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Stakeholders’ views on the new railway 
policies more positive than expected
One reason for the more positive perceptions 
of rail freight along the North South REORI-
ENT Corridor is that many of the railway 
unions in East and Central Europe were part 
of the opposition.  This was especially true in 
Poland, where the Solidarity movement be-
came internationally famous. Since opposi-
tion was coupled with a wish for reform, and 
an opening up to market liberalisation, trade 
unions in Central Europe have been more 
positive to reform. In fact, the position of 
the trade unions in central Europe has been 
more likened to their role in the US rather 
than in Germany and France. 

REORIENT Stakeholder survey results
•	 Trade unions are more sceptical, whereas 

new rail undertakings (RU) place more im-
portance on access rights.  IMs and incum-
bent RUs are more worried than others about 
financing. In all groups, technical harmoni-
sation in border-crossing transports gains 
major support. 

•	 The interviews suggest that respondents 
from “peripheral islands”,  i.e. Finland and 
Greece, do not see many benefits from 
implementation, while Bulgaria and Romania 
are more optimistic. 

•	 There might be a loss of synergy between 
infrastructure and operations (especially 
pointed to by trade unions, but also other 
stakeholders). Neutral capacity allocation is 
seen as crucial for fair competition, especially 
by new RUs.

•	 About two thirds of the respondents expect 
that the EU railway legislation will contribute 
to solving major obstacles in achieving seam-
less freight transport. However, solving the 
problems will take a long time. The efficacy 
and results of the national implementation of 
the  interoperability legislation is crucial.

•	 Safety : On one hand, there is fear that com-
petition presses costs down which in turn 
may negatively affect safety. Many of the 
interviewed trade unions and a few IMs and 
RUs share this concern. On the other hand, 
there are elements of the legislation that are 
expected to promote safety. The latter argu-
ment is supported by more than half of the 
respondents from IMs and RUs as well as a 
few trade unions.

•	 There is limited experience with the effects of 
EU railway legislation on working hours and 
wages. Stakeholdes felt it premature to draw 
conclusions .

•	 Two important conditions for rail freight 
transport go beyond the scope of the direc-
tives: 

	 - the trends underlying freight demand
	 - conditions within road transport.

The results from the REORIENT interviews in-
dicate there is no lack of stakeholder support 
that would hamper implementation of railway 
directives along the REORIENT Corridor.

French, Belgian and Dutch union workers have forcefully opposed the 
liberalisation of the harbours. From the REORIENT interviews there 
is little evidence of any strong opposition to new rail services on a 
North–South corridor.  Photo AFP.



WP3 Executive summary       	   9

Bulgaria Austria

Czech 
Republic

Norway

ECONOMIC CAPACITY

SO
CI

AL
 D

IA
LO

G
U

E

Participation of all stakeholders in discussions at a sector level can increase the understand-
ing of the need for reforms, the  content of the reforms and ways of implementing and 
refining the legislation. New RU’s should be included in discussions by law where applica-
ble. However, facilitation of social dialogue must be country specific. Whereas tripartite and 
bipartite negotiations are subject to formal regulations in some countries, it is tradition and 
mutual confidence between the parties that is the basis for dialogue in others. 

Making the transition from public utility to 
rail freight business is not easy. As expressed 
by a top manager of the Norwegian incum-
bent rail freight company -- it would never 
have been possible if the rail union workers 
had not participated in the transition. This is 
easy to understand, since the whole terminal 
structure was streamlined in a clear decisive 
manner. The types of services, number of rail 
employees and range of worker competenc-
es needed within the company was altered.

It must be kept in mind that the transition 
in the Nordic countries came well before 
EC-legislation. The restructuring was imple-
mented over a longer time period, making it 
easier to adapt. 

How can social support be in-
creased/enhanced?
To improve support for rail reforms, both 
distributional and pedagogical challenges 
must be met. The distributional aspect is the 
problem of a redundant work force. Depend-
ing on labour market and state policies, 
downsizing the number employed  may, - at 
least in a short term perspective - carry sub-
stantial negative social costs that have to be 
handled. 

The pedagogical challenge is how to attain 
the change in mentality among stakeholders, 
business and administrative players, that will 
enable the rail freight industry to provide an 
improved service and become more com-
petitive. 

Social dialogue and the pedagogical challenge

Figure 3: What explains the smoothness of rail 
legislation  implementation: economic capac-
ity or quality of social dialogue?

At the start of the REORIENT project we 
thought that a country’s capacity to absorb 
and retrain workers would be the most 
important factor explaining the speed and 
smoothness of rail reforms. According to 
such a theory, countries like Norway and 
Austria should be better off than countries 
such as Bulgaria and the Czech Republic. An 
alternative theory was that the quality of 
social dialogue would be the determinant. 
According to such an argument, Norway 
and the Czech Republic would come out on 
top.  REORIENT results provide more support 
for the latter explanation  -- social dialogue 
may thus be the more important explanatory 
factor. 

Researcher Hanne Samstad and 
Chief Research Officer Oddgeir Osland 

lead the ten country survey
 on stakeholder support
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 ACRONYMS 
Acronym Meaning 
  
CER Community of European Railway and Infrastructure Companies 
EC European Commission 
EIM European Rail Infrastructure Managers 
ERFA European Rail Freight Association 
ERFCP European Rail Freight Customers' Platform 
EU European Union  
IM Infrastructure Manager  
NCA National Competition Authority 
NRR National Rail Regulator 
PU Public (community at large) 
RA Requirement Aspect 
RFG Rail Freight Group 
RS Railway Sector 
RU Railway Undertaking  
RWU Railway Workers Union 
TOC Train Operating Company (Often incumbent RU) 
TSI Technical Specifications for Interoperability 
TEN-T Trans-European Transport Network 
TM Terminal (Transfer Point) Manager 
UIC International Union of Railways 
UIRR International Union of combined Road-Rail transport companies 
UNDP United Nations Development Programme 
UNECE United Nations Economic Commission for Europe 
WP Work Package 
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INTRODUCTION TO WORK PACKAGE 3 
 
Work Package 3 consists of three tasks: Task WP3.1, WP3.2 and WP3.3. 
 

1. The ten-country survey on socio-political support for rail freight among voters and 
politicians in cities along the Corridor. This task also had a smaller 
subtask,WP3.1b, with the objective of undertaking a quick scan for possible 
ongoing or future Natura2000 conflicts, or possible citizen protests against rail 
noise. 

 
2. An eleven-country1 survey of stakeholder support: That is support from incumbent 

RU’s, new RU’s, IM’s and representatives from the Rail Workers Unions.  
 
3. A task summarizing the results of these surveys and transferring the knowledge 

gained to work package 5 in charge of finding means of circumventing barriers.  
 
REPORT ORGANISATION 
 
The executive summary summarizes the results from all tasks and subtasks. Thereafter 
the summary from each of the tasks are produced. (There will be some overlap between 
the overall executive summary and the task summaries).  
 
Thereafter each of the separate research efforts that formed part of Work Package 3 is 
reported in separate sections, followed by appendices containing additional tables and 
questionnaires. (Only the English versions are included.) 
 
SUMMARY WP3.1 VOTER AND LOCAL POLITICAL SUPPORT 
 

In all countries studied, except Bulgaria, both politicians and the general population 
supports the idea that their governing authorities should facilitate and invest national funds 
in improving the international railway freight system in their countries.. 

In general, the survey participants from Norway, Sweden, and Finland perceived traffic 
related problems (i.e., congestion, accidents, pollution, and noise) to be more or less 
moderate in their own countries, but more severe in Europe in general. In contrast, the 
survey participants from Greece, Bulgaria, and Poland, perceived traffic related problems 
to be moderate in Europe in general, but more severe in their own countries. Participants 
from Romania, Hungary and Czech Republic believed traffic related problems to serious 
in Europe, but even more serious in their own countries. Austrians did not differ much in 
their beliefs about traffic related problems in Austria and Europe, which were perceived to 
be moderate or more serious than moderate. In all countries, freight transport by road is 
considered to be a serious environmental problem already, or to become a serious 
problem in the near future. 

The results regarding the expected effects of improving the international railway freight 
system on reducing traffic related problems are quite similar to the results regarding 

                                                 
1 In addition to the ten countries covered in task 3.1 it was felt necessary to also include coverage of 

Stakeholder support in Slovakia. 
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problem severity. The participants from Norway, Sweden, and Finland expect the effects 
in their own countries to be more or less moderate, but strong in Europe. Austrians do not 
differ much in their expectations regarding effects in Austria and Europe, which are 
believed to be moderate or strong. In the other six countries the effects in Europe are 
expected to be moderate or strong, and in most cases even stronger in their own country. 
In all countries, except Bulgaria, improving the international railway freight system is 
expected to play an important part in reducing environmental problems caused by freight 
transport by road. 

In general, people are willing to accept longer journey time and waiting time for local 
passenger transport to improve the international railway freight system, but less willing to 
spend funds collected through road pricing. In most countries people accepted a time 
increase of 10-12 minutes for local passenger transport, in Norway, Austria, and Romania 
6-8 minutes, and in Hungary about 16 minutes. Only Austrians and Romanians favoured 
the idea of using funds collected through road pricing to improve the international railway 
freight system. In the other eight countries participants responded more neutrally to this 
idea. No countries supported the idea of allowing funds collected through road pricing in 
their own country to be used for improving the international railway freight system in other 
countries than their own. 

When investigating potential causes for people’s willingness to support improvement of 
the international railway freight system in Europe, we found that people’s expectations 
regarding the impact of international railway freight, rather than beliefs about the severity 
of traffic related problems, explained their willingness to offer support. Beliefs about the 
effectiveness of railway freight transport in reducing environmental problems had the 
strongest effect on people’s support for the international railway freight system. With 
respect to beliefs about overall effects, people’s beliefs about effects in their own 
community and nation, but not in Europe, were associated with willingness to support 
improvement of the international railway freight system. 

In contrast to beliefs about overall effects, we found that people with a strong European 
identity were more willing to support improvement of the international railway freight 
system, whereas people with a strong local identity (as in county, not nation) were less 
willing to offer their support. In all countries, people have a strong national identity. In 
Poland, Czech Republic, Hungary, Romania, and Greece, people also have a strong local 
and European identity, whereas in Norway, Sweden, Finland, and Austria both local and 
European identities are moderate. When comparing European and local identity, the most 
striking difference we find is in Bulgaria, where local identity is very strong and European 
identity is more moderate. The Bulgarians, as well as the Romanians, put higher priority 
on improving other common goods, e.g., health, roads, and different ways to improve the 
environment. The prospect of EU co-funding the investment in the railway freight system 
increased Bulgarians’ willingness to invest national sources, but the Romanians were 
unaffected by this prospect. In the other countries studied, the prospect of EU co-funding 
increased the already relatively high willingness to prioritise the international railway 
freight system when allocating national funds 

To conclude, we find that there is public and political support for improving and investing 
in the international railway freight system in Europe, except among Bulgarians. To avoid 
Bulgaria becoming a bottleneck of the European railway freight system, both politicians 
and general public, but especially the public, needs to be more convinced of the 
importance and benefits of international railway freight. The factors promoting willingness 
to support improving and investing in the international railway freight system are effective 
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in the countries studied as a whole, but may be especially effective in Bulgaria. In 
promoting willingness to support, we recommend that emphasis is put on the positive 
effects of the international railway freight system, in reducing environmental problems in 
general, and especially at a local and national level. EU co-funding of investments will 
also increase willingness to invest in the international railway freight system. At a more 
general level, promoting European identity, as in similarities and shared beliefs among 
people from different European nations, is also likely to provide support for the 
international railway freight system. 

The results were gained through a questionnaire study encompassing 2429 respondents. 
The respondents were voters and local politicians from cities located along and outside 
the REORIENT rail freight Corridor. The questionnaire was translated and back-translated 
by partners and subcontractors to better ensure that the questions were perceived the 
same, irrespective of language differences. The interviewing were undertaken by a 
marketing organisation. All results were fed back to sub-contractors of each country to 
control the reasonableness of the results as compared to the sub-contractors’ knowledge 
from social research in their countries. 
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SUMMARY WP3.1B: NATURA 2000 AND COMMUNITY NOISE ISSUES 
 

Whereas rail freight transport is expected to provide an overall environmental benefit, and 
reduce adverse external effect of transport both in densely populated urban areas (noise, 
dangerous goods) and vulnerable nature protection areas, there are also cases where a 
rail freight service may become adversely affected by environmentally motivated 
opposition. This is more likely to happen as a by-product of line maintenance or upgrade 
activities than from the increase in freight volumes.  

Due to environmental externalities, the European Union has put in place extensive 
environmental legislation regulating the processes and procedures for dealing with various 
types of protected areas. The subtask report shows some of the legislative requirements 
that have to be fulfilled in such cases. In the report we have also described some sensitive 
areas that demand some attention with regard to nature protection and noise disturbance. 

Operators from Central Europe have expressed that whereas the legislation is the same 
for all countries, the consequences are different for the new countries lacking 
infrastructure and the old member states where the infrastructure “has already been built”. 
These rail freight operators are afraid that environmental legislation may become an 
important obstacle for the modernization and upgrading of an ailing infrastructure.  

The task of this sub task has been to check out whether the proposed REORIENT freight 
Corridor may lead to conflicts with nature protection issues, noise disturbance and 
transport of hazardous freight or not. This work supplements the overall assessment of 
the environmental externalities undertaken as part of WP7. 

The main conclusion from our work is that major conflicts are unlikely to happen. The 
main reason for this is the relatively small supplementary freight volume that will not lead 
to noticeable negative regional and local effects. However, this does not mean that there 
can not be local conflict issues when there is need for improving infrastructure in 
vulnerable nature protection areas etc.  

A possible rise of activities and infrastructure needs on the port harbour and other freight 
terminals could cause some conflicts when interfering with Natura2000 areas or National 
Parks. The measures that could meet opposition are both increases of transport volume 
on existing railroads, the necessity of IM’s strengthening and modernising railroad 
infrastructure in vulnerable areas and construction work on the chosen corridors and 
terminal areas.  

We expect these conflicts, however, to be minor, when compared with major road 
investments projects in Eastern and Central Europe, such as the highway through the 
Rospuda areas for nature protection. 

There is a possible conflict potential between freight transport and nature protection in the 
area of the Woliński national park/Szczecin Lagoon where the railroad connection passes 
through the national park. We recommend paying special attention the situation in this 
area in order to avoid possible conflicts when implementing the rail freight corridor. Other 
possible nature protection areas have to be checked out by operators wishing to establish 
new services are listed below:  
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1. Special protection area (SPA) in the Szczecin Lagoon and the Natura2000 areas 
of Special community interest (SCI) east of Szczecin (Plonia and the lake Jedzioro 
Miedwie) 

2. North-east of the town Drezdenko there are several proposed Natura 2000 areas 
outside the national park Drawienski Park Narodowy that shuld be considered.  

3. North of Wronki there is a designated area in the forest Puszcza Notecka. The 
tracks are going through the proposed area at Miely. 

4. Outside of Poznan the REORIENT Corridor traverses the national park 
Wielkopolski Park Narodo 

5. Between Leszno and Wroclaw the REORIENT Corridor is passing through a 
proposed Natura2000 area north of Zmigrod.  

6. Further from Wroclaw to Opole the REORIENT Corridor is going close to a 
proposed Natura2000 area north-east of Swt. Katarzyna.  

7. From Ostrava to Bratislava there is no information on Natura2000, but there the 
river Odra from the Czech town Odry to Ostrava has been analysed in order to find 
areas worth protection within the Natura2000 framework.  

8. The sea side of the Gdansk and Gdynia harbours are designated as SPA.  

9. The corridor is passing through the SPA/SCI area of the river Bzura, west of 
Leczyca 

10. Further south there is no interference with the Natura2000 areas, such as the SCI-
area south-east of Wielun. Between Lubliniec and Kedzieryn-Kozle the 
REORIENT Corridor may go through a proposed Natura2000 area between 
Zawadzkie and Pusta Kuznica. 

In regard to noise disturbances we have no indication that new business cases building on 
the REORIENT project will lead to significant increases of noise in densely populated 
urban areas. The overall impact of rail freight transport will thus be positive with respect to 
local noise conflicts. There may, however, be some potential for conflicts, in the cases 
where rail freight transport already is contributing to noise levels above the existing value 
limits. This report gives an overview and description of the REORIENT train path through 
some of these urban areas. Whereas we know of night restrictions in Denmark and 
Germany, we have received no reports of any critical urban areas along the REORIENT 
business corridors. 
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SUMMARY WP3.2: 11-COUNTRY SURVEY ON STAKEHOLDER SUPPORT 
Within this scientific task of the REORIENT project, we have studied eleven2 countries 
with respect to characteristics of social dialogue, ability to accommodate social costs of 
restructuring, stakeholder support, and outcomes of implementation of new railway 
policies.  

There is broad agreement among stakeholders that technical harmonisation in cross-
border rail freight transport is necessary. It is the restructuring of companies that brings 
about more conflicting views.  

The opinions about perceived and expected consequences of the implementation of the 
directives seem to follow a pattern that is often more evident with respect to stakeholder 
categories than with respect to countries. In general, trade unions are more skeptical, new 
RUs place more importance on access rights, and IMs and incumbent RUs are more 
worried than others about financing. In all groups, technical harmonisation in border-
crossing transports gains major support.  

If there is a geographical pattern, the interviews suggest that respondents from member 
states that are “islands of EU” in the geographical sense (Finland and Greece) do not see 
a huge potential in implementation, while accession countries (Bulgaria and Romania) are 
more optimistic. 

With the new division of roles in the railway sector there might be a loss of synergy 
between infrastructure and operations. On the other hand, a neutral capacity allocation is 
crucial for fair competition. Viewpoints on these matters follow the stakeholder pattern 
described above to a large extent. 

There are widespread expectations that the EU rail legislation will contribute to solving 
major problems standing in the way of seamless freight transport. However, it will take a 
long time before effects are achieved, and the national implementation in practice is 
crucial. 

Safety is an aspect on which many respondents place emphasis . On the one hand, there 
is fear that competition presses costs down which in turn might have negative impacts on 
safety. Many of the interviewed trade unions and a few IMs and RUs share this concern. 
On the other hand, there are elements of the legislation that are expected to promote 
safety. The latter argument is also supported in the interviews, by more than half of the 
interviewed IMs and RUs and by a few trade unions. 

Two important conditions for rail freight transport are mentioned by several respondents 
as challenges that go beyond the scope of the directives: underlying demand trends and 
conditions for road transport. 

On the basis of the conducted interviews one can not say that there is lack of support to a 
degree that would hamper successful implementation of the directives. Nevertheless, as 
expected, trade unions and employers emphasise different aspects of the reforms. Trade 
unions traditionally have a strong influence in the railway sector. Although membership 
rates of trade unions in Central and Eastern Europe have dropped during the transition to 
market economies, membership rates in the railway sector are still above national 
averages. 
                                                 
2 In addition to the ten countries covered by Task 3.1 it was felt necessary to cover the situation among 

stakeholders also in Slovakia. 
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Further, the economic capacity of each country to accommodate the short-term social 
costs of the reforms varies to a large extent.  

Hence, two hypotheses have been discussed in this study: The first hypothesis suggests 
that due to possible conflicting views, a well-functioning social dialogue between trade 
unions, employers and government plays an important role in achieving a smooth 
implementation. The second hypothesis suggests that a country’s economic capacity to 
accommodate social costs of the reforms is important for smooth implementation of the 
rail reforms.  

In this study, support was found for the first hypothesis Our study thus supports a 
hypothesis that a causal connection exists between the quality of social dialogue and the 
smoothness of implementation of the new rail policies.  

Under some conditions, formal adaptation to EU legislation can be successful also without 
high-quality dialogue, however with the risk that the result is an uneven distribution of 
costs, which might in turn be a source of conflict at a later stage. 
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Section 1 
 
 
 
 
 

REPORT ON THE TEN-COUNTRY 
SURVEY ON SOCIO-POLITICAL 

SUPPORT FOR 
INTERNATIONAL RAIL 
FREIGHT SOLUTIONS
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INTRODUCTION TO WP3.1 ON VOTER AND POLITICIAN SUPPORT 
 

The objective of Work Package 3 (WP3) is to assess the strategic latitude available to 
political and administrative players to promulgate rail interoperability directives and 
rebalancing modal split between road and rail (REORIENT consortium, 2004). 

We here present the detailed results from a survey of public and political sentiment 
towards balancing European freight transport between road and rail. The survey is part of 
Work Package 3.1 (WP3.1) of the REORIENT project: 
 
OBJECTIVES OF THE TEN-COUNTRY SURVEY 
The purpose of the survey (see REORIENT consortium, 2004) is to assess 

1. Support for using national resources for balancing freight transport between road 
and rail and implementing rail interoperability legislation, including 
redistribution/compensation schemes 

• Social pressures for channelling of budgetary spending to sectors competing 
with railways 

• Public support for investing in road infrastructure and short/long-haul road 
transport for moving freight in domestic and external trade 

2. Acceptance of transport induced adverse socio-environmental externalities (e.g., 
accidents) 

3. Support for removing specific interoperability bottlenecks in specific geographical 
areas 

Scope of resources needed for removing bottlenecks and launching more socially and 
environmentally benign freight movement solutions 

Additional questions regards: 
1. Support for using funds collected through road pricing on rail freight infrastructure 

and operations 

2. Attitude towards the treatment of freight vs. passenger transport 

 
THEORETIC FOUNDATION: SOCIAL DILEMMA AND EUROPEAN IDENTITY 
Comparing social support for pan-European intermodal train solutions in 10 countries is a 
challenging task. Our approach to this challenge has been to utilise a theory on social 
dilemmas that has been under development the last 25 years. The drawback of using a 
general theoretical framework is of course that each country is special with respect to 
history, party politics, relationships with EC and their neighbours. However, systemizing 
such information in a manner that is meaningful for cross-country comparisons would 
have been a task well beyond the scope of the REORIENT project.  

Our aim is, after all, limited to clarifying whether rail investment schemes proposed by the 
rail industry will be met with support or opposition from voters and the public.  

A basic premise for our analysis is that people’s choices are made within a context of 
limited resources and within a social context. Spending public money on one type of 
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commodity limits the funds available for others, and that it is possible to choose either 
private or public solutions for the provision public goods. As each of the choices entail the 
weighing of pro’s and con’s they can be considered social dilemmas. 

Thus there are two types of dilemmas that are considered relevant for the public’s and 
politicians’ support for EC intermodal rail freight initiatives. These are resource and public 
goods dilemmas.  

Environmental pollution can be considered a resource dilemma, while provision of an 
international transport system can be considered a public good dilemma. In social 
dilemma theory a resource dilemma is often labelled a social trap, as gratification of one 
group of people (e.g., those in need of freight transport) is associated with adverse 
consequences for a larger group (e.g., pollution of the global environment) (Messick & 
Brewer, 1983). A public good dilemma is often labelled a social fence, as adverse 
consequences for one group of people (e.g., those wishing to spend funds for an 
alternative and more self-serving purpose) deter them from contributing to producing 
benefits to a larger group (e.g., a more environmentally friendly European transport 
system) (Messick & Brewer, 1983). 

Beliefs about the costs and benefits of cooperation influence people’s willingness to 
contribute to a common good (Dawes, 1980), in this case improving the international 
railway freight system in Europe. Strong personal benefits will motivate people to take 
part. The severity of problems with road traffic congestion, accidents, pollution, and noise, 
and the extent to which an improved international railway freight system will reduce those 
problems may represent such personal benefits.  A social dilemma is characterized by an 
asymmetric incentive structure: Some groups will feel that the common good is of less 
value to them than others, or that the costs of cooperation represent a larger sacrifice for 
them than for others (Messick & Brewer, 1983). The challenge in social dilemmas is to get 
people who consider the personal benefits to be of relatively low value, compared to the 
personal costs, to contribute to the common good. Research on social dilemma has 
identified two groups of factors that promote such cooperation. One group of factors 
concerns raising the personal value associated with contributing to the common good 
(Dawes, 1980), the efficacy of people’s contribution (Kerr, 1989), and the costs of not 
contributing (Dawes, 1980). Research has also identified two factors that are not 
associated with personal value: altruism (Dawes, 1980) and group (community) 
identification (Van Vugt, 2001). 

In addition to beliefs about the benefits of an improved European railway freight system, 
identification with Europe (European identity) may be associated with a greater willingness 
to contribute to a European good, as implied by both social dilemma research and identity 
research. In support of this, several studies have indicated that European identity 
influences attitude toward a common European currency (Luna-Arocas, Guzmán, 
Quintanilla, & Farhangmehr, 2001; Meier & Kirchler, 1998; Meier-Pesti & Kirchler, 2003). 

The relationship between a European identity and other identities (e.g., national and local 
identities) differs among people. For some a European identity is positively associated 
with their national identity, whereas for others having a strong national identity is 
negatively associated with a European identity (Cinnirella, 1997). According to 
Chryssochoou (1996; 2000) one may feel European simply by being a national of a 
European Union member state, but a different and more influential form of European 
identity may arise from shared beliefs among Europeans with different nationalities. 

As a strong European identity is associated with a tendency to contribute to common 
European goods, a strong national (or local) identity may be expected to be associated 
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with a strong commitment to national (or local) interests. In the case where European and 
national (or local) interests are believed to be competing for resources, a strong national 
(or local) identity may result in a decreased willingness to contribute to common European 
goods. 

METHOD: SURVEY ENCOMPASSING 2529 PARTICIPANTS 
 

The survey was administered and developed by Institute of Transport Economics (TOI) in 
cooperation with local subcontractors, and carried out by an international marketing 
company, AC Nielsen, in ten European countries from late February to early May 2006. A 
total of 2429 participants were recruited and interviewed by phone. The participants are 
approximately equally divided between the ten countries and between cities inside and 
outside the REORIENT Corridor. One quarter of the sample is politicians and three 
quarters of the sample come from the general adult population (see Table 1). Neither TOI, 
AC Nielsen nor Hellenic Institute of Transport (local subcontractor) were able to find 
contact information for politicians in the cities outside the REORIENT Corridor in Romania 
(Galati) and Bulgaria (Burgas). 
Table 1: Sub-samples. Number of participants 
 Norway Sweden Finland Poland Czech 

Rep Austria Hungary Romania Bulgaria Greece 

Inside REORIENT Corridor 
 Oslo Göteborg Turku Szczecin Breclav Vienna Budapest Bucuresti Sofia 

Thessalo
niki 

Politicians 26 35 35 35 36 35 34 35 35 33 
Population 90 90 90 91 92 90 90 91 90 90 
Outside REORIENT Corridor 
 Stavanger Sundsvall Kemi Krakow Plzen Innsbruck Miskolc Galati Burgas Patrai 
Politicians 35 35 35 35 35 35 36   37 
Population 90 90 90 91 91 90 90 91 90 90 
Total 241 250 250 252 254 250 250 217 215 250 
 
The main differences among the national general population sub-samples are more men 
in the Swedish sample, more women in the Polish and Bulgarian samples, more younger 
people in the Greek sample, and more older people in the Norwegian, Finnish and Polish 
samples (see Table 2). 
 
Table 2: Gender and age. Percentage of national general population sub-
sample. 
 Norway Sweden Finland Poland Czech 

Republic Austria Hungary Romania Bulgaria Greece 

Male 48 58 43 36 49 47 46 42 36 50 
Female 52 42 57 64 51 53 54 58 64 50 
18-29 years 11 18 21 19 23 15 20 24 25 25 
30-44 years 28 36 21 23 32 36 26 28 25 41 
45-59 years 34 24 29 34 31 24 24 26 31 24 
60-97 years 26 23 30 25 14 25 30 21 19 10 
 
The development of the questionnaire is described in TOI working papers PT/1800/2005 
(Brechan & Klæboe, 2005a) and PT/1817/2005 (Brechan & Klæboe, 2005b). The English 
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original of the questionnaire (see Appendix A) was translated into local language by 
REORIENT subcontractors and back-translated into English for quality control and 
adjustments. 
 
RESULTS ON USING NATIONAL RESOURCES FOR BALANCING FREIGHT 
TRANSPORT BETWEEN ROAD AND RAIL 
 
In nine of the ten countries the population and the politicians are in favour of the idea that 
the governing authorities should facilitate and invest national funds in improving the 
international railway freight system in their countries (see Table 3). In Bulgaria however, 
the politicians take a neutral stand on whether or not to offer support, and the population 
is not in favour of having the governing authorities facilitating or investing national funds in 
improving the international railway freight system. 
 
Table 3: Should the governing authorities contribute to the improvement of 
the international railway freight system? Mean values. 
  Norway Sweden Finland Poland Czech Rep Austria Hungary Romania Bulgaria Greece 
Q33. Should the governing authorities in your country facilitate improvement of the international railway freight system in your country? 
Total 
sample 

 6.0 
(5.9-6.2) 

6.2 
(6.1-6.4) 

5.8 
(5.6-6.0) 

6.4 
(6.2-6.5) 

6.6 
(6.4-6.7) 

6.4 
(6.3-6.6) 

6.1 
(5.9-6.2) 

6.6 
(6.5-6.7) 

2.8 
(2.5-3.1) 

6.5 
(6.4-6.7) 

Inside 
corridor 

Politicians 6.2 
(5.7-6.8) 

6.5 
(6.1-6.8) 

5.9 
(5.5-6.4) 

6.5 
(6.2-6.9) 

6.5 
(6.2-6.9) 

6.6 
(6.2-7.0) 

6.2 
(5.7-6.6) 

5.9 
(5.3-6.5) 

3.6 
(3.1-4.2) 

6.7 
(6.4-7.0) 

 Population 6.0 
(5.7-6.2) 

6.1 
(5.8-6.4) 

5.6 
(5.3-6.0) 

6.2 
(5.9-6.5) 

6.6 
(6.4-6.8) 

6.3 
(6.1-6.6) 

6.1 
(5.7-6.4) 

6.7 
(6.5-6.9) 

2.8 
(2.4-3.1) 

6.4 
(6.2-6.7) 

Outside 
corridor 

Politicians 5.9 
(5.4-6.3) 

6.5 
(6.1-6.8) 

6.0 
(5.6-6.4) 

6.6 
(6.3-6.9) 

6.2 
(5.7-6.8) 

6.3 
(5.9-6.8) 

5.9 
(5.6-6.3)   6.4 

(6.1-6.7) 
 Population 6.1 

(5.8-6.4) 
6.2 

(5.9-6.5) 
5.8 

(5.4-6.2) 
6.4 

(6.1-6.7) 
6.7 

(6.5-6.8) 
6.4 

(6.2-6.7) 
6.1 

(5.8-6.4) 
6.8 

(6.7-6.9) 
2.5 

(2.0-3.0) 
6.6 

(6.4-6.8) 
Q34. Should the governing authorities in your country invest national funds in improving the international railway freight system in your 
country? 
Total 
sample 

 5.7 
(5.5-5.9) 

5.9 
(5.7-6.1) 

5.1 
(4.8-5.3) 

6.2 
(6.0-6.4) 

5.8 
(5.6-6.0) 

5.8 
(5.6-6.0) 

5.7 
(5.4-5.9) 

6.4 
(6.3-6.6) 

3.5 
(3.2-3.7) 

6.2 
(6.1-6.4) 

Inside 
corridor 

Politicians 5.7 
(4.9-6.5) 

6.0 
(5.5-6.4) 

5.3 
(4.6-6.0) 

6.5 
(6.1-6.8) 

5.4 
(4.7-6.0) 

6.2 
(5.8-6.6) 

5.6 
(5.0-6.2) 

5.4 
(4.8-6.0) 

4.1 
(3.4-4.7) 

6.1 
(5.7-6.5) 

 Population 5.7 
(5.4-5.9) 

5.9 
(5.6-6.2) 

4.7 
(4.2-5.1) 

6.2 
(6.0-6.5) 

5.8 
(5.5-6.1) 

5.6 
(5.2-5.9) 

5.7 
(5.4-6.1) 

6.6 
(6.3-6.8) 

3.6 
(3.2-4.0) 

6.2 
(5.9-6.4) 

Outside 
corridor 

Politicians 5.3 
(4.6-6.0) 

6.3 
(5.9-6.7) 

5.1 
(4.4-5.8) 

6.1 
(5.6-6.6) 

5.1 
(4.3-5.9) 

5.9 
(5.3-6.5) 

5.5 
(5.1-5.9)   6.1 

(5.6-6.5) 
 Population 5.9 

(5.6-6.2) 
5.7 

(5.3-6.1) 
5.4 

(5.0-5.8) 
6.1 

(5.7-6.4) 
6.1 

(5.8-6.4) 
5.8 

(5.4-6.2) 
5.7 

(5.3-6.0) 
6.7 

(6.5-6.9) 
3.1 

(2.6-3.6) 
6.4 

(6.2-6.7) 
Note: Seven-point scale from 1 = No, absolutely not to 7 = Yes, absolutely. Ninety-five percent confidence interval in parentheses. 
 
 
Investing in the international railway freight system will be a trade-off between investing in 
other public goods. To investigate this trade-off we asked participants in the survey to 
divide 100 millions Euro between the international railway freight system and related 
goods, i.e. roads, other environmental projects and other business projects, and less 
related goods, i.e. health, fighting crime, and education. 

In comparison to related public goods the population and politicians in eight of the ten 
countries allocated more than an equal share (equal share = 25 millions Euro) to the 
international railway freight system (see Table 4). In Romania and Bulgaria politicians 
within the REORIENT Corridor and population outside the REORIENT Corridor allocated 
less than an equal share to the international railway freight system, and more than an 
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equal share to roads and other environmental projects. The population within the 
REORIENT Corridor in Romania and Bulgaria allocated approximately the same amount 
to international railway freight, roads, and other environmental projects, which was more 
than an equal share due to the low priority given to other business projects. 
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Table 4: Q35. How would you divide 100 millions Euro of your nation’s budget between 
the four alternatives? Mean values. 
 

  Norway Sweden Finland Poland Czech Rep Austria Hungary Romania Bulgaria Greece 
Total sample 
 Int. railway 

freight syst. 
39.0 

(35.7-42.3) 
37.2 

(34.7-39.8) 
30.5 

(28.3-32.8) 
33.7 

(31.3-36.1) 
35.1 

(33.0-37.3) 
39.3 

(36.8-41.8) 
32.3 

(30.2-34.5) 
25.9 

(23.9-27.8) 
24.8 

(22.6-27.0) 
30.7 

(28.6-32.8) 
 Roads 26.6 

(23.7-29.6) 
23.4 

(21.3-25.5) 
30.2 

(27.9-32.5) 
34.6 

(32.2-37.0) 
24.1 

(22.3-26.0) 
16.1 

(14.4-17.8) 
29.2 

(27.4-31.0) 
27.9 

(25.8-30.0) 
30.9 

(28.2-33.5) 
29.6 

(27.5-31.8) 
 Environ-

ment 
22.4 

(19.8-25.1) 
25.3 

(23.3-27.2) 
24.2 

(22.0-26.4) 
19.5 

(17.6-21.4) 
23.2 

(21.5-24.9) 
25.1 

(23.4-26.9) 
24.0 

(22.4-25.5) 
31.1 

(28.7-33.5) 
32.7 

(29.9-35.5) 
23.8 

(22.3-25.3) 
 Business 11.9 

(10.1-13.8) 
14.1 

(12.2-15.9) 
15.0 

(13.3-16.7) 
12.1 

(10.6-13.6) 
17.5 

(15.6-19.5) 
19.4 

(17.6-21.3) 
14.5 

(12.9-16.0) 
15.2 

(13.2-17.2) 
11.6 

(9.6-13.6) 
15.9 

(14.2-17.6) 
Inside corridor 
Politicians Int. railway 

freight syst. 
49.1 

(36.7-61.5) 
45.6 

(39.0-52.2) 
33.5 

(27.7-39.3) 
33.6 

(25.5-41.7) 
31.3 

(26.6-35.9) 
37.6 

(32.5-42.6) 
35.2 

(29.0-41.3) 
19.8 

(13.7-25.9) 
24.0 

(18.4-29.6) 
33.5 

(26.6-40.4) 
 Roads 20.9 

(8.9-32.8) 
22.7 

(16.1-29.3) 
33.6 

(28.7-38.6) 
44.0 

(35.8-52.2) 
27.7 

(22.7-32.7) 
16.4 

(12.0-20.8) 
30.6 

(26.6-34.6) 
36.2 

(27.8-44.7) 
39.4 

(30.6-48.2) 
23.2 

(18.7-27.7) 
 Environ-

ment 
21.5 

(12.6-30.5) 
20.8 

(16.3-25.3) 
20.3 

(15.9-24.6) 
14.2 

(9.9-18.6) 
21.7 

(18.1-25.3) 
23.3 

(19.8-26.8) 
23.3 

(19.1-27.5) 
33.1 

(24.3-41.9) 
26.1 

(19.6-32.7) 
23.9 

(20.8-27.1) 
 Business 8.5 

(2.8-14.2) 
10.9 

(7.5-14.4) 
12.6 

(8.9-16.4) 
8.2 

(5.0-11.4) 
19.3 

(15.9-22.6) 
22.7 

(18.3-27.1) 
11.0 

(6.4-15.5) 
10.9 

(6.4-15.3) 
10.4 

(5.8-15.1) 
19.4 

(15.2-23.5) 
Population Int. railway 

freight syst. 
36.7 

(31.3-42.0) 
36.7 

(32.6-40.9) 
29.2 

(26.1-32.4) 
33.7 

(29.7-37.7) 
37.0 

(33.5-40.4) 
37.8 

(34.0-41.7) 
29.9 

(26.3-33.5) 
30.1 

(27.0-33.3) 
26.9 

(24.0-29.8) 
28.5 

(24.8-32.2) 
 Roads 27.3 

(22.1-32.5) 
20.4 

(17.1-23.6) 
27.7 

(24.4-31.0) 
28.8 

(25.3-32.4) 
23.9 

(21.1-26.8) 
19.2 

(16.2-22.2) 
30.1 

(27.0-33.1) 
27.3 

(25.0-29.7) 
30.4 

(27.3-33.4) 
28.0 

(24.6-31.4) 
 Environ-

ment 
23.3 

(18.1-28.5) 
31.5 

(27.6-35.3) 
28.9 

(25.2-32.7) 
23.8 

(19.9-27.7) 
23.4 

(20.5-26.3) 
24.2 

(21.3-27.2) 
25.3 

(22.5-28.0) 
27.4 

(24.6-30.2) 
29.1 

(25.3-32.8) 
26.0 

(23.7-28.3) 
 Business 12.7 

(9.9-15.6) 
11.5 

(8.5-14.4) 
14.2 

(11.9-16.4) 
13.7 

(10.7-16.7) 
15.7 

(12.6-18.8) 
18.7 

(15.8-21.7) 
14.7 

(12.2-17.2) 
15.1 

(12.6-17.6) 
13.7 

(10.7-16.6) 
17.5 

(14.5-20.5) 
Outside corridor 
Politicians Int. railway 

freight syst. 
40.4 

(31.3-49.4) 
41.7 

(34.2-49.2) 
32.4 

(24.9-39.8) 
33.1 

(28.2-38.1) 
36.0 

(28.1-43.9) 
41.5 

(34.9-48.1) 
32.4 

(27.6-37.3)   35.3 
(30.7-39.9) 

 Roads 22.6 
(16.3-28.9) 

26.6 
(21.6-31.6) 

26.9 
(21.2-32.6) 

36.6 
(30.3-42.8) 

28.4 
(20.9-35.9) 

10.8 
(7.4-14.2) 

27.3 
(23.5-31.1)   30.1 

(26.1-34.1) 
 Environ-

ment 
21.1 

(15.5-26.7) 
17.2 

(13.5-20.9) 
27.2 

(19.5-34.9) 
18.1 

(13.3-22.9) 
16.6 

(11.5-21.6) 
28.4 

(22.4-34.4) 
24.6 

(21.1-28.2)   20.5 
(17.2-23.9) 

 Business 15.9 
(8.7-23.1) 

14.5 
(9.9-19.1) 

13.5 
(9.1-18.0) 

12.2 
(8.2-16.2) 

19.0 
(9.8-28.2) 

19.3 
(14.6-24.0) 

15.6 
(11.8-19.4)   14.1 

(10.5-17.6) 
Population Int. railway 

freight syst. 
38.0 

(32.9-43.0) 
32.7 

(28.4-36.9) 
29.8 

(25.5-34.1) 
34.1 

(30.1-38.0) 
34.4 

(31.0-37.8) 
40.6 

(35.6-45.6) 
33.7 

(30.0-37.3) 
23.9 

(21.5-26.3) 
23.1 

(19.2-26.9) 
30.1 

(26.7-33.4) 
 Roads 29.2 

(24.6-33.8) 
25.6 

(21.7-29.4) 
32.8 

(27.9-37.6) 
36.1 

(32.2-39.9) 
21.2 

(18.5-23.9) 
14.9 

(12.0-17.9) 
28.6 

(25.3-32.0) 
25.2 

(22.2-28.3) 
28.0 

(23.7-32.3) 
33.4 

(29.1-37.7) 
 Environ-

ment 
22.3 

(18.5-26.2) 
24.0 

(21.4-26.6) 
19.7 

(16.4-23.0) 
17.8 

(15.2-20.3) 
26.2 

(23.3-29.1) 
25.5 

(22.7-28.3) 
22.6 

(19.8-25.4) 
34.0 

(30.3-37.7) 
38.9 

(34.0-43.8) 
22.8 

(19.8-25.8) 
 Business 10.5 

(8.1-12.9) 
17.8 

(14.3-21.3) 
17.7 

(14.1-21.4) 
12.1 

(9.9-14.3) 
18.2 

(15.5-20.9) 
18.9 

(15.5-22.4) 
15.1 

(12.4-17.7) 
16.9 

(13.1-20.6) 
10.1 

(6.7-13.4) 
13.7 

(10.6-16.8) 
Note: Scale: 0-100 millions Euro. Ninety-five percent confidence interval is given in parentheses. 
 
In comparison to unrelated, but very important, public goods (i.e., health, fighting crime, 
and education) international railway freight system were allocated more than an equal 
share by politicians in four countries and the population in three countries when asking 
people within the REORIENT Corridor (see Table 5). Outside the REORIENT Corridor 
international railway freight was allocated more than an equal share by politicians in two 
countries and the population in one country. In general, willingness to allocate funds to 
international railway freight was highest in Austria and Sweden, and lowest in Bulgaria 
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and Romania. In most countries both the population and the politicians allocated most 
funds to health, whereas the politicians also favoured allocating funds to education. 
 
Table 5: Q36.How would you divide 100 millions Euro of your nation’s budget between 
the four alternatives. Mean values. 
  Norway Sweden Finland Poland Czech Rep Austria Hungary Romania Bulgaria Greece 
Total sample 
 Int. railway 

freight syst. 
25.3 

(22.9-27.6) 
26.2 

(24.1-28.2) 
18.0 

(16.3-19.7) 
22.2 

(20.5-24.0) 
24.9 

(23.1-26.8) 
28.4 

(26.3-30.6) 
23.6 

(22.0-25.2) 
18.8 

(17.1-20.4) 
12.9 

(11.4-14.4) 
20.5 

(19.1-22.0) 
 Health 29.4 

(27.1-31.8) 
26.0 

(24.5-27.4) 
36.0 

(33.6-38.3) 
32.3 

(30.4-34.2) 
28.1 

(26.4-29.8) 
27.3 

(25.6-28.9) 
30.6 

(29.1-32.0) 
35.4 

(33.2-37.7) 
36.9 

(34.4-39.3) 
36.7 

(34.9-38.5) 
 Fight crime 20.5 

(18.6-22.4) 
23.1 

(21.3-24.9) 
18.4 

(16.9-19.9) 
20.9 

(19.4-22.4) 
20.6 

(19.1-22.1) 
17.1 

(15.6-18.6) 
21.7 

(20.5-23.0) 
20.8 

(19.2-22.5) 
24.8 

(22.7-27.0) 
17.2 

(16.0-18.5) 
 Education 24.8 

(22.5-27.1) 
24.8 

(23.1-26.5) 
27.6 

(25.5-29.7) 
24.5 

(22.9-26.2) 
26.4 

(24.5-28.3) 
27.2 

(25.3-29.0) 
24.1 

(22.6-25.6) 
25.0 

(22.9-27.0) 
25.4 

(23.5-27.3) 
25.5 

(23.9-27.2) 
Inside corridor 
Politicians Int. railway 

freight syst. 
34.8 

(23.6-46.0) 
28.8 

(23.8-33.9) 
19.1 

(16.1-22.2) 
25.8 

(19.4-32.2) 
23.3 

(19.8-26.7) 
27.8 

(23.6-32.0) 
23.9 

(19.9-27.9) 
20.1 

(13.8-26.5) 
13.4 

(9.9-17.0) 
23.7 

(19.1-28.3) 
 Health 27.1 

(17.8-36.5) 
26.0 

(22.7-29.4) 
37.4 

(32.5-42.3) 
31.8 

(25.7-37.8) 
26.4 

(22.6-30.3) 
23.5 

(20.4-26.7) 
28.4 

(25.4-31.5) 
30.4 

(23.9-37.0) 
33.7 

(27.1-40.4) 
26.2 

(23.3-29.1) 
 Fight crime 12.5 

(6.4-18.6) 
17.3 

(13.5-21.0) 
18.7 

(15.0-22.4) 
16.8 

(13.4-20.2) 
23.6 

(19.9-27.3) 
21.6 

(17.1-26.1) 
18.9 

(15.7-22.1) 
20.7 

(16.7-24.7) 
26.0 

(18.9-33.1) 
16.2 

(14.1-18.2) 
 Education 25.6 

(18.0-33.2) 
27.9 

(23.7-32.1) 
24.9 

(20.9-28.8) 
25.6 

(21.0-30.2) 
26.7 

(23.2-30.2) 
27.1 

(23.9-30.3) 
28.8 

(25.2-32.3) 
28.7 

(21.4-36.1) 
26.9 

(20.2-33.5) 
33.9 

(29.7-38.2) 
Population Int. railway 

freight syst. 
24.0 

(19.8-28.3) 
25.9 

(22.9-28.8) 
16.9 

(14.4-19.3) 
21.6 

(18.9-24.2) 
27.5 

(23.9-31.2) 
27.4 

(24.1-30.8) 
23.1 

(20.2-26.1) 
18.4 

(16.1-20.8) 
14.9 

(13.0-16.9) 
18.7 

(16.4-21.0) 
 Health 30.7 

(26.2-35.2) 
24.5 

(21.9-27.0) 
35.6 

(31.3-39.8) 
32.3 

(28.8-35.7) 
28.8 

(25.9-31.8) 
29.6 

(27.1-32.1) 
30.0 

(27.4-32.6) 
37.6 

(33.8-41.4) 
35.6 

(32.7-38.6) 
38.2 

(35.1-41.3) 
 Fight crime 22.3 

(18.5-26.2) 
25.5 

(21.8-29.2) 
19.2 

(16.8-21.6) 
21.2 

(18.8-23.6) 
19.1 

(16.8-21.4) 
17.7 

(15.3-20.1) 
23.7 

(21.2-26.2) 
20.4 

(18.2-22.6) 
23.4 

(21.0-25.8) 
17.7 

(15.5-19.9) 
 Education 23.0 

(18.7-27.2) 
24.2 

(20.9-27.4) 
28.3 

(24.8-31.8) 
25.0 

(22.1-27.9) 
24.5 

(21.4-27.6) 
25.3 

(22.6-28.0) 
23.1 

(20.7-25.6) 
23.6 

(20.7-26.4) 
26.1 

(23.8-28.3) 
25.5 

(22.5-28.4) 
Outside corridor 
Politicians Int. railway 

freight syst. 
23.5 

(18.4-28.6) 
28.9 

(21.5-36.2) 
15.9 

(12.4-19.5) 
22.6 

(19.5-25.7) 
22.1 

(17.5-26.8) 
30.1 

(24.5-35.8) 
24.9 

(21.2-28.5)   23.9 
(20.9-26.9) 

 Health 26.4 
(22.2-30.6) 

25.1 
(20.7-29.6) 

36.1 
(31.3-40.8) 

28.8 
(25.6-32.0) 

24.1 
(19.2-29.0) 

25.3 
(21.7-28.9) 

28.8 
(25.8-31.8)   34.5 

(30.2-38.7) 
 Fight crime 22.1 

(17.5-26.8) 
18.9 

(15.2-22.5) 
16.4 

(12.6-20.2) 
21.2 

(18.1-24.3) 
19.4 

(14.2-24.6) 
15.4 

(12.2-18.7) 
21.8 

(19.1-24.4)   15.7 
(12.9-18.5) 

 Education 28.0 
(22.5-33.6) 

27.1 
(23.3-31.0) 

31.7 
(25.9-37.4) 

27.4 
(22.5-32.4) 

34.3 
(26.1-42.5) 

29.1 
(24.6-33.7) 

24.6 
(21.3-27.8)   25.9 

(22.5-29.4) 
Population Int. railway 

freight syst. 
24.4 

(21.4-27.4) 
24.4 

(20.7-28.1) 
19.7 

(15.9-23.5) 
21.4 

(18.3-24.5) 
24.0 

(21.1-26.8) 
29.0 

(24.7-33.2) 
23.4 

(20.9-26.0) 
18.6 

(16.5-20.7) 
10.6 

(7.9-13.3) 
19.8 

(17.3-22.4) 
 Health 30.1 

(26.7-33.5) 
27.8 

(25.5-30.1) 
35.8 

(31.3-40.3) 
34.0 

(30.9-37.1) 
29.5 

(26.7-32.3) 
27.3 

(23.9-30.7) 
32.5 

(30.0-35.1) 
35.2 

(32.2-38.2) 
39.3 

(34.8-43.8) 
40.1 

(36.9-43.3) 
 Fight crime 20.4 

(18.0-22.8) 
24.5 

(21.9-27.1) 
18.2 

(15.3-21.2) 
22.1 

(19.1-25.0) 
21.4 

(18.9-23.9) 
15.5 

(12.8-18.2) 
20.8 

(18.9-22.8) 
21.3 

(18.4-24.2) 
25.9 

(22.1-29.6) 
17.8 

(15.5-20.1) 
 Education 25.1 

(21.8-28.4) 
23.3 

(20.6-25.9) 
26.3 

(22.5-30.1) 
22.5 

(20.0-25.1) 
25.1 

(22.7-27.5) 
28.2 

(24.4-32.1) 
23.2 

(20.3-26.1) 
24.9 

(22.1-27.8) 
24.2 

(21.1-27.3) 
22.3 

(19.6-25.0) 
Note: Scale: 0-100 millions Euro. Ninety-five percent confidence interval is given in parentheses. 
 
We wanted to test whether people’s preference for allocating funds to the international 
railway freight system could be raised if the EU were to provide partial funding for 
improving international railway freight. The participants in the survey were asked once 
again to divide 100 millions Euro between the international railway freight system and 
related public goods, as well as less related goods, but with the additional information that 

New Text
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the EU would donate the same amount of funds for international railway freight as they 
(the participants) did, but not so for the competing public goods. 

In general, additional funding by the EU had the anticipated effect. Most people allocated 
more funding for international railway freight, compared to related public goods, if the EU 
were to provide a matching amount of funding compared to when no such information 
were given (see Table 6). In the eight countries that originally allocated more than an 
equal share (25 million Euro) to the international railway freight system most people 
increased their funding for international railway freight, and in several of those countries 
the politicians now allocated more than half (50 million Euro) of their available funds for 
improving the international railway freight system. However, in the two countries that 
originally allocated the least amount of funds for international railway freight, Bulgaria and 
Romania, additional funding by the EU had mixed effects. In Bulgaria, politicians within 
the REORIENT Corridor and population outside the Corridor increased their funding for 
international railway freight significantly, to a level on line with the eight other countries. 
The Bulgarian population within the Corridor did not increase their funding, but rather 
decreased funding for international railway freight somewhat. They continued to prefer 
allocating funds for roads and other environmental projects. In Romania, politicians within 
the REORIENT Corridor increased funding for international railway freight somewhat, but 
not to the level that is considered an equal share (25 million Euro). The Romanian 
population inside and outside the REORIENT Corridor decreased their funding for 
international railway freight somewhat, leaving funding from the population inside the 
Corridor just above an equal level and funding from the population outside the Corridor 
clearly below an equal level. The Romanian population and politicians prefer allocating 
funds for roads and other environmental projects than the international railway freight 
system. 
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Table 6: Q37. If the EU would pay for half of the international railway freight project (give 
the same amount of money as you), but not for the other projects - How would you divide 
the original 100 millions Euro of your nations budget between the four alternatives? Mean 
values. 
  Norway Sweden Finland Poland Czech Rep Austria Hungary Romania Bulgaria Greece 
Total sample 
 Int. railway 

freight syst. 
40.6 

(36.9-44.2) 
38.5 

(35.6-41.4) 
47.7 

(43.1-52.3) 
46.5 

(42.6-50.5) 
38.3 

(35.8-40.9) 
39.4 

(36.6-42.3) 
41.6 

(38.1-45.2) 
23.8 

(21.8-25.7) 
33.9 

(30.2-37.5) 
48.4 

(44.4-52.5) 
 Roads 23.4 

(20.8-26.1) 
22.0 

(19.8-24.1) 
22.4 

(19.6-25.2) 
25.3 

(23.0-27.7) 
22.4 

(20.6-24.1) 
16.0 

(14.3-17.8) 
24.4 

(22.4-26.5) 
25.7 

(24.0-27.5) 
26.9 

(24.2-29.5) 
20.5 

(18.4-22.6) 
 Environ-

ment 
22.4 

(19.9-24.9) 
24.5 

(22.5-26.5) 
19.6 

(16.8-22.5) 
16.8 

(14.8-18.8) 
21.7 

(20.0-23.4) 
25.1 

(23.3-26.9) 
20.4 

(18.7-22.2) 
29.9 

(28.0-31.9) 
26.7 

(24.2-29.3) 
17.9 

(16.0-19.8) 
 Business 13.6 

(11.8-15.4) 
15.0 

(12.8-17.3) 
10.2 

(8.5-12.0) 
11.3 

(9.8-12.8) 
17.6 

(15.7-19.4) 
19.4 

(17.6-21.2) 
13.5 

(12.1-15.0) 
20.6 

(18.5-22.6) 
12.6 

(10.5-14.7) 
13.1 

(11.4-14.9) 
Inside Corridor 
Politicians Int. railway 

freight syst. 
56.4 

(42.9-69.9) 
46.1 

(40.8-51.3) 
52.7 

(41.2-64.1) 
36.6 

(28.8-44.4) 
35.0 

(27.2-42.8) 
34.2 

(29.2-39.3) 
55.4 

(43.3-67.5) 
22.0 

(19.7-24.3) 
34.4 

(25.4-43.4) 
53.9 

(43.4-64.5) 
 Roads 14.1 

(5.9-22.2) 
20.8 

(16.2-25.4) 
26.0 

(17.7-34.3) 
33.5 

(27.2-39.8) 
24.4 

(19.7-29.1) 
17.9 

(13.5-22.4) 
18.2 

(12.2-24.1) 
31.4 

(24.2-38.5) 
30.0 

(23.4-36.6) 
15.5 

(11.0-20.0) 
 Environ-

ment 
21.8 

(12.2-31.4) 
20.5 

(15.8-25.2) 
13.3 

(8.6-17.9) 
18.5 

(12.1-25.0) 
22.1 

(18.3-26.0) 
25.8 

(22.2-29.4) 
18.4 

(12.3-24.4) 
28.5 

(22.7-34.4) 
23.9 

(17.4-30.3) 
16.5 

(11.9-21.2) 
 Business 7.7 

(2.7-12.8) 
12.6 

(7.9-17.3) 
8.0 

(4.9-11.2) 
11.3 

(8.0-14.6) 
18.4 

(14.8-22.1) 
22.0 

(18.3-25.7) 
8.1 

(4.2-12.0) 
18.1 

(12.1-24.1) 
11.7 

(6.9-16.5) 
14.0 

(10.0-18.1) 
Population Int. railway 

freight syst. 
37.3 

(31.8-42.9) 
37.2 

(32.6-41.9) 
42.9 

(35.2-50.5) 
57.2 

(50.0-64.4) 
40.7 

(36.4-45.0) 
39.2 

(34.1-44.2) 
36.7 

(30.9-42.5) 
27.3 

(23.2-31.3) 
20.3 

(17.2-23.4) 
44.7 

(37.8-51.5) 
 Roads 22.8 

(18.7-26.8) 
19.4 

(15.9-23.0) 
22.0 

(17.8-26.2) 
19.1 

(15.4-22.8) 
21.6 

(18.5-24.8) 
17.0 

(14.3-19.8) 
25.8 

(22.0-29.7) 
24.7 

(22.4-27.1) 
33.1 

(29.5-36.7) 
21.3 

(17.5-25.1) 
 Environ-

ment 
24.4 

(19.9-28.8) 
30.1 

(26.2-34.0) 
25.1 

(19.6-30.7) 
13.7 

(10.5-17.0) 
21.0 

(18.1-23.9) 
25.0 

(21.8-28.2) 
22.3 

(19.5-25.2) 
29.1 

(25.9-32.3) 
28.6 

(25.2-31.9) 
19.5 

(16.1-22.8) 
 Business 15.5 

(12.6-18.5) 
13.2 

(9.4-16.9) 
10.0 

(7.7-12.3) 
9.9 

(7.3-12.6) 
16.7 

(13.9-19.5) 
18.8 

(16.0-21.6) 
15.1 

(12.7-17.5) 
19.0 

(16.1-21.8) 
18.1 

(14.3-21.8) 
14.6 

(11.8-17.4) 
Outside Corridor 
Politicians Int. railway 

freight syst. 
40.5 

(31.8-49.2) 
45.8 

(36.2-55.4) 
55.0 

(41.6-68.4) 
61.0 

(49.2-72.8) 
37.1 

(29.8-44.5) 
40.2 

(33.4-47.0) 
49.4 

(39.4-59.3)   62.6 
(51.3-74.0) 

 Roads 22.3 
(16.5-28.2) 

22.7 
(17.1-28.3) 

17.1 
(11.1-23.0) 

19.3 
(12.6-25.9) 

25.9 
(20.8-30.9) 

10.5 
(7.2-13.9) 

21.2 
(17.0-25.5)   16.8 

(11.4-22.3) 
 Environ-

ment 
20.3 

(15.2-25.4) 
17.2 

(13.0-21.4) 
17.9 

(11.2-24.6) 
10.8 

(6.9-14.7) 
17.4 

(12.8-22.1) 
29.9 

(23.7-36.0) 
19.2 

(14.3-24.1)   12.9 
(8.2-17.6) 

 Business 16.9 
(11.6-22.2) 

14.3 
(9.4-19.3) 

10.0 
(5.2-14.8) 

8.9 
(4.6-13.2) 

19.6 
(11.5-27.7) 

19.4 
(14.4-24.5) 

10.2 
(7.1-13.3)   7.6 

(4.3-10.9) 
Population Int. railway 

freight syst. 
39.4 

(33.2-45.6) 
33.9 

(28.8-39.0) 
47.2 

(39.1-55.3) 
33.8 

(29.0-38.5) 
37.7 

(33.5-41.9) 
41.5 

(36.2-46.8) 
38.4 

(33.3-43.5) 
20.9 

(19.0-22.9) 
47.2 

(40.7-53.7) 
44.4 

(37.9-50.9) 
 Roads 27.0 

(22.2-31.9) 
24.8 

(20.7-28.8) 
23.4 

(18.0-28.8) 
30.8 

(27.3-34.3) 
21.0 

(18.3-23.6) 
16.4 

(13.1-19.8) 
26.5 

(23.3-29.8) 
24.6 

(22.5-26.7) 
19.3 

(15.3-23.4) 
23.2 

(19.7-26.7) 
 Environ-

ment 
21.5 

(17.4-25.6) 
23.1 

(20.4-25.9) 
17.6 

(12.7-22.6) 
21.6 

(18.4-24.9) 
24.0 

(21.2-26.9) 
23.1 

(20.2-26.1) 
19.8 

(17.0-22.5) 
31.4 

(28.6-34.1) 
26.0 

(21.4-30.6) 
18.8 

(15.7-22.0) 
 Business 12.1 

(9.4-14.8) 
18.2 

(14.0-22.4) 
11.7 

(7.6-15.9) 
13.8 

(11.3-16.3) 
17.3 

(14.7-19.9) 
19.0 

(15.6-22.4) 
15.3 

(12.7-17.9) 
23.1 

(19.8-26.4) 
7.4 

(5.0-9.8) 
13.6 

(10.4-16.9) 
Note: Scale: 0-100 millions Euro. Ninety-five percent confidence interval is given in parentheses. 
 
Also in comparison to unrelated public goods (i.e., health, fighting crime, and education), 
additional funding by the EU had the anticipated effect. Most people allocated more 
funding for international railway freight, compared to unrelated public goods, if the EU 
were to provide a matching amount of funding compared to when no such information 
were given (see Table 7). In eight countries, both politicians and the population inside and 
outside the REORIENT Corridor allocated more than an equal share of the funds to the 
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international railways freight system, and in a few cases even more than half of the 
available funds. In Bulgaria and Romania neither politicians nor the population are 
influenced by the prospect of receiving additional funding for the international railway 
freight system from the EU. They continue to allocate most funds to health and education, 
and offer international railway freight less than or as little as they offer projects to fight 
crime. The Bulgarian population outside the REORIENT Corridor is an exception, as they 
do offer more for international railway freight when informed that the EU will donate the 
same amount of funds as they (the participants) do, putting their share allocated to 
international railway freight well above what is considered an equal share and at a level in 
line with the other countries. 
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Table 7: Q38. ........ If the EU would pay for half of the international railway freight project  
(give the same amount of money as you), but not for the other projects - How 
would you divide the original 100 millions Euro of your nation’s budget 
between the four alternatives? Mean values. 
  Norway Sweden Finland Poland Czech Rep Austria Hungary Romania Bulgaria Greece 
Total sample 
 Int. railway 

freight syst. 
30.9 

(27.8-34.1) 
28.3 

(26.0-30.7) 
33.4 

(29.1-37.7) 
38.1 

(34.2-42.1) 
31.4 

(28.9-33.8) 
30.7 

(28.2-33.2) 
34.2 

(30.8-37.5) 
19.4 

(17.9-21.0) 
23.2 

(19.7-26.7) 
40.1 

(36.2-44.0) 
 Health 26.7 

(24.5-29.0) 
24.8 

(23.4-26.3) 
31.2 

(28.3-34.0) 
25.3 

(23.2-27.3) 
26.5 

(24.7-28.2) 
26.3 

(24.7-28.0) 
27.1 

(25.2-28.9) 
34.7 

(32.5-36.9) 
31.8 

(29.3-34.4) 
27.6 

(25.3-29.8) 
 Fight crime 19.4 

(17.7-21.1) 
22.4 

(20.6-24.2) 
15.2 

(13.5-16.9) 
17.9 

(16.2-19.7) 
18.1 

(16.8-19.4) 
16.6 

(15.0-18.2) 
19.0 

(17.5-20.5) 
24.9 

(23.4-26.4) 
22.1 

(20.0-24.3) 
13.3 

(12.0-14.6) 
 Education 22.9 

(20.8-25.0) 
24.4 

(22.4-26.4) 
20.2 

(17.9-22.5) 
18.7 

(16.9-20.4) 
24.1 

(22.3-25.9) 
26.4 

(24.5-28.3) 
19.8 

(18.1-21.5) 
21.0 

(19.3-22.7) 
22.8 

(20.8-24.9) 
19.0 

(17.1-20.9) 
Inside Corridor 
Politicians Int. railway 

freight syst. 
43.3 

(31.2-55.3) 
35.3 

(29.8-40.8) 
34.5 

(22.5-46.4) 
28.7 

(21.1-36.4) 
33.0 

(24.9-41.1) 
26.1 

(21.7-30.5) 
45.5 

(32.5-58.5) 
21.0 

(17.4-24.6) 
18.0 

(13.0-23.0) 
41.8 

(31.6-52.1) 
 Health 19.0 

(12.4-25.6) 
24.9 

(21.3-28.5) 
34.1 

(25.5-42.6) 
27.4 

(22.6-32.3) 
24.0 

(19.6-28.4) 
25.9 

(22.9-29.0) 
20.2 

(14.5-25.8) 
34.6 

(27.2-41.9) 
29.9 

(24.0-35.7) 
20.0 

(16.0-23.9) 
 Fight crime 14.0 

(7.3-20.8) 
15.8 

(12.4-19.3) 
13.0 

(9.3-16.7) 
18.5 

(12.5-24.6) 
19.7 

(16.4-23.0) 
20.4 

(16.2-24.7) 
14.2 

(10.2-18.2) 
23.7 

(19.6-27.8) 
24.1 

(18.3-30.0) 
11.6 

(8.8-14.5) 
 Education 23.7 

(15.9-31.4) 
23.9 

(20.5-27.4) 
18.5 

(13.3-23.7) 
25.3 

(19.8-30.8) 
23.3 

(19.1-27.5) 
27.5 

(24.2-30.9) 
20.2 

(14.6-25.7) 
20.7 

(15.9-25.6) 
28.0 

(21.7-34.3) 
26.5 

(20.8-32.3) 
Population Int. railway 

freight syst. 
29.5 

(23.9-35.2) 
27.7 

(24.1-31.4) 
31.5 

(24.6-38.5) 
46.3 

(38.8-53.8) 
33.6 

(29.3-37.9) 
30.3 

(26.1-34.5) 
31.3 

(25.4-37.1) 
18.7 

(15.8-21.6) 
14.1 

(12.0-16.2) 
36.3 

(29.9-42.6) 
 Health 29.4 

(25.1-33.6) 
24.7 

(21.9-27.5) 
30.8 

(26.3-35.2) 
22.2 

(18.2-26.1) 
27.8 

(24.6-30.9) 
27.0 

(24.4-29.7) 
27.7 

(24.1-31.2) 
34.5 

(31.5-37.4) 
35.3 

(32.7-37.9) 
29.9 

(25.9-33.9) 
 Fight crime 20.3 

(17.4-23.1) 
24.7 

(21.2-28.3) 
16.1 

(13.2-19.1) 
14.9 

(12.2-17.6) 
16.8 

(14.7-19.0) 
18.2 

(15.1-21.3) 
21.2 

(18.1-24.4) 
24.6 

(22.2-27.0) 
24.3 

(21.8-26.8) 
14.6 

(12.3-16.8) 
 Education 20.8 

(17.3-24.4) 
22.9 

(19.4-26.4) 
21.5 

(17.6-25.5) 
16.6 

(13.4-19.8) 
21.8 

(19.1-24.5) 
24.5 

(21.7-27.2) 
19.8 

(17.1-22.5) 
22.3 

(19.5-25.0) 
26.3 

(23.8-28.8) 
19.3 

(15.9-22.7) 
Outside Corridor 
Politicians Int. railway 

freight syst. 
28.0 

(21.9-34.1) 
31.9 

(23.9-39.9) 
34.3 

(21.9-46.6) 
57.1 

(44.4-69.7) 
30.9 

(24.8-36.9) 
29.9 

(24.2-35.5) 
39.9 

(31.0-48.7)   55.7 
(44.0-67.4) 

 Health 25.8 
(19.7-31.8) 

21.3 
(17.5-25.0) 

29.5 
(22.6-36.4) 

17.2 
(11.8-22.6) 

22.3 
(17.5-27.0) 

25.4 
(21.5-29.3) 

24.1 
(20.3-28.0)   18.5 

(13.2-23.8) 
 Fight crime 21.1 

(16.1-26.1) 
18.6 

(14.3-22.9) 
14.5 

(9.7-19.2) 
13.1 

(9.2-17.0) 
17.7 

(13.2-22.2) 
16.7 

(13.2-20.3) 
16.3 

(13.2-19.4)   9.8 
(6.6-13.0) 

 Education 25.2 
(19.8-30.5) 

28.3 
(24.0-32.6) 

21.8 
(13.7-29.9) 

12.6 
(8.4-16.9) 

29.1 
(21.5-36.8) 

28.0 
(23.1-32.9) 

19.7 
(15.6-23.9)   16.0 

(11.5-20.5) 
Population Int. railway 

freight syst. 
29.9 

(25.1-34.7) 
24.8 

(20.9-28.6) 
34.5 

(26.8-42.1) 
25.7 

(21.8-29.5) 
28.6 

(24.9-32.3) 
33.2 

(28.3-38.1) 
30.8 

(26.6-35.1) 
19.6 

(17.7-21.4) 
34.3 

(27.1-41.5) 
37.0 

(30.7-43.3) 
 Health 26.9 

(23.8-30.0) 
26.4 

(24.1-28.6) 
30.8 

(25.6-36.1) 
30.8 

(28.2-33.5) 
27.8 

(25.2-30.4) 
26.1 

(22.8-29.4) 
30.0 

(27.2-32.8) 
34.9 

(31.4-38.4) 
29.1 

(24.1-34.2) 
31.7 

(28.0-35.5) 
 Fight crime 19.5 

(17.0-21.9) 
24.3 

(21.6-26.9) 
15.7 

(12.5-18.9) 
22.8 

(19.9-25.8) 
18.9 

(16.7-21.1) 
13.4 

(11.0-15.9) 
19.5 

(17.5-21.5) 
25.7 

(23.5-27.9) 
19.2 

(15.3-23.1) 
14.1 

(11.6-16.6) 
 Education 23.7 

(20.2-27.3) 
24.6 

(20.8-28.5) 
19.0 

(15.2-22.8) 
20.7 

(18.4-23.0) 
24.8 

(22.3-27.2) 
27.3 

(23.3-31.2) 
19.6 

(16.6-22.7) 
19.9 

(17.3-22.4) 
17.3 

(14.0-20.6) 
17.2 

(14.2-20.2) 
Note: Scale: 0-100 millions Euro. Ninety-five percent confidence interval is given in parentheses. 
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RESULTS ON: TRANSPORT INDUCED ADVERSE SOCIO-ENVIRONMENTAL 
EXTERNALITIES 
There are clear differences between the countries in their perception of road traffic 
congestion as a problem (see Table 8). In the three southern countries Greece, Bulgaria, 
and Romania traffic congestion is believed to be a big problem locally and nationally, but 
only a moderate problem on a European level. In contrast, in Sweden and Finland traffic 
congestion is believed to a moderate problem locally and nationally, but a serious problem 
in Europe. In the other countries the results are more mixed, but in general road traffic 
congestion is believed to be a moderate to severe problem. 
 
Table 8: Perception of road traffic congestion as a problem. Mean values. 
  Norway Sweden Finland Poland Czech Rep Austria Hungary Romania Bulgaria Greece 
Q3. In the county where you live, how big a problem is road traffic congestion? 
Total 
sample 

 4.9 
(4.7-5.1) 

4.0 
(3.8-4.2) 

3.5 
(3.3-3.7) 

4.7 
(4.4-4.9) 

5.0 
(4.8-5.2) 

4.2 
(4.0-4.4) 

4.9 
(4.7-5.2) 

5.5 
(5.3-5.7) 

5.0 
(4.7-5.2) 

6.0 
(5.8-6.2) 

Inside 
Corridor 

Politicians 5.3 
(4.6-6.0) 

4.3 
(3.8-4.8) 

3.8 
(3.1-4.4) 

4.2 
(3.5-4.9) 

2.8 
(2.2-3.4) 

4.4 
(3.8-5.0) 

5.8 
(5.3-6.3) 

6.0 
(5.5-6.5) 

5.9 
(5.5-6.3) 

5.8 
(5.4-6.2) 

 Population 5.3 
(5.0-5.6) 

4.9 
(4.6-5.2) 

4.0 
(3.7-4.3) 

4.3 
(3.8-4.7) 

5.3 
(5.0-5.7) 

4.1 
(3.7-4.4) 

5.6 
(5.2-6.0) 

5.7 
(5.4-6.1) 

4.1 
(3.7-4.6) 

6.1 
(5.8-6.3) 

Outside 
Corridor 

Politicians 4.5 
(3.9-5.1) 

3.6 
(3.0-4.2) 

3.8 
(3.2-4.4) 

4.4 
(3.7-5.0) 

5.2 
(4.6-5.7) 

3.7 
(3.1-4.3) 

4.6 
(4.2-5.1)   5.7 

(5.3-6.1) 
 Population 4.6 

(4.3-4.9) 
3.2 

(2.9-3.6) 
2.8 

(2.5-3.1) 
5.4 

(5.0-5.9) 
5.4 

(5.1-5.7) 
4.5 

(4.1-4.9) 
4.0 

(3.6-4.4) 
5.1 

(4.7-5.5) 
5.5 

(5.2-5.8) 
6.1 

(5.9-6.4) 
Q4. In your country, how big a problem is road traffic congestion? 
Total 
sample 

 4.1 
(3.9-4.3) 

3.8 
(3.7-4.0) 

4.3 
(4.1-4.4) 

5.4 
(5.2-5.6) 

5.3 
(5.2-5.5) 

4.5 
(4.3-4.7) 

4.8 
(4.6-5.0) 

5.7 
(5.5-5.9) 

5.3 
(5.1-5.6) 

5.6 
(5.5-5.8) 

Inside 
Corridor 

Politicians 3.7 
(3.1-4.2) 

2.9 
(2.5-3.3) 

4.7 
(4.4-5.0) 

4.7 
(4.2-5.2) 

4.9 
(4.4-5.5) 

4.4 
(3.9-4.8) 

3.7 
(3.3-4.0) 

4.9 
(4.4-5.5) 

4.6 
(4.0-5.2) 

5.4 
(5.0-5.8) 

 Population 4.0 
(3.6-4.3) 

3.5 
(3.3-3.8) 

4.0 
(3.7-4.3) 

5.5 
(5.2-5.8) 

5.6 
(5.4-5.9) 

4.7 
(4.4-5.0) 

4.8 
(4.4-5.1) 

5.8 
(5.6-6.1) 

5.5 
(5.1-5.8) 

5.7 
(5.4-6.0) 

Outside 
Corridor 

Politicians 4.0 
(3.5-4.5) 

4.1 
(3.6-4.5) 

3.6 
(3.1-4.1) 

5.3 
(4.9-5.7) 

5.0 
(4.6-5.4) 

3.9 
(3.5-4.3) 

4.5 
(4.2-4.9)   5.3 

(4.9-5.6) 
 Population 4.3 

(4.1-4.6) 
4.4 

(4.2-4.7) 
4.6 

(4.3-5.0) 
5.6 

(5.3-5.9) 
5.3 

(5.0-5.5) 
4.6 

(4.3-4.9) 
5.3 

(5.0-5.5) 
5.8 

(5.5-6.1) 
5.5 

(5.2-5.8) 
5.7 

(5.5-6.0) 
Q5. In Europe, how big a problem is road traffic congestion? 
Total 
sample 

 5.1 
(4.9-5.2) 

5.4 
(5.2-5.5) 

5.5 
(5.3-5.7) 

4.3 
(4.1-4.5) 

4.8 
(4.6-5.0) 

4.7 
(4.5-4.8) 

4.3 
(4.1-4.5) 

5.0 
(4.7-5.2) 

4.0 
(3.7-4.2) 

3.9 
(3.7-4.0) 

Inside 
Corridor 

Politicians 4.8 
(4.3-5.3) 

5.1 
(4.7-5.5) 

5.8 
(5.4-6.2) 

3.4 
(3.0-3.8) 

4.3 
(3.7-4.9) 

4.3 
(4.0-4.7) 

4.1 
(3.7-4.5) 

4.1 
(3.6-4.6) 

4.5 
(4.1-4.9) 

3.9 
(3.6-4.2) 

 Population 5.0 
(4.8-5.3) 

5.2 
(4.9-5.4) 

5.3 
(4.9-5.6) 

4.8 
(4.5-5.2) 

4.8 
(4.4-5.1) 

4.9 
(4.6-5.2) 

4.4 
(4.0-4.9) 

4.7 
(4.2-5.1) 

3.8 
(3.4-4.2) 

3.8 
(3.5-4.1) 

Outside 
Corridor 

Politicians 4.7 
(4.1-5.3) 

5.5 
(5.1-5.8) 

5.1 
(4.7-5.5) 

3.9 
(3.4-4.4) 

4.8 
(4.4-5.1) 

4.4 
(4.0-4.8) 

3.9 
(3.4-4.4)   3.7 

(3.3-4.1) 
 Population 5.4 

(5.1-5.6) 
5.7 

(5.4-5.9) 
5.8 

(5.5-6.1) 
4.4 

(3.9-4.8) 
5.0 

(4.6-5.3) 
4.8 

(4.5-5.1) 
4.5 

(4.1-4.9) 
5.6 

(5.2-5.9) 
3.9 

(3.5-4.3) 
4.0 

(3.7-4.3) 
Note: Seven-point scale from 1 = No problem to 7 = Very big problem. Ninety-five percent confidence interval in parentheses. 
 
In all countries both politicians and the population believed improving the international 
railway freight system would have a strong effect in reducing road traffic congestion in 
Europe (see Table 9). In Poland, Czech Republic, and Greece people also think improving 
international railway freight will have a strong effect in reducing local and national road 
traffic congestion. In the other countries improving international railway freight is believed 
to have a moderate effect in reducing national and local road traffic congestion, with the 
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exception of Austrians living inside the REORIENT Corridor, who believe it will have less 
than a moderate effect on local congestion. 
 
Table 9: Perception of the effect of the international railway freight system on 
reducing road traffic congestion. Mean values. 
  Norway Sweden Finland Poland Czech Rep Austria Hungary Romania Bulgaria Greece 
Q15. How strong effect do you believe an improvement of the international railway freight system will have in reducing road traffic 
congestion in the county where you live? 
Total 
sample 

 4.2 
(3.9-4.4) 

4.2 
(4.0-4.4) 

3.9 
(3.7-4.2) 

4.6 
(4.4-4.9) 

5.0 
(4.7-5.2) 

3.6 
(3.3-3.9) 

4.3 
(4.1-4.5) 

4.3 
(4.0-4.6) 

4.0 
(3.8-4.3) 

5.1 
(4.9-5.3) 

Inside 
Corridor 

Politicians 4.7 
(4.1-5.3) 

4.7 
(4.2-5.1) 

4.2 
(3.5-4.8) 

4.5 
(3.7-5.2) 

3.9 
(3.2-4.5) 

2.7 
(2.1-3.2) 

4.4 
(3.8-4.9) 

4.4 
(3.8-4.9) 

4.3 
(3.7-4.9) 

5.2 
(4.7-5.6) 

 Population 4.1 
(3.8-4.5) 

4.4 
(4.0-4.8) 

3.7 
(3.3-4.2) 

4.4 
(4.0-4.9) 

5.4 
(5.1-5.8) 

2.6 
(2.2-3.0) 

4.4 
(4.0-4.8) 

4.1 
(3.7-4.5) 

3.6 
(3.1-4.0) 

4.9 
(4.5-5.2) 

Outside 
Corridor 

Politicians 4.4 
(3.7-5.0) 

4.0 
(3.4-4.5) 

3.8 
(3.2-4.4) 

3.9 
(3.3-4.6) 

4.5 
(3.7-5.3) 

4.5 
(3.9-5.2) 

4.7 
(4.3-5.2)   5.0 

(4.5-5.5) 
 Population 3.9 

(3.5-4.3) 
4.0 

(3.6-4.4) 
4.0 

(3.6-4.5) 
5.2 

(4.8-5.6) 
5.2 

(4.8-5.6) 
4.6 

(4.2-5.0) 
4.1 

(3.7-4.4) 
4.5 

(4.1-4.9) 
4.4 

(4.0-4.7) 
5.4 

(5.1-5.8) 
Q16. How strong effect do you believe an improvement of the international railway freight system will have in reducing road traffic 
congestion in your country? 
Total 
sample 

 4.3 
(4.1-4.5) 

4.4 
(4.2-4.6) 

4.2 
(4.0-4.4) 

5.3 
(5.1-5.5) 

5.2 
(4.9-5.4) 

4.8 
(4.6-5.0) 

4.6 
(4.4-4.8) 

4.7 
(4.5-5.0) 

4.5 
(4.3-4.7) 

5.3 
(5.1-5.5) 

Inside 
Corridor 

Politicians 4.6 
(3.9-5.3) 

4.1 
(3.7-4.6) 

4.5 
(4.0-5.0) 

5.0 
(4.4-5.6) 

4.3 
(3.7-4.9) 

4.6 
(4.1-5.1) 

4.2 
(3.6-4.7) 

4.3 
(3.7-4.8) 

4.3 
(3.8-4.9) 

4.9 
(4.4-5.4) 

 Population 4.1 
(3.8-4.5) 

4.4 
(4.1-4.7) 

3.8 
(3.4-4.3) 

5.4 
(5.0-5.7) 

5.4 
(5.1-5.8) 

4.8 
(4.5-5.1) 

4.5 
(4.2-4.9) 

4.8 
(4.4-5.2) 

4.6 
(4.2-4.9) 

5.1 
(4.7-5.4) 

Outside 
Corridor 

Politicians 4.5 
(4.0-5.1) 

4.4 
(3.9-4.8) 

3.6 
(3.1-4.1) 

5.2 
(4.7-5.7) 

4.8 
(4.1-5.5) 

4.4 
(3.8-4.9) 

4.8 
(4.4-5.3)   5.0 

(4.6-5.4) 
 Population 4.2 

(3.9-4.5) 
4.5 

(4.2-4.8) 
4.6 

(4.2-5.0) 
5.5 

(5.1-5.8) 
5.3 

(5.0-5.7) 
4.9 

(4.6-5.3) 
4.7 

(4.4-5.0) 
4.8 

(4.5-5.2) 
4.5 

(4.2-4.9) 
5.8 

(5.6-6.1) 
Q17. How strong effect do you believe an improvement of the international railway freight system will have in reducing road traffic 
congestion in Europe? 
Total 
sample 

 4.9 
(4.7-5.1) 

5.3 
(5.1-5.4) 

5.1 
(4.9-5.3) 

5.0 
(4.8-5.2) 

5.0 
(4.8-5.2) 

4.8 
(4.6-5.0) 

4.8 
(4.6-4.9) 

4.5 
(4.2-4.8) 

4.6 
(4.4-4.8) 

5.0 
(4.8-5.2) 

Inside 
Corridor 

Politicians 5.0 
(4.3-5.8) 

5.5 
(5.1-5.9) 

5.4 
(4.9-5.8) 

4.7 
(3.9-5.4) 

4.2 
(3.7-4.8) 

4.8 
(4.2-5.4) 

4.4 
(4.0-4.8) 

4.0 
(3.5-4.5) 

4.3 
(3.8-4.9) 

4.2 
(3.5-4.8) 

 Population 4.7 
(4.4-5.0) 

5.2 
(4.9-5.4) 

4.6 
(4.2-5.0) 

5.1 
(4.7-5.5) 

5.4 
(5.0-5.7) 

5.0 
(4.7-5.4) 

4.6 
(4.3-5.0) 

4.4 
(3.9-4.9) 

4.3 
(4.0-4.7) 

5.0 
(4.6-5.3) 

Outside 
Corridor 

Politicians 5.0 
(4.5-5.6) 

5.3 
(4.9-5.8) 

5.0 
(4.5-5.5) 

4.6 
(4.1-5.1) 

4.4 
(3.7-5.1) 

4.2 
(3.6-4.8) 

4.8 
(4.3-5.3)   4.4 

(3.9-4.9) 
 Population 5.0 

(4.7-5.2) 
5.2 

(4.9-5.5) 
5.6 

(5.3-6.0) 
5.1 

(4.7-5.6) 
5.1 

(4.7-5.5) 
4.9 

(4.6-5.3) 
5.0 

(4.6-5.3) 
4.8 

(4.4-5.2) 
5.1 

(4.7-5.5) 
5.6 

(5.2-5.9) 
Note: Seven-point scale from 1 = No effect to 7 = Very strong effect. Ninety-five percent confidence interval is given in parentheses. 
 
There are clear differences between the countries regarding the perception of road traffic 
accidents as a problem (see Table 10). In Hungary and Greece road traffic accidents is 
believed to be a serious problem locally and on a national level. In Poland Czech 
Republic, Romania, and Bulgaria, road traffic accidents are believed to be a serious 
problem on a national level. In Norway, Sweden, and Finland, road traffic accidents are 
believed to be a serious problem on a European level. In Austria road traffic accidents are 
believed to be a moderate problem on a national and European level, but a less than 
moderate problem locally. 
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Table 10: Perception of road traffic accidents as a problem. Mean values. 
  Norway Sweden Finland Poland Czech Rep Austria Hungary Romania Bulgaria Greece 
Q6. In the county where you live, how big a problem are road traffic accidents? 
Total 
sample 

 3.9 
(3.7-4.1) 

3.9 
(3.7-4.0) 

3.6 
(3.4-3.8) 

4.2 
(4.0-4.4) 

4.4 
(4.2-4.6) 

2.9 
(2.7-3.1) 

5.1 
(4.9-5.2) 

4.6 
(4.3-4.8) 

4.5 
(4.2-4.7) 

5.3 
(5.1-5.5) 

Inside 
Corridor 

Politicians 4.1 
(3.6-4.6) 

3.7 
(3.3-4.0) 

3.9 
(3.4-4.5) 

4.1 
(3.5-4.6) 

3.7 
(3.3-4.1) 

2.6 
(2.2-3.1) 

4.5 
(4.1-5.0) 

4.8 
(4.2-5.4) 

3.9 
(3.4-4.4) 

5.1 
(4.6-5.6) 

 Population 3.8 
(3.6-4.1) 

3.8 
(3.6-4.1) 

3.6 
(3.3-3.9) 

4.1 
(3.8-4.5) 

4.3 
(4.1-4.6) 

2.7 
(2.4-2.9) 

5.1 
(4.8-5.4) 

4.3 
(3.9-4.7) 

4.0 
(3.6-4.4) 

4.9 
(4.6-5.3) 

Outside 
Corridor 

Politicians 3.9 
(3.3-4.5) 

3.7 
(3.4-4.1) 

3.7 
(3.3-4.2) 

3.4 
(2.9-3.9) 

4.8 
(4.3-5.3) 

2.8 
(2.4-3.2) 

5.0 
(4.6-5.4)   5.9 

(5.5-6.2) 
 Population 3.9 

(3.7-4.2) 
4.0 

(3.8-4.3) 
3.4 

(3.0-3.7) 
4.6 

(4.3-5.0) 
4.5 

(4.2-4.9) 
3.4 

(3.0-3.7) 
5.2 

(4.9-5.6) 
4.7 

(4.3-5.2) 
5.2 

(4.8-5.5) 
5.5 

(5.2-5.7) 
Q7. In your country, how big a problem are road traffic accidents? 
Total 
sample 

 4.3 
(4.2-4.5) 

3.8 
(3.7-4.0) 

4.0 
(3.9-4.2) 

5.4 
(5.2-5.6) 

5.2 
(5.1-5.4) 

4.0 
(3.8-4.1) 

5.2 
(5.1-5.4) 

5.7 
(5.5-5.9) 

5.6 
(5.4-5.8) 

5.8 
(5.7-6.0) 

Inside 
Corridor 

Politicians 4.2 
(3.6-4.9) 

3.4 
(3.0-3.8) 

4.4 
(3.9-4.9) 

5.3 
(4.9-5.8) 

5.1 
(4.8-5.5) 

3.6 
(3.3-4.0) 

4.4 
(4.0-4.9) 

5.2 
(4.7-5.7) 

4.5 
(4.0-5.1) 

5.5 
(5.1-5.9) 

 Population 4.3 
(4.0-4.6) 

3.6 
(3.4-3.8) 

3.9 
(3.5-4.2) 

5.4 
(5.1-5.7) 

5.3 
(5.1-5.5) 

4.1 
(3.9-4.4) 

5.3 
(5.0-5.6) 

5.7 
(5.5-6.0) 

5.8 
(5.5-6.0) 

5.9 
(5.7-6.1) 

Outside 
Corridor 

Politicians 4.4 
(3.8-5.0) 

3.7 
(3.4-4.1) 

3.7 
(3.2-4.1) 

5.0 
(4.6-5.5) 

5.0 
(4.5-5.4) 

3.6 
(3.2-4.0) 

4.6 
(4.3-5.0)   5.5 

(5.1-5.9) 
 Population 4.4 

(4.1-4.7) 
4.3 

(4.0-4.6) 
4.3 

(4.0-4.5) 
5.5 

(5.2-5.8) 
5.3 

(5.0-5.5) 
4.2 

(3.9-4.4) 
5.7 

(5.4-6.0) 
5.9 

(5.6-6.2) 
5.9 

(5.6-6.2) 
6.1 

(5.9-6.3) 
Q8. In Europe, how big a problem are road traffic accidents? 
Total 
sample 

 5.0 
(4.8-5.2) 

5.0 
(4.8-5.1) 

5.0 
(4.8-5.2) 

4.1 
(3.9-4.3) 

4.5 
(4.4-4.7) 

4.3 
(4.1-4.5) 

4.7 
(4.5-4.9) 

4.8 
(4.6-5.0) 

3.9 
(3.7-4.1) 

3.8 
(3.6-3.9) 

Inside 
Corridor 

Politicians 5.1 
(4.5-5.6) 

4.9 
(4.6-5.3) 

5.2 
(4.8-5.7) 

3.5 
(3.1-3.8) 

4.4 
(4.0-4.8) 

4.1 
(3.6-4.6) 

3.8 
(3.5-4.2) 

4.1 
(3.7-4.6) 

3.8 
(3.4-4.2) 

3.5 
(3.1-3.8) 

 Population 5.0 
(4.7-5.3) 

4.7 
(4.5-5.0) 

5.0 
(4.7-5.3) 

4.4 
(4.0-4.8) 

4.6 
(4.3-4.9) 

4.5 
(4.3-4.8) 

4.7 
(4.3-5.1) 

4.6 
(4.3-4.9) 

3.9 
(3.5-4.2) 

3.8 
(3.5-4.1) 

Outside 
Corridor 

Politicians 5.0 
(4.4-5.5) 

4.8 
(4.4-5.2) 

4.7 
(4.2-5.2) 

3.7 
(3.4-4.1) 

4.4 
(4.0-4.8) 

3.7 
(3.3-4.1) 

4.0 
(3.7-4.4)   3.5 

(3.2-3.8) 
 Population 5.0 

(4.8-5.3) 
5.3 

(5.1-5.6) 
5.2 

(4.8-5.6) 
4.3 

(3.9-4.6) 
4.6 

(4.3-4.9) 
4.4 

(4.1-4.7) 
5.3 

(5.0-5.7) 
5.2 

(4.9-5.6) 
4.0 

(3.6-4.4) 
4.0 

(3.7-4.2) 
Note: Seven-point scale from 1 = No problem to 7 = Very big problem. Ninety-five percent confidence interval in parentheses. 
 
In nine of the ten countries an improvement of the international railway freight system is 
believed to have a stronger impact on reducing the risk for road traffic accident on a 
national and European level than locally (see Table 11). The exception is Greece, where 
an improvement of international railway freight is believed to have a particularly strong 
effect on reducing the risk for road traffic accidents both locally and on a national level, 
and a moderate to strong effect on a European level. The population in Poland and the 
Czech Republic also believe an improvement of the international railway system will have 
a strong effect on reducing risk for road traffic accidents on all three levels, whereas the 
politicians in these countries believe it will have a more moderate effect. In Austria, 
improving international railway freight is believed to have less than moderate effect on 
reducing risk for road traffic accident locally, but a moderate effect on a national and 
European level. 
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Table 11: Perception of the effect of the international railway freight system 
on reducing road traffic accidents. Mean values. 
  Norway Sweden Finland Poland Czech Rep Austria Hungary Romania Bulgaria Greece 
Q18. How strong effect do you believe an improvement of the international railway freight system will have in reducing the risk for road 
traffic accidents in the county where you live? 
Total 
sample 

 3.8 
(3.5-4.0) 

4.0 
(3.8-4.2) 

3.4 
(3.2-3.6) 

4.5 
(4.2-4.7) 

4.7 
(4.5-4.9) 

3.2 
(3.0-3.5) 

4.3 
(4.1-4.6) 

4.2 
(3.9-4.4) 

4.0 
(3.7-4.2) 

5.3 
(5.1-5.5) 

Inside 
Corridor 

Politicians 4.2 
(3.6-4.7) 

4.7 
(4.3-5.2) 

3.4 
(2.9-4.0) 

4.2 
(3.6-4.8) 

3.7 
(3.1-4.3) 

2.4 
(1.8-3.0) 

4.3 
(3.6-5.0) 

4.0 
(3.4-4.5) 

3.7 
(3.0-4.3) 

5.2 
(4.7-5.7) 

 Population 3.8 
(3.4-4.1) 

4.1 
(3.7-4.4) 

3.6 
(3.2-3.9) 

4.4 
(4.0-4.8) 

5.0 
(4.6-5.4) 

2.7 
(2.3-3.1) 

4.0 
(3.6-4.4) 

4.1 
(3.7-4.5) 

3.5 
(3.0-3.9) 

5.3 
(5.0-5.7) 

Outside 
Corridor 

Politicians 3.9 
(3.3-4.5) 

3.7 
(3.1-4.2) 

3.2 
(2.6-3.7) 

3.7 
(3.1-4.4) 

4.1 
(3.4-4.9) 

3.2 
(2.6-3.8) 

4.7 
(4.2-5.2)   5.0 

(4.5-5.5) 
 Population 3.6 

(3.2-3.9) 
3.8 

(3.4-4.1) 
3.3 

(2.9-3.8) 
4.9 

(4.5-5.4) 
5.1 

(4.7-5.4) 
4.1 

(3.7-4.5) 
4.5 

(4.1-4.9) 
4.3 

(3.9-4.7) 
4.6 

(4.3-5.0) 
5.5 

(5.1-5.8) 
Q19. How strong effect do you believe an improvement of the international railway freight system will have in reducing the risk for road 
traffic accidents in your country? 
Total 
sample 

 4.2 
(4.0-4.4) 

4.2 
(4.0-4.4) 

3.9 
(3.7-4.1) 

5.1 
(4.9-5.3) 

4.9 
(4.7-5.1) 

4.3 
(4.1-4.5) 

4.6 
(4.3-4.8) 

4.6 
(4.4-4.8) 

4.6 
(4.4-4.9) 

5.4 
(5.2-5.6) 

Inside 
Corridor 

Politicians 4.5 
(3.9-5.1) 

4.4 
(3.9-4.9) 

4.2 
(3.7-4.6) 

4.9 
(4.5-5.4) 

4.1 
(3.6-4.6) 

4.0 
(3.4-4.6) 

4.2 
(3.6-4.8) 

4.0 
(3.4-4.5) 

4.1 
(3.6-4.7) 

5.2 
(4.7-5.8) 

 Population 4.0 
(3.8-4.3) 

4.2 
(3.8-4.5) 

3.8 
(3.4-4.1) 

5.1 
(4.8-5.5) 

5.3 
(4.9-5.6) 

4.5 
(4.1-4.8) 

4.3 
(4.0-4.7) 

4.7 
(4.4-5.1) 

4.6 
(4.2-4.9) 

5.3 
(5.0-5.7) 

Outside 
Corridor 

Politicians 4.4 
(3.9-4.9) 

4.0 
(3.5-4.5) 

3.5 
(3.0-4.0) 

4.9 
(4.5-5.4) 

4.4 
(3.7-5.1) 

3.7 
(3.1-4.2) 

4.9 
(4.5-5.4)   5.0 

(4.5-5.4) 
 Population 4.1 

(3.8-4.4) 
4.1 

(3.8-4.5) 
4.1 

(3.8-4.5) 
5.1 

(4.8-5.5) 
5.1 

(4.8-5.4) 
4.4 

(4.0-4.7) 
4.7 

(4.4-5.1) 
4.7 

(4.4-5.0) 
4.9 

(4.6-5.2) 
5.8 

(5.5-6.1) 
Q20. How strong effect do you believe an improvement of the international railway freight system will have in reducing the risk for road 
traffic accidents in Europe? 
Total 
sample 

 4.6 
(4.4-4.8) 

4.9 
(4.7-5.1) 

4.8 
(4.6-5.1) 

4.7 
(4.5-4.9) 

4.8 
(4.6-5.0) 

4.5 
(4.2-4.7) 

4.6 
(4.3-4.8) 

4.5 
(4.2-4.7) 

4.6 
(4.4-4.8) 

4.9 
(4.7-5.1) 

Inside 
Corridor 

Politicians 4.9 
(4.2-5.5) 

5.3 
(4.9-5.8) 

5.3 
(4.8-5.8) 

4.4 
(3.8-5.0) 

4.2 
(3.7-4.8) 

4.3 
(3.7-5.0) 

4.3 
(3.7-4.8) 

4.0 
(3.6-4.4) 

4.1 
(3.5-4.7) 

4.2 
(3.5-4.9) 

 Population 4.5 
(4.2-4.8) 

4.7 
(4.4-5.0) 

4.5 
(4.1-4.8) 

4.9 
(4.5-5.3) 

5.2 
(4.9-5.6) 

4.7 
(4.4-5.1) 

4.2 
(3.8-4.6) 

4.5 
(4.1-4.9) 

4.5 
(4.2-4.9) 

4.8 
(4.5-5.2) 

Outside 
Corridor 

Politicians 4.8 
(4.3-5.3) 

4.9 
(4.4-5.4) 

4.7 
(4.2-5.2) 

4.3 
(3.8-4.7) 

4.0 
(3.3-4.7) 

3.8 
(3.2-4.3) 

5.0 
(4.5-5.5)   4.1 

(3.5-4.7) 
 Population 4.7 

(4.4-5.0) 
4.9 

(4.5-5.2) 
5.1 

(4.8-5.5) 
4.9 

(4.4-5.3) 
4.9 

(4.5-5.2) 
4.5 

(4.1-4.9) 
4.8 

(4.4-5.1) 
4.7 

(4.3-5.1) 
5.0 

(4.6-5.4) 
5.5 

(5.2-5.8) 
Note: Seven-point scale from 1 = No effect to 7 = Very strong effect. Ninety-five percent confidence interval is given in parentheses. 
 
In general, people in Norway, Sweden, and Finland, find that road traffic pollution is a less 
than moderate problem locally and nationally, but a serious problem in Europe, whereas 
people in the seven other countries find that road traffic pollution is a serious problem 
locally and nationally, but a moderate problem in Europe (see Table 12). In these seven 
countries the politicians believe car traffic pollution is a moderate or less than moderate 
problem in Europe, whereas the population believe car traffic pollution is a moderate or 
more than moderate problem in Europe. The exception to these general differences 
between the three northern nations and the other countries in the survey is that people 
inside the REORIENT Corridor in Norway also believe road traffic pollution is a serious 
local problem. 
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Table 12: Perception of road traffic pollution as a problem. Mean values. 
  Norway Sweden Finland Poland Czech Rep Austria Hungary Romania Bulgaria Greece 
Q9. In the county where you live, how big a problem is pollution from road traffic? 
Total 
sample 

 4.5 
(4.3-4.7) 

4.0 
(3.8-4.1) 

3.4 
(3.3-3.6) 

4.8 
(4.6-5.0) 

4.9 
(4.7-5.1) 

4.8 
(4.5-5.0) 

5.1 
(5.0-5.3) 

5.5 
(5.3-5.7) 

4.9 
(4.7-5.2) 

5.1 
(4.9-5.2) 

Inside 
Corrido
r 

Politicians 5.3 
(4.7-5.8) 

4.1 
(3.8-4.4) 

2.9 
(2.5-3.4) 

4.0 
(3.5-4.5) 

4.1 
(3.7-4.6) 

4.3 
(3.7-4.8) 

5.2 
(4.7-5.6) 

5.3 
(4.7-5.8) 

5.0 
(4.5-5.5) 

5.1 
(4.7-5.5) 

 Population 5.0 
(4.6-5.3) 

4.3 
(4.1-4.6) 

3.9 
(3.6-4.2) 

4.7 
(4.3-5.0) 

4.6 
(4.3-4.9) 

4.4 
(4.0-4.8) 

5.4 
(5.0-5.7) 

5.6 
(5.3-5.9) 

4.2 
(3.8-4.6) 

5.3 
(5.0-5.6) 

Outside 
Corridor
 

Politicians 3.7 
(3.2-4.2) 

3.5 
(3.2-3.9) 

3.4 
(3.0-3.9) 

4.5 
(4.0-4.9) 

5.2 
(4.7-5.6) 

4.7 
(4.1-5.4) 

4.7 
(4.3-5.1)   4.5 

(4.0-5.0) 

 Population 4.0 
(3.7-4.3) 

3.8 
(3.5-4.0) 

3.1 
(2.8-3.5) 

5.4 
(5.1-5.7) 

5.4 
(5.2-5.7) 

5.4 
(5.0-5.7) 

5.1 
(4.7-5.4) 

5.5 
(5.2-5.8) 

5.6 
(5.3-5.9) 

5.2 
(4.9-5.4) 

Q10. In your country, how big a problem is pollution from road traffic? 
Total 
sample 

 3.8 
(3.7-4.0) 

3.9 
(3.8-4.1) 

3.9 
(3.8-4.1) 

5.0 
(4.8-5.1) 

5.0 
(4.9-5.2) 

4.6 
(4.4-4.7) 

5.0 
(4.8-5.1) 

5.4 
(5.2-5.6) 

5.3 
(5.1-5.5) 

5.2 
(5.0-5.3) 

Inside 
Corridor
 

Politicians 3.7 
(3.2-4.2) 

3.3 
(2.9-3.6) 

4.1 
(3.7-4.5) 

4.5 
(4.1-4.8) 

4.8 
(4.3-5.2) 

4.2 
(3.7-4.7) 

4.4 
(3.9-4.8) 

4.5 
(4.0-4.9) 

4.3 
(3.8-4.9) 

4.8 
(4.4-5.2) 

 Population 3.7 
(3.5-4.0) 

3.8 
(3.5-4.0) 

3.8 
(3.5-4.1) 

5.1 
(4.9-5.4) 

5.1 
(4.9-5.4) 

4.6 
(4.3-4.9) 

5.0 
(4.7-5.3) 

5.5 
(5.2-5.8) 

5.3 
(5.0-5.5) 

5.2 
(4.9-5.5) 

Outside 
Corridor
 

Politicians 3.6 
(3.2-4.1) 

4.1 
(3.7-4.4) 

3.4 
(3.0-3.8) 

4.4 
(4.0-4.8) 

4.7 
(4.4-5.0) 

4.3 
(3.9-4.8) 

4.5 
(4.2-4.9)   4.7 

(4.3-5.1) 

 Population 4.0 
(3.8-4.3) 

4.3 
(4.1-4.6) 

4.3 
(4.0-4.6) 

5.2 
(4.9-5.5) 

5.1 
(4.9-5.4) 

4.8 
(4.5-5.1) 

5.3 
(5.1-5.6) 

5.7 
(5.4-6.0) 

5.6 
(5.3-5.9) 

5.5 
(5.2-5.7) 

Q11. In Europe, how big a problem is pollution from road traffic? 
Total 
sample 

 5.3 
(5.1-5.4) 

5.4 
(5.3-5.5) 

5.4 
(5.2-5.6) 

4.2 
(4.0-4.5) 

4.6 
(4.4-4.8) 

4.8 
(4.6-5.0) 

4.6 
(4.4-4.8) 

4.8 
(4.6-5.0) 

4.0 
(3.8-4.2) 

4.1 
(3.9-4.3) 

Inside 
Corridor
 

Politicians 5.3 
(4.8-5.7) 

5.3 
(5.1-5.6) 

5.3 
(5.0-5.7) 

3.6 
(3.1-4.0) 

4.5 
(4.1-4.9) 

4.4 
(4.0-4.9) 

4.1 
(3.6-4.5) 

4.1 
(3.6-4.6) 

4.1 
(3.7-4.4) 

3.5 
(3.1-4.0) 

 Population 5.3 
(5.1-5.6) 

5.4 
(5.1-5.6) 

5.2 
(4.9-5.5) 

4.6 
(4.2-5.0) 

4.6 
(4.4-4.9) 

4.9 
(4.6-5.2) 

4.8 
(4.4-5.2) 

4.6 
(4.3-5.0) 

3.9 
(3.6-4.3) 

4.1 
(3.8-4.4) 

Outside 
Corridor
 

Politicians 5.1 
(4.8-5.5) 

5.6 
(5.3-5.9) 

5.3 
(4.8-5.7) 

3.5 
(3.1-3.9) 

4.3 
(4.0-4.7) 

4.4 
(3.9-4.9) 

4.2 
(3.9-4.5)   3.6 

(3.2-4.0) 

 Population 5.3 
(5.1-5.6) 

5.4 
(5.1-5.7) 

5.7 
(5.4-6.0) 

4.5 
(4.2-4.9) 

4.7 
(4.4-5.0) 

5.1 
(4.8-5.4) 

5.0 
(4.7-5.4) 

5.2 
(4.9-5.6) 

4.1 
(3.7-4.5) 

4.4 
(4.2-4.7) 

Note: Seven-point scale from 1 = No problem to 7 = Very big problem. Ninety-five percent confidence interval in parentheses. 
 
In all countries an improvement of the international railway freight system is believed to 
have a moderate or strong effect in reducing road traffic pollution on a national or 
European level (see Table 13). In eight of the ten countries the effect on local road traffic 
pollution is also believed to be moderate or strong, but in Finland and Austria the local 
effect is believed to be moderate or less. In Norway, Sweden and Finland, the effect is 
believed to be stronger on a European level, whereas in Greece the effect is believed to 
be stronger on a local or national level. In Poland and the Czech Republic the populations 
in general believe the effect will be strong, whereas the politicians believe the effect will be 
moderate. 
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Table 13: Perception of the effect of the international railway freight system 
on reducing road traffic pollution. Mean values. 
  Norway Sweden Finland Poland Czech Rep Austria Hungary Romania Bulgaria Greece 
Q21. How strong effect do you believe an improvement of the international railway freight system will have in reducing road traffic 
pollution in the county where you live? 
Total 
sample 

 4.1 
(3.9-4.3) 

4.3 
(4.1-4.5) 

3.7 
(3.4-3.9) 

4.7 
(4.4-4.9) 

5.0 
(4.8-5.2) 

3.8 
(3.6-4.1) 

4.6 
(4.3-4.8) 

4.6 
(4.3-4.8) 

4.3 
(4.0-4.5) 

5.2 
(5.0-5.4) 

Inside 
Corridor 

Politicians 4.8 
(4.2-5.4) 

4.6 
(4.2-5.1) 

3.6 
(2.9-4.2) 

4.2 
(3.6-4.9) 

3.9 
(3.3-4.5) 

3.3 
(2.6-3.9) 

4.3 
(3.7-4.9) 

4.1 
(3.6-4.6) 

3.8 
(3.1-4.5) 

5.1 
(4.7-5.6) 

 Population 4.1 
(3.8-4.4) 

4.5 
(4.2-4.8) 

3.9 
(3.5-4.3) 

4.6 
(4.2-5.1) 

5.3 
(5.0-5.7) 

3.3 
(2.9-3.7) 

4.5 
(4.1-4.9) 

4.6 
(4.2-5.0) 

4.0 
(3.6-4.4) 

4.9 
(4.6-5.3) 

Outside 
Corridor 

Politicians 4.0 
(3.4-4.7) 

3.9 
(3.4-4.4) 

3.6 
(3.1-4.2) 

4.0 
(3.3-4.7) 

4.5 
(3.7-5.3) 

3.9 
(3.2-4.5) 

4.8 
(4.5-5.2)   4.6 

(4.2-5.0) 
 Population 3.8 

(3.5-4.1) 
4.0 

(3.7-4.4) 
3.5 

(3.1-3.9) 
5.2 

(4.8-5.6) 
5.3 

(4.9-5.6) 
4.6 

(4.2-5.0) 
4.6 

(4.2-5.0) 
4.7 

(4.3-5.1) 
4.7 

(4.4-5.1) 
5.7 

(5.4-6.0) 
Q22. How strong effect do you believe an improvement of the international railway freight system will have in reducing road traffic 
pollution in your country? 
Total 
sample 

 4.2 
(4.1-4.4) 

4.4 
(4.2-4.6) 

4.1 
(3.9-4.3) 

5.1 
(4.9-5.3) 

5.1 
(4.9-5.3) 

4.6 
(4.4-4.8) 

4.8 
(4.6-5.0) 

4.9 
(4.6-5.1) 

4.9 
(4.7-5.1) 

5.3 
(5.1-5.4) 

Inside 
Corridor 

Politicians 4.4 
(3.8-5.0) 

4.1 
(3.6-4.6) 

4.3 
(3.8-4.9) 

4.9 
(4.3-5.4) 

4.4 
(3.9-5.0) 

4.5 
(4.0-4.9) 

4.3 
(3.8-4.8) 

4.1 
(3.7-4.6) 

4.5 
(3.9-5.0) 

5.0 
(4.5-5.5) 

 Population 4.2 
(3.9-4.5) 

4.4 
(4.1-4.8) 

4.0 
(3.6-4.3) 

5.1 
(4.8-5.5) 

5.4 
(5.1-5.7) 

4.6 
(4.3-5.0) 

4.7 
(4.4-5.1) 

5.1 
(4.8-5.4) 

5.0 
(4.6-5.3) 

5.1 
(4.8-5.4) 

Outside 
Corridor 

Politicians 4.1 
(3.5-4.7) 

4.4 
(4.0-4.8) 

3.9 
(3.3-4.5) 

4.7 
(4.2-5.1) 

4.6 
(4.0-5.3) 

3.9 
(3.4-4.5) 

4.8 
(4.5-5.2)   4.6 

(4.2-4.9) 
 Population 4.3 

(4.0-4.5) 
4.5 

(4.2-4.7) 
4.3 

(4.0-4.7) 
5.3 

(5.0-5.7) 
5.2 

(4.9-5.5) 
4.8 

(4.5-5.1) 
5.0 

(4.6-5.3) 
4.9 

(4.6-5.3) 
4.9 

(4.6-5.2) 
5.8 

(5.5-6.1) 
Q23. How strong effect do you believe an improvement of the international railway freight system will have in reducing road traffic 
pollution in Europe? 
Total 
sample 

 4.9 
(4.8-5.1) 

5.2 
(5.1-5.4) 

5.1 
(4.9-5.3) 

4.9 
(4.7-5.1) 

4.9 
(4.7-5.1) 

4.7 
(4.5-4.9) 

4.8 
(4.6-5.0) 

4.5 
(4.3-4.8) 

4.9 
(4.7-5.1) 

4.8 
(4.6-5.0) 

Inside 
Corridor 

Politicians 5.0 
(4.5-5.6) 

5.4 
(5.0-5.8) 

5.5 
(5.1-5.9) 

4.5 
(3.9-5.1) 

4.2 
(3.6-4.7) 

4.5 
(4.0-5.0) 

4.5 
(4.0-5.0) 

3.9 
(3.4-4.4) 

4.3 
(3.7-4.9) 

3.9 
(3.4-4.5) 

 Population 4.8 
(4.6-5.1) 

5.1 
(4.8-5.4) 

4.8 
(4.4-5.1) 

5.1 
(4.7-5.4) 

5.3 
(5.0-5.6) 

4.8 
(4.5-5.1) 

4.7 
(4.3-5.1) 

4.5 
(4.1-5.0) 

4.9 
(4.6-5.2) 

4.7 
(4.4-5.0) 

Outside 
Corridor 

Politicians 4.9 
(4.4-5.4) 

5.5 
(5.2-5.9) 

5.1 
(4.6-5.5) 

4.1 
(3.6-4.6) 

4.2 
(3.5-4.8) 

4.1 
(3.6-4.7) 

4.8 
(4.4-5.2)   4.0 

(3.5-4.6) 
 Population 5.0 

(4.7-5.2) 
5.2 

(4.9-5.5) 
5.2 

(4.9-5.6) 
5.2 

(4.8-5.6) 
5.0 

(4.7-5.4) 
4.9 

(4.6-5.2) 
4.9 

(4.6-5.3) 
4.8 

(4.4-5.2) 
5.2 

(4.9-5.6) 
5.6 

(5.3-5.8) 
Note: Seven-point scale from 1 = No effect to 7 = Very strong effect. Ninety-five percent confidence interval is given in parentheses. 
 
In seven of the ten countries road traffic noise is perceived as a moderate or big problem 
both locally and on a national level, and as a moderate or less than moderate problem on 
a European level (see Table 14). Among these seven countries road traffic noise is most 
clearly perceived as a big problem locally and on a national level in Romania and Greece. 
In Norway, Sweden, and Finland road traffic noise is perceived as a big problem on a 
European level, and moderate or less than moderate problem locally and on a national 
level. An exception to the later is that road traffic noise is perceived as a big local problem 
inside the REORIENT Corridor in Norway. 
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Table 14: Perception of road traffic noise as a problem. Mean values. 
  Norway Sweden Finland Poland Czech Rep Austria Hungary Romania Bulgaria Greece 
Q12. In the county where you live, how big a problem is noise from road traffic? 
Total 
sample 

 4.2 
(4.0-4.4) 

3.5 
(3.3-3.6) 

3.1 
(2.9-3.3) 

4.5 
(4.3-4.7) 

4.6 
(4.4-4.8) 

4.2 
(4.0-4.4) 

4.8 
(4.6-5.0) 

5.1 
(4.8-5.3) 

4.3 
(4.1-4.6) 

5.0 
(4.8-5.2) 

Inside 
Corridor 

Politicians 5.0 
(4.5-5.4) 

3.5 
(3.2-3.8) 

2.9 
(2.5-3.4) 

4.4 
(3.9-4.9) 

3.9 
(3.4-4.5) 

3.8 
(3.3-4.3) 

4.9 
(4.4-5.4) 

5.2 
(4.7-5.6) 

4.6 
(4.1-5.2) 

4.8 
(4.3-5.3) 

 Population 4.6 
(4.3-4.9) 

3.9 
(3.7-4.2) 

3.6 
(3.3-3.9) 

4.4 
(4.0-4.8) 

4.4 
(4.0-4.7) 

3.9 
(3.6-4.3) 

5.0 
(4.6-5.3) 

5.0 
(4.6-5.4) 

3.4 
(3.0-3.8) 

5.2 
(4.9-5.5) 

Outside 
Corridor 

Politicians 4.1 
(3.6-4.6) 

2.9 
(2.6-3.3) 

3.1 
(2.6-3.5) 

4.3 
(3.7-4.8) 

5.1 
(4.6-5.6) 

4.2 
(3.6-4.8) 

4.3 
(4.0-4.7)   4.7 

(4.2-5.1) 
 Population 3.6 

(3.4-3.9) 
3.3 

(3.0-3.6) 
2.8 

(2.5-3.1) 
4.8 

(4.5-5.2) 
4.9 

(4.6-5.2) 
4.6 

(4.2-4.9) 
4.7 

(4.4-5.0) 
5.1 

(4.7-5.4) 
5.2 

(4.9-5.5) 
5.1 

(4.8-5.4) 
Q13. In your country, how big a problem is noise from road traffic? 
Total 
sample 

 3.5 
(3.3-3.7) 

3.6 
(3.4-3.7) 

3.7 
(3.5-3.9) 

4.8 
(4.6-4.9) 

4.8 
(4.7-5.0) 

4.2 
(4.0-4.4) 

4.7 
(4.5-4.8) 

5.1 
(5.0-5.3) 

4.8 
(4.6-5.0) 

5.0 
(4.9-5.2) 

Inside 
Corridor 

Politicians 3.2 
(2.8-3.7) 

3.0 
(2.6-3.3) 

4.0 
(3.6-4.4) 

4.4 
(4.1-4.8) 

4.6 
(4.0-5.1) 

4.1 
(3.7-4.6) 

4.0 
(3.6-4.4) 

4.4 
(4.0-4.8) 

3.9 
(3.4-4.4) 

4.6 
(4.2-5.1) 

 Population 3.3 
(3.0-3.6) 

3.4 
(3.1-3.6) 

3.6 
(3.3-3.8) 

5.1 
(4.8-5.4) 

4.8 
(4.5-5.1) 

4.1 
(3.8-4.4) 

4.8 
(4.5-5.1) 

5.1 
(4.8-5.4) 

4.7 
(4.4-5.0) 

5.1 
(4.8-5.4) 

Outside 
Corridor 

Politicians 3.8 
(3.4-4.2) 

3.6 
(3.3-4.0) 

3.1 
(2.6-3.5) 

4.0 
(3.7-4.3) 

4.7 
(4.4-5.1) 

4.0 
(3.6-4.4) 

4.3 
(4.0-4.6)   4.7 

(4.3-5.1) 
 Population 3.7 

(3.4-3.9) 
4.0 

(3.8-4.3) 
4.0 

(3.6-4.3) 
4.9 

(4.6-5.2) 
5.0 

(4.8-5.2) 
4.4 

(4.2-4.7) 
4.9 

(4.7-5.2) 
5.5 

(5.2-5.7) 
5.3 

(5.0-5.5) 
5.3 

(5.0-5.5) 
Q14. In Europe, how big a problem is noise from road traffic? 
Total 
sample 

 4.9 
(4.7-5.0) 

4.8 
(4.6-5.0) 

5.0 
(4.8-5.2) 

4.1 
(3.9-4.3) 

4.5 
(4.3-4.6) 

4.3 
(4.2-4.5) 

4.4 
(4.2-4.6) 

4.5 
(4.3-4.8) 

3.8 
(3.6-4.0) 

3.8 
(3.7-4.0) 

Inside 
Corridor 

Politicians 4.7 
(4.2-5.2) 

4.8 
(4.4-5.1) 

5.1 
(4.7-5.6) 

3.5 
(3.1-4.0) 

4.4 
(4.0-4.8) 

4.1 
(3.6-4.5) 

3.8 
(3.3-4.3) 

3.8 
(3.4-4.2) 

3.7 
(3.3-4.0) 

3.3 
(2.9-3.7) 

 Population 4.8 
(4.5-5.1) 

4.7 
(4.4-4.9) 

4.9 
(4.5-5.2) 

4.5 
(4.1-4.9) 

4.5 
(4.2-4.8) 

4.5 
(4.2-4.8) 

4.6 
(4.1-5.0) 

4.5 
(4.1-4.8) 

3.5 
(3.2-3.8) 

3.8 
(3.5-4.2) 

Outside 
Corridor 

Politicians 4.9 
(4.5-5.2) 

4.9 
(4.5-5.3) 

4.7 
(4.1-5.2) 

3.5 
(3.2-3.8) 

4.3 
(3.9-4.6) 

3.9 
(3.5-4.3) 

4.2 
(3.8-4.5)   3.3 

(2.9-3.7) 
 Population 4.9 

(4.7-5.2) 
4.9 

(4.6-5.2) 
5.4 

(5.0-5.8) 
4.4 

(4.0-4.7) 
4.6 

(4.3-4.9) 
4.5 

(4.2-4.7) 
4.7 

(4.4-5.1) 
4.9 

(4.6-5.3) 
4.2 

(3.8-4.6) 
4.2 

(3.9-4.5) 
Note: Seven-point scale from 1 = No problem to 7 = Very big problem. Ninety-five percent confidence interval in parentheses. 
 
Beliefs about the effect of improving the international railway system on reducing road 
traffic noise are mixed (see Table 15). In Hungary and Romania the effect is generally 
believed to be moderate. In the Czech Republic the effect is believed to be moderate or 
strong, but in Austria the effect is believed to be moderate or less than moderate. In 
Norway, Sweden, and Finland the effect is believed to be moderate or less than moderate 
on a local and national level, but moderate or strong on a European level. In Poland and 
Greece the effect is believed to moderate or strong by the population, but moderate or 
less than moderate by the politicians. In Bulgaria the effect is believed to be moderate or 
strong by people outside the REORIENT Corridor, but moderate or less than moderate by 
people and politicians inside the REORIENT Corridor. 



Organization Code: TOI 

Classification: Public 

Version: 1.2 

Date: 30/05/2007 

European Commission 
Sixth Framework Programme 

 
Contract :  513567 

 

Page: 20 Reference: REORIENT_WP3_TOI_D3.1_V1.2 

 

Table 15: Perception of the effect of the international railway freight system 
on reducing road traffic noise. Mean values. 
  Norway Sweden Finland Poland Czech Rep Austria Hungary Romania Bulgaria Greece 
Q24. How strong effect do you believe an improvement of the international railway freight system will have in reducing road traffic 
noise in the county where you live? 
Total 
sample 

 3.5 
(3.3-3.7) 

3.6 
(3.4-3.8) 

3.1 
(2.9-3.4) 

4.4 
(4.1-4.6) 

4.9 
(4.6-5.1) 

3.5 
(3.3-3.8) 

4.4 
(4.2-4.6) 

4.3 
(4.0-4.5) 

3.8 
(3.6-4.1) 

4.9 
(4.7-5.1) 

Inside 
Corridor 

Politicians 4.3 
(3.8-4.9) 

3.8 
(3.4-4.3) 

3.0 
(2.5-3.5) 

4.1 
(3.5-4.8) 

4.0 
(3.4-4.6) 

2.4 
(1.9-2.9) 

4.2 
(3.6-4.8) 

4.3 
(3.8-4.8) 

3.5 
(2.9-4.1) 

4.8 
(4.3-5.3) 

 Population 3.5 
(3.2-3.9) 

3.8 
(3.5-4.1) 

3.3 
(2.9-3.7) 

4.4 
(4.0-4.8) 

5.2 
(4.8-5.5) 

2.9 
(2.5-3.3) 

4.4 
(4.1-4.8) 

4.3 
(3.9-4.7) 

3.3 
(2.8-3.7) 

4.8 
(4.4-5.2) 

Outside 
Corridor 

Politicians 3.6 
(3.0-4.2) 

3.3 
(2.8-3.8) 

2.9 
(2.4-3.4) 

3.8 
(3.2-4.4) 

4.3 
(3.5-5.0) 

3.9 
(3.3-4.5) 

4.6 
(4.2-5.0)   4.3 

(3.9-4.8) 
 Population 3.1 

(2.8-3.4) 
3.4 

(3.1-3.7) 
3.1 

(2.7-3.5) 
4.6 

(4.2-5.0) 
5.2 

(4.8-5.5) 
4.4 

(4.0-4.8) 
4.4 

(4.0-4.7) 
4.3 

(3.9-4.7) 
4.6 

(4.3-4.8) 
5.3 

(5.0-5.6) 
Q25. How strong effect do you believe an improvement of the international railway freight system will have in reducing road traffic 
noise in your country? 
Total 
sample 

 3.6 
(3.4-3.8) 

3.8 
(3.6-4.0) 

3.6 
(3.4-3.8) 

4.9 
(4.7-5.1) 

5.0 
(4.8-5.1) 

4.3 
(4.1-4.5) 

4.6 
(4.4-4.8) 

4.6 
(4.4-4.8) 

4.4 
(4.2-4.6) 

5.0 
(4.8-5.2) 

Inside 
Corridor 

Politicians 3.8 
(3.2-4.4) 

3.4 
(2.9-3.9) 

3.9 
(3.4-4.3) 

4.8 
(4.2-5.3) 

4.3 
(3.8-4.8) 

4.2 
(3.6-4.7) 

4.0 
(3.5-4.5) 

4.1 
(3.7-4.5) 

3.7 
(3.1-4.2) 

4.5 
(4.0-4.9) 

 Population 3.5 
(3.2-3.8) 

3.8 
(3.5-4.1) 

3.5 
(3.1-3.9) 

5.1 
(4.7-5.4) 

5.3 
(5.0-5.6) 

4.3 
(3.9-4.6) 

4.6 
(4.2-4.9) 

4.7 
(4.4-5.1) 

4.4 
(4.0-4.7) 

4.9 
(4.6-5.3) 

Outside 
Corridor 

Politicians 3.7 
(3.2-4.3) 

3.9 
(3.4-4.3) 

2.9 
(2.4-3.5) 

4.4 
(3.9-4.8) 

4.5 
(3.8-5.1) 

3.8 
(3.3-4.3) 

4.5 
(4.1-4.9)   4.4 

(4.0-4.8) 
 Population 3.6 

(3.3-3.9) 
3.9 

(3.6-4.2) 
3.9 

(3.5-4.2) 
4.9 

(4.5-5.3) 
5.1 

(4.8-5.4) 
4.6 

(4.3-4.9) 
4.8 

(4.4-5.1) 
4.6 

(4.2-5.0) 
4.7 

(4.4-5.0) 
5.4 

(5.1-5.7) 
Q26. How strong effect do you believe an improvement of the international railway freight system will have in reducing road traffic 
noise in Europe? 
Total 
sample 

 4.4 
(4.2-4.6) 

4.7 
(4.6-4.9) 

4.7 
(4.4-4.9) 

4.7 
(4.5-4.9) 

4.8 
(4.6-5.0) 

4.4 
(4.2-4.6) 

4.5 
(4.3-4.7) 

4.3 
(4.1-4.6) 

4.6 
(4.3-4.8) 

4.6 
(4.4-4.8) 

Inside 
Corridor 

Politicians 4.4 
(3.9-5.0) 

4.8 
(4.3-5.2) 

5.0 
(4.5-5.4) 

4.4 
(3.8-5.1) 

4.4 
(3.8-4.9) 

4.4 
(3.8-4.9) 

4.2 
(3.7-4.7) 

4.0 
(3.6-4.5) 

3.8 
(3.3-4.3) 

3.6 
(3.1-4.1) 

 Population 4.3 
(3.9-4.6) 

4.6 
(4.3-4.8) 

4.4 
(4.0-4.8) 

5.0 
(4.6-5.4) 

5.2 
(4.9-5.5) 

4.4 
(4.0-4.7) 

4.7 
(4.3-5.0) 

4.3 
(3.9-4.7) 

4.6 
(4.2-4.9) 

4.6 
(4.2-5.0) 

Outside 
Corridor 

Politicians 4.5 
(4.1-5.0) 

5.0 
(4.5-5.5) 

4.5 
(4.0-5.0) 

3.8 
(3.4-4.3) 

4.1 
(3.5-4.7) 

3.8 
(3.3-4.4) 

4.5 
(4.1-4.9)   3.9 

(3.4-4.4) 
 Population 4.5 

(4.1-4.8) 
4.8 

(4.4-5.1) 
4.9 

(4.5-5.3) 
4.9 

(4.5-5.2) 
4.9 

(4.5-5.2) 
4.7 

(4.4-5.0) 
4.6 

(4.2-5.0) 
4.5 

(4.1-5.0) 
5.0 

(4.6-5.4) 
5.2 

(4.8-5.5) 
Note: Seven-point scale from 1 = No effect to 7 = Very strong effect. Ninety-five percent confidence interval is given in parentheses. 
 
In general, the overall effect of an improvement of the international railway freight system 
is believed to be moderately to very positive (see Table 16). The exception is Austria and 
Bulgaria, where the effect is generally believed to be moderately positive, but less than 
moderately positive locally by people and politicians inside the REORIENT Corridor. The 
most positive countries are Hungary and Greece, where the overall effect is believed to be 
very positive. In Poland, Romania and the Czech Republic, the populations believe the 
overall effect will be very positive, but the politicians believe the effect will be moderately 
positive. In Norway, Sweden, and Finland the effect is believed to be very positive on a 
European level, but moderately positive locally and on a national level. 
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Table 16: Perception of the overall effect of the international railway freight 
system. Mean values. 
  Norway Sweden Finland Poland Czech Rep Austria Hungary Romania Bulgaria Greece 
Q27. Overall, how positive effect do you believe an improvement of the international railway freight system will have in the county 
where you live? 
Total 
sample 

 4.2 
(4.0-4.5) 

4.6 
(4.4-4.9) 

4.3 
(4.1-4.5) 

4.8 
(4.6-5.0) 

5.2 
(5.0-5.4) 

3.9 
(3.6-4.1) 

5.0 
(4.8-5.2) 

4.7 
(4.5-5.0) 

4.0 
(3.8-4.3) 

5.3 
(5.1-5.5) 

Inside 
Corridor 

Politicians 5.2 
(4.6-5.7) 

5.3 
(4.9-5.7) 

4.2 
(3.6-4.7) 

4.2 
(3.6-4.8) 

4.4 
(3.9-4.9) 

2.9 
(2.3-3.5) 

5.4 
(4.8-5.9) 

4.3 
(3.8-4.8) 

3.7 
(3.2-4.3) 

5.5 
(4.9-6.0) 

 Population 4.2 
(3.9-4.6) 

4.8 
(4.5-5.2) 

4.5 
(4.1-4.8) 

4.8 
(4.4-5.1) 

5.5 
(5.2-5.8) 

3.2 
(2.8-3.6) 

4.9 
(4.5-5.3) 

4.8 
(4.4-5.2) 

3.4 
(3.0-3.9) 

5.1 
(4.8-5.4) 

Outside 
Corridor 

Politicians 4.2 
(3.6-4.8) 

4.5 
(3.8-5.1) 

4.4 
(3.8-4.9) 

4.3 
(3.7-4.9) 

4.4 
(3.6-5.2) 

4.3 
(3.6-4.9) 

5.3 
(4.9-5.8)   5.2 

(4.7-5.7) 
 Population 4.0 

(3.7-4.4) 
4.3 

(3.9-4.6) 
4.2 

(3.8-4.7) 
5.2 

(4.9-5.6) 
5.5 

(5.2-5.8) 
4.8 

(4.4-5.2) 
4.9 

(4.5-5.2) 
4.9 

(4.5-5.3) 
4.7 

(4.4-5.1) 
5.4 

(5.1-5.8) 
Q28. Overall, how positive effect do you believe an improvement of the international railway freight system will have in your country? 
Total 
sample 

 4.4 
(4.2-4.6) 

4.8 
(4.7-5.0) 

4.5 
(4.3-4.7) 

5.1 
(4.9-5.3) 

5.3 
(5.1-5.5) 

4.6 
(4.4-4.8) 

5.2 
(5.0-5.4) 

5.0 
(4.8-5.2) 

4.5 
(4.3-4.7) 

5.5 
(5.3-5.6) 

Inside 
Corridor 

Politicians 4.7 
(4.1-5.3) 

5.0 
(4.5-5.4) 

4.8 
(4.3-5.2) 

4.9 
(4.5-5.2) 

4.4 
(4.0-4.9) 

4.5 
(4.1-5.0) 

5.6 
(5.1-6.0) 

4.3 
(3.9-4.7) 

4.1 
(3.6-4.6) 

5.4 
(4.9-6.0) 

 Population 4.2 
(4.0-4.5) 

4.9 
(4.6-5.2) 

4.5 
(4.1-4.8) 

5.1 
(4.8-5.5) 

5.6 
(5.4-5.9) 

4.6 
(4.2-4.9) 

4.9 
(4.6-5.3) 

5.3 
(4.9-5.6) 

4.2 
(3.8-4.6) 

5.2 
(4.9-5.5) 

Outside 
Corridor 

Politicians 4.4 
(3.8-4.9) 

4.8 
(4.3-5.3) 

4.3 
(3.7-4.8) 

5.0 
(4.5-5.5) 

4.7 
(4.0-5.4) 

4.2 
(3.6-4.7) 

5.6 
(5.2-6.0)   5.3 

(4.9-5.7) 
 Population 4.5 

(4.2-4.8) 
4.7 

(4.4-5.1) 
4.6 

(4.2-4.9) 
5.3 

(4.9-5.6) 
5.5 

(5.2-5.8) 
4.9 

(4.6-5.2) 
5.2 

(4.8-5.5) 
5.0 

(4.6-5.3) 
4.9 

(4.6-5.2) 
5.8 

(5.6-6.1) 
Q29. Overall, how positive effect do you believe an improvement of the international railway freight system will have in Europe? 
Total 
sample 

 4.9 
(4.8-5.1) 

5.5 
(5.3-5.7) 

5.2 
(5.0-5.4) 

5.0 
(4.8-5.2) 

5.1 
(4.9-5.3) 

4.7 
(4.5-4.9) 

5.2 
(5.0-5.3) 

4.8 
(4.5-5.0) 

4.7 
(4.4-4.9) 

5.2 
(5.0-5.4) 

Inside 
Corridor 

Politicians 5.2 
(4.7-5.7) 

5.9 
(5.5-6.3) 

5.6 
(5.1-6.0) 

4.4 
(3.9-4.9) 

4.5 
(4.1-5.0) 

4.7 
(4.2-5.2) 

5.5 
(5.1-5.9) 

4.1 
(3.7-4.5) 

4.1 
(3.6-4.7) 

4.6 
(4.0-5.2) 

 Population 4.7 
(4.5-5.0) 

5.5 
(5.2-5.8) 

5.0 
(4.7-5.3) 

5.3 
(5.0-5.7) 

5.4 
(5.1-5.8) 

4.7 
(4.3-5.0) 

4.9 
(4.6-5.3) 

4.9 
(4.5-5.3) 

4.6 
(4.3-5.0) 

5.1 
(4.8-5.4) 

Outside 
Corridor 

Politicians 5.0 
(4.6-5.5) 

5.5 
(5.1-5.9) 

5.3 
(4.8-5.8) 

4.5 
(4.0-4.9) 

4.4 
(3.7-5.1) 

4.1 
(3.6-4.7) 

5.4 
(4.9-5.8)   4.7 

(4.1-5.3) 
 Population 5.0 

(4.8-5.3) 
5.4 

(5.0-5.7) 
5.3 

(4.9-5.7) 
5.1 

(4.7-5.5) 
5.3 

(5.0-5.7) 
4.8 

(4.5-5.2) 
5.1 

(4.7-5.4) 
4.9 

(4.5-5.3) 
5.0 

(4.6-5.5) 
5.7 

(5.4-6.0) 
Note: Seven-point scale from 1 = No positive effect to 7 = Very positive effect. Ninety-five percent confidence interval is given in 
parentheses. 
 
When asked about the likelihood of freight transport by road causing a serious 
environmental problem in the future the different groups participating in the survey rated 
the probability from 52 % to 86 %, indicating a moderate to high probability (see Table 
17). The exception is politicians inside the REORIENT Corridor in Romania, who rated the 
probability to be 37 %. Along with Romania, Finland gives the lowest probability ratings 
(between 52 % and 55 %). The highest probability ratings are given in Austria (between 
73 % and 86 %), followed by the Czech Republic and Bulgaria. 
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Table 17: Perception of the environmental risk posed by freight transport by 
road and the likelihood that the international railway freight system may help 
reducing the problem. Mean values. 
  Norway Sweden Finland Poland Czech Rep Austria Hungary Romania Bulgaria Greece 
Q30a. Assuming that no new action is taken, what is the likelihood that freight transport by road will cause what you will consider a serious 
environmental problem in the future? 
Total 
sample 

 67.5 
(64.2-70.7) 

68.6 
(65.5-71.8) 

53.6 
(50.4-56.8) 

67.3 
(64.1-70.4) 

71.7 
(68.8-74.6) 

79.4 
(76.8-82.1) 

65.9 
(62.6-69.2) 

58.9 
(54.8-63.1) 

72.2 
(69.0-75.4) 

63.3 
(60.2-66.5) 

Inside 
Corridor 

Politicians 74.7 
(63.5-85.8) 

76.4 
(68.5-84.3) 

54.7 
(46.6-62.8) 

66.7 
(59.3-74.2) 

66.8 
(57.4-76.2) 

73.1 
(65.3-80.9) 

65.4 
(56.6-74.3) 

36.9 
(27.5-46.3) 

67.8 
(58.5-77.1) 

65.8 
(56.1-75.4) 

 Population 66.7 
(61.7-71.6) 

68.7 
(63.4-74.0) 

55.4 
(50.4-60.4) 

67.5 
(62.0-73.0) 

72.3 
(67.2-77.4) 

74.8 
(70.0-79.6) 

63.1 
(57.0-69.3) 

68.3 
(62.6-74.0) 

74.5 
(70.0-79.0) 

62.4 
(57.1-67.7) 

Outside 
Corridor 

Politicians 67.9 
(58.7-77.1) 

70.7 
(62.5-78.8) 

53.0 
(43.3-62.7) 

68.2 
(61.2-75.1) 

70.7 
(61.7-79.7) 

81.4 
(74.9-87.8) 

67.2 
(61.2-73.2)   54.6 

(47.9-61.3) 
 Population 66.0 

(60.5-71.5) 
64.7 

(59.2-70.3) 
51.7 

(46.2-57.3) 
66.9 

(61.1-72.6) 
73.5 

(69.3-77.6) 
85.9 

(81.9-89.9) 
68.3 

(62.6-74.1) 
58.0 

(51.6-64.4) 
71.6 

(66.5-76.7) 
66.9 

(61.5-72.4) 
Q32b. Assuming that freight transport by road will cause what you will consider a serious environmental problem, what is the likelihood that 
the improvement of the international railway freight system in your country and Europe will play an important part in reducing the 
environmental problem? 
Total 
sample 

 65.7 
(62.7-68.8) 

63.5 
(60.2-66.8) 

59.7 
(56.4-63.0) 

60.3 
(57.3-63.3) 

66.7 
(63.8-69.9) 

69.0 
(65.6-72.4) 

63.4 
(60.3-66.6) 

60.0 
(56.1-64.0) 

41.0 
(38.1-44.0) 

64.7 
(61.8-67.6) 

Inside 
Corridor 

Politicians 73.0 
(63.8-82.2) 

69.3 
(62.0-76.6) 

60.3 
(52.6-68.0) 

60.1 
(53.7-66.5) 

61.5 
(53.4-69.7) 

62.9 
(54.7-71.0) 

63.4 
(55.1-71.6) 

37.6 
(29.0-46.1) 

38.3 
(28.9-47.6) 

69.2 
(61.8-76.7) 

 Population 63.8 
(58.7-68.9) 

63.1 
(57.2-69.0) 

58.4 
(52.5-64.3) 

57.9 
(52.3-63.4) 

70.4 
(66.0-74.8) 

65.3 
(59.3-71.2) 

58.5 
(52.4-64.5) 

68.1 
(63.0-73.1) 

45.9 
(41.4-50.4) 

64.2 
(59.3-69.0) 

Outside 
Corridor 

Politicians 65.0 
(56.3-73.7) 

62.4 
(54.3-70.5) 

59.7 
(51.1-68.3) 

61.5 
(53.8-69.1) 

58.7 
(48.6-68.8) 

67.9 
(59.0-76.8) 

60.8 
(53.3-68.3)   55.4 

(47.6-63.2) 
 Population 65.8 

(60.8-70.8) 
62.0 

(56.3-67.7) 
60.6 

(54.7-66.5) 
62.3 

(57.2-67.4) 
68.3 

(63.5-73.0) 
75.6 

(70.0-81.2) 
69.6 

(64.9-74.3) 
60.9 

(54.4-67.4) 
37.2 

(33.0-41.3) 
67.4 

(62.6-72.2) 
Note: Ninety-five percent confidence interval is given in parentheses. 
aScale: 0% = not at all likely to cause a serious environmental problem to 100% = will cause a serious environmental problem for sure. 
bScale: 0% = not at all likely to play an important part in reducing the environmental problem to 100% = will play an important part for 
sure. 
 
The low rating of environmental risk in Finland and the high rating of environmental risk in 
Austria is supported by the answers given to the question of when freight transport by 
road will cause a serious environmental problem. In Finland less than 10 % believe there 
is a serious problem now and more than 10 % believes there never will be a serious 
environmental problem caused by freight transport by road (see Table 18). Along with the 
Czech Republic and Greece, Finland also has among the highest proportions (between 79 
% and 88 %) of people believing there will be a serious environmental problem caused by 
road freight transport some time later in the future. In Austria between 48 % and 89 % 
believe there is a serious problem now and 2 % or less believes there never will be a 
problem. In addition to Austrian population and politicians in general, high proportions of 
people reporting an environmental problem with road freight transport now can be found 
among the populations of Sweden and Bulgaria, politicians in Romania, and population 
and politicians inside the REORIENT Corridor in Hungary. 




