the interviewee in the Ministry: “NSB is much more hands off on our behalf. It is a company, with its own board. The Ministry should respect the function of the board, and be careful not to do anything that could be interpreted as an intervention with their authority.” The Ministry appears to be equally concerned with distinguishing between its roles as a regulator, an owner and a contract negotiator. This is to some extent supported by the representative of NSB, who finds that: “The Ministry makes an effort in balancing its roles. In daily business, however, I do believe these functions are hard to keep apart.” Contract regulation is a central regulatory instrument in the governing of NSB. Since the Ministry is buying services from an actor who in reality is a monopolist, the representative from the Ministry believes that this requires great detail in and knowledge of the quality, products and capacities of the provider if efficiency similar to that of a situation with tendering is to be increased. Such considerations are found in defined incentives in the contract concerning regularity and the number of routes and passengers. The representative from NSB finds that these incentives are effective and direct the goals of the organisation. The ownership relation is concerned with profit returns and formal processes such as the general assembly of appointing members of the board. The interviewees nonetheless emphasize that the Ministry of Transport being still the owner of NSB is a reflection that some sector policy considerations are still of importance. As one interviewee concludes, however: “In the end, the politicians have the privilege to decide upon this issue.”  

In sum, the Norwegian railway sector appears to be a model of bounded or modified vertical coordination clearly defined along organisational and role-related conditions. Furthermore, the hands-off contract regulation management of NSB appears to start manifesting in a modified governing of the state agency Jernbaneverket. In preparing for the direction of future years’ appropriation, efforts are being made to concretise and operationalise goals and the measurement of results. The representative of Jernbaneverket welcomes this, emphasising that: “It is a great advantage to receive a clarification of what the Ministry expects from us.”       

The emergence of new coordination logic, however, might lack a clearly defined system of coordination. It has neither the strong emphasis on each actor’s responsibility in contributing to coordination (Sweden), nor the traditionally strong vertical coordination initiated by the Ministry (Denmark). General meetings between several transport actors, for example, were dismissed as a means to coordination shortly after Jernbaneverket separated from the NSB. The representative from Jernbaneverket explains: “We started out having joint meetings with all passenger and freight actors. It quickly turned out, however, that these actors were competitors, had different interests, and were unwilling to share information. So we chose to have separate meetings with each actor instead.” The Ministry seems to initiate coordination on a somewhat ad hoc basis. The representative from the Ministry exemplifies this coordination by negotiations on the ownership of train stations, while the representative from NSB mentions disagreements between NSB and Jernbaneverket on the implementation and quality of winter maintenance. As one informant sums up, however: “I find that whenever big organisational changes are made, one has to expect a period of transition, when all actors are figuring out how the coordination is supposed to work. […] It takes some time for things to adjust.” 

2.4. Summing up
As the above illustration shows, the Swedish model is characterised by an arm’s length principle, while state governing and vertical coordination are central characteristics of the Danish model. The Norwegian model is somewhere in between the Swedish and Danish models, adjusting the degree of autonomy to organisational arrangements. Consequently, the state agency is regulated quite strongly, while the state-owned company is governed with a hands-off principle. This distinction is apparent in the Swedish and Danish models as well, but not as strongly as in the Norwegian case. To a great degree, coordination of the railway sector reflects the general organisational model in the three countries; Sweden places emphasis on horizontal coordination, stressing the responsibility of each actor on this issue. In Denmark, the Ministry initiates much of the coordination, and this type can therefore be labelled vertical. The Norwegian model of coordination is not clearly defined. On the one hand, the Ministry practises a hands-off principle on the major transport actor, initiating coordination on a relatively ad hoc basis. This excludes strong vertical coordination. On the other hand, means of strong horizontal coordination have not been established either.      
3. Why different approaches?
As concluded above, Sweden seems to be characterized by horizontal coordination, Denmark by vertical coordination and Norway somewhere in between. Thus, although all three countries have relative similarities regarding culture, history and institutional structure, and on a superficial level implement the same types of reforms in the railway sector, there are important differences. In explaining the differences, we take our point of departure in the political-administrative tradition in each country, the reform trajectory as well as current circumstances.
3.1. Administrative tradition
Many political scientists assert that NPM reforms are heavily influenced by political-administrative traditions, and hence that any approach to coordination will reflect such characteristics (Christensen & Lægreid, 2001). Sweden has a slightly different administrative structure from that of Denmark and Norway. It is common to distinguish between an East Nordic model (Sweden) and a West Nordic model (Denmark and Norway).
 The East Nordic model, on the one hand, is characterised by dualism, which implies that government agencies have great independence from political institutions. Governing by the Minister is forbidden. The West Nordic model, on the other hand, is characterised by monism, making the Minister totally responsible for the actions of the government authorities; the autonomy of public sector organisations is therefore limited (Ehn et al., 2003; Pedersen & Lægreid, 1999; Petersson, 1994). Denmark appears to have a stronger tradition of monism than Norway does (Lindbom, 1997, p. 49-50).
The traditions of dualism versus monism are useful for explaining the observed differences. Swedish dualism can explain the Ministry’s arm’s length principle, which is an important condition for the low level of vertical coordination in Sweden. The governmental approach towards the state-owned train operator, SJ, might also be explained from a tradition of arm’s length between the Ministry and the agencies, though in this case the agency has become a public limited company. And the other way around, monism allows the ministries in Denmark and Norway to govern the agencies, thus achieving what we label vertical coordination. Moreover, in Norway there has been a tradition of arm’s length management of state-owned companies ever since the 1960s, when a tragic accident brought about a political crisis. Hence, differences in political-administrative tradition explain why there is no vertical coordination in Sweden, but that there is in Denmark and Norway. However, though this approach can explain why we do not find much vertical coordination in Sweden, it cannot explain why horizontal coordination emerges. Since dualism does not allow for vertical coordination, the result could be a lack of coordination. 
Authors writing about the West and East Nordic political administrative traditions often emphasize that the two approaches converge (Lindbom, 1997, p. 63; Petersson, 1994, p. 110). Our research concerning the railway sector confirms not a tendency of convergence, but rather a tendency of divergence, at least between the two countries at each end of the continuum. Sweden thus seems to extend the length of the arm towards agencies and in particular to the public limited company SJ, while in Denmark the arm’s length probably has not increased compared to the situation before the reforms, when the previous DSB behaved independently (Hassenkam, 2006; Sørensen, 2005). Independent of sectors, increased ministerial steering and control have also been observed as general characteristics in Danish reforms (Foss Hansen, 1999: 90). During recent years, the length of the arm in the railway sector seems to have shortened, and consequently the political administrative traditions cannot explain everything.
3.2. Reform trajectory
Also important in explaining the differences is the reform trajectory. Sweden was the first country in the world to separate track and train by forming two separate organisations, SJ and Banverket, in 1988. Shortly afterwards, regional passenger traffic was tendered, and by 1993 all non-commercial interregional passenger traffic was tendered (Nilsson, 2003, p. 4, 7; Statens Järnväger, 2001). The consequence is a large number of passenger train operators in Sweden. In 2005, there were 11 passenger train operators and 17 freight train operators in Sweden (Banverket, 2006, p. 8). In these ways, the Swedish situation differs from the situation in Denmark and Norway. In Denmark, the division of rail and track took place in 1997, and in 2003 for the first - and only - time a new operator, Arriva, took over lines after tendering. A new joint Danish-Swedish tender is in process, covering an area across the Øresund Bridge. Currrent train operators in Denmark are the DSB Group, Arriva (passenger transport) and Railion (freight transport).
 In Norway, the division of track and train took place in 1996. One rail line put out to tender was won by the NSB. Apart from the Airport Express Train and the NSB Group, only one other company is running rail passenger transport in Norway. 
These structural differences can explain why the arm’s length is more necessary in Sweden than in Denmark and Norway. With many operators competing for the same lines in tendering processes, it is more necessary to leave the state-owned competitor, SJ, with a large degree of independence. Furthermore, in that situation, regulatory tasks cannot remain with one of the competitors. For example, ownership of the railway stations has been taken away from SJ, while in Denmark and Norway the stations are (partly) owned by the DSB and the NSB, respectively. Many years of division between track and train, and a longer history with more train operators, seems to have contributed to the development of horizontal coordination. The stakeholders and the market in Sweden in that sense can be seen as more mature than in Denmark and Norway, and therefore more able to establish horizontal coordination, though one of the interviewees in Sweden emphasized that also the Swedish railway sector is “immature as a deregulated sector”.
3.3. Current circumstances
Finally, specific, current circumstances can contribute to explaining the differences, particularly in Denmark. As we analyse the Danish situation, an economic crisis in Banedanmark and a political crisis for the responsible Minister for Transport and Energy have forced the Ministry to supervise budgets very strictly, and thus have increased the extent of vertical coordination to a level well above what the monistic political-administrative tradition claims. In Sweden and Norway, we have not observed current situations likewise influencing the conditions for coordination in the railway sector.
In Denmark, the first reforms in the 1990s aimed at increasing political control in the railway sector (Hassenkam, 2006; Sørensen, 2005). Later, the ambition seems to have been to increase independence at least for DSB and Banedanmark. Hence, Sørensen’s (2005, p. 165, 175) quote on a former chairman of DSB for finding that the Ministry was ready to give the DSB more independence. Similarly, the changing in 2004 of Banedanmark into a state corporation and the introduction of a supervisory board emphasize the intention towards increased independence of Banedanmark, although introduction of the board had other explanations, too. 
The intention to increase independence, however, changed dramatically during 2005-2006. In autumn 2005, after several years of criticism from the National Auditors over Banedanmark, the auditors heavily criticised the Ministry’s governing and control of Banedanmark’s budgetary dispositions as well as the Ministry’s information to Parliament, talking about “insufficient supervision” (National Audit Office of Denmark, 2005). The criticism from the auditors was followed by a debate in Parliament, which also strongly criticised the minister (Danish Parliament, 2006). 
From then on the Ministry has exercised very strict supervision of budget grants as well as a close following up of the appropriation directions of Banedanmark. As the interviewee from the Ministry puts it: “The Budget Section and the Railway Section of of the Ministry follow everything Banedanmark does very closely; whether they perform well enough, whether they make mistakes. It is very important that Banedanmark is performing well. If not it will cause political problems. Thus, we are very engaged in this issue. We spend a lot of resources on it.”  The crisis in Banedanmark also affects the Ministry’s governance and control of DSB and Trafikstyrelsen. Hence, a representative from DSB in relation to the current situation talks about “the Ministry’s governing of some details which the DSB hasn’t experienced for many years”.

3.4. Summing up
- Figure 4 -

Development in each country and the adoption of reforms are path-dependent, 
and are therefore affected by traditions. The differences in political-administrative traditions are important in explaining the variations in how these countries approach coordination. Viewed from the railway sector, we do not see any tendencies towards convergence between dualism and monism.
To some extent, differences in political-administrative traditions can explain the vertical coordination observed in Denmark and Norway, and also why there is no vertical coordination in Sweden. However, they cannot explain the observation of horizontal coordination in Sweden. The reform trajectory seems to be one important reason for the emergence of horizontal coordination. The time span providing more mature stakeholders and a more mature market might constitute valuable explanations. Finally, the great extent of vertical coordination in Denmark can be explained as due to the current situation of economic and political crises in the sector.
4. Conclusions

We have explained how coordination is achieved in each of the Scandinavian countries; in Sweden, mainly through horizontal coordination, and in Denmark and Norway through strong or modified vertical coordination, respectively. Furthermore, we have analysed the reasons for the different approaches among countries which in many other relevant aspects seem alike. The differences seem to find their cause in divergent political-administrative traditions, in the reform trajectory as well as in current situations.

The analyses confirm the thesis often stressed (e.g. Røvik, 1998) that adoption and the implementation of reforms are translated to administrative traditions in each country. What might present a less standard observation is the importance of the reform trajectory, thus the time span as well as the importance of particular current crises.

Although coordination is achieved in different ways, the empirical data emphasize that this is an important issue among the actors in the railway sector who deal with it and consider how to improve it. All except two interviewees find an increased awareness in the sector on the need for coordination. One explanation for possibly increased awareness could be that awareness is symbolic, that fashion has rendered it important to stress coordination without mentioning the instruments and measures needed to achieve this. One interviewee holds this point of view. Another possible explanation is that due to NPM reforms and consequently a more fragmented structure, coordination as a process is becoming more complicated, and perhaps the outcome less coordinated. Hence, increased coordination could be seen as a reaction to fragmentation. This point of view is put forward by the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) and by the European Conference of Ministers of Transport, which talk about “fragmented institutions” and stress the need for “more linked up institutions” (quotations Short, 2006; see also Ravlum, 2003: III, 42, 47; Schick, 2002). Research conferences within political science (Lægreid et al., 2006) and transport (Sørensen et al., 2006) have also put forward such a view. This argument might even have particular significance in the railway sector, since several interviewees stress that the split between track and train requires coordinative efforts, the reasons being technical and historical. Thus, after some years of fragmentation we might experience a new focus.

If coordination receives increased awareness, it is relevant to ask if there is one approach, which Sweden, Denmark and Norway represent, that is supreme? Our empirical data cannot answer this question. As explained, some of the Swedish interviewees are critical vis-à-vis voluntary, horizontal coordination, stressing that “the bottom-line question is money”, and emphasizing that the Ministry’s menace of legal regulations is necessary. In Denmark, representing the opposite end of the continuum, an interviewee underlines that strict governmental steering creates a degree of suspicion, and that the close governing does not provide Banedanmark, in particular, with sufficient incentive to govern themselves.
For the railway sector, it is important to note that even within countries with a similar history, culture and institutional structure, and – on a superficial level – adopting the same types of reforms, there are major differences in approaches aimed at achieving coordination. No one particular approach stands out as supreme. Although the NPM is often presented as a uniform solution independent of history, culture and traditions, the reforms can be implemented in various ways. The diverse ways of introducing NPM reforms in the sector must be scrutinized before new countries introduce equivalent reforms.
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	Figure 4. Coordination approach and explanations
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Sweden – figure 1





Ministry of Industry, Employment and Communications, including a specific Minister for Communications. 


Statens Järnväger (SJ). SJ is a limited company owned by the Swedish state. It is the main passenger train operator in Sweden. Has monopoly on so-called commercial railway lines.


Banverket (rail infrastructure authority). Banverket is a state agency, and railway infrastructure owner. Banverket furthermore has a so-called ’sector responsibility’ within the railway sector.


Rikstrafiken (national public transport agency). Is a state agency, and responsible for coordination and procurement of interregional public transport, by air, rail, sea and land.


Several different train operators exist in Sweden, in passenger as well as freight transport. Long experiences in passenger transport  tendering.





Denmark – figure 2





Ministry of Transport and Energy.  One minister responsible for both topics. The ministry takes care of so-called negotiated railway transport with DSB.


Danske Statsbaner (DSB). a so-called independent public cooperation owned by the Danish state. The main passenger train operator in Denmark.


Banedanmark (Rail Net Denmark). Is a state-owned enterprise, owning the rail infrastructure.


Trafikstyrelsen (National Rail Authority). Is a state agency, and responsible for planning and safety in the railway sector, and tendering for railway as well as ferry transport.


Some train operators exist in Denmark. Few experiences in tendering passenger transport.





Norway – Figure 3





Ministry of Transport and communications. The ministry is also responsible for tendering by air, rail, sea and land.


Norske statsbaner (NSB). A limited company owned by the Norwegian state. The largest train operator in Norway. The company also is responsible for bus transport.


Jenbaneverket (Norwegian National Rail Administration). Is a state agency, and owner of the national railway network.


Some railway operators exist in Norway. On the national rail network there has been one example of tendering, which was won by the NSB.








� The most similar system analysis is an often used approach in a comparative study based on these characteristics. Frendreis (1983) gives a clear presentation of most similar and most different systems. In most similar systems, one compares similar cases in order to isolate the crucial independent variable that can explain difference along the dependent variable. Most different systems reverse the logic, and a crucial similarity is sought among the independent variables in order to explain similar outcomes on the dependent variable.  


� Besides OECD, not least the EU Commission has promoted New Public Management Reforms in the transport sector. Hence, a central issue in the forming of the Common Transport Policy has been liberalisation of markets as well as introduction of market and pseudo-market mechanisms to the public sector.


� Structure, process and output parallel the distinction often made within political science in polity, politics, policy (e.g. Rittberger et al., 2006).


� This authority exists in Sweden (Rikstrafiken) and Denmark (Trafikstyrelsen), but not in Norway.


� The terminology of appropriation directions varies among the Scandinavian countries. In Sweden, directions are referred to as regleringsbrev, in Denmark as resultatkontrakten and in Norway as tildelingsbrev. There are some national differences in how appropriation directions are constructed, but directions also vary within a country, depending on the state agency it is issued to. 


� This organ is called Samtrafiken, see website � HYPERLINK "http://www.samtrafiken.se/" ��http://www.samtrafiken.se/�. 


� See newspaper article (in Danish) � HYPERLINK "http://borsen.dk/650.87320" ��http://borsen.dk/650.87320�. 


� Usually, Iceland, too, is seen as resembling the West Nordic Model, while Finland is seen as resembling the East Nordic Model (Petersson, 1994, 127-131).


� Here we leave out the Metro in Copenhagen and the so-called ‘private rail’, which are regional tracks under the responsibility of the Danish counties.
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