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Abstract 
 

Transport’s vital role in connecting communities and economies is understated, yet offers policy 
makers the opportunity to reshape societal landscapes with immediate and dramatic influence. 
Domestic policy agendas largely ignore the role high quality and accessible transport networks have 
in promoting effective economic and social engagement among populations. Too often the potential 
outcomes of transport-based policy are limited by separatist rhetoric that excludes such 
considerations from the broad strategic platforms governments choose to implement when 
addressing societal inequality. That transport can directly fulfill a person’s social and economic needs 
is unique, and to conceptualise it purely as an ancillary policy agenda is to limit the potential for 
networks to generate structural socioeconomic efficiencies. This paper explores those discourses 
that dominate considerations of transport’s role within both a policy and welfare construct, as well 
as reflecting on the opportunities greater accessibility and mobility provide people with. While the 
critical self-reflection of any discipline is contentious, this paper aims to extend the dichotomous 
understanding of transport policy to ensure it provides better, more holistic outcomes by proposing 
a new framework for the delivery of best-practice networks that achieve greater participatory 
output from users. 

 
Recommendations 
 
The need for greater economic and social participation by societal actors is of particular relevance in 
the current economic client, and this paper provides a conceptual framework for the delivery of such 
outcomes through best-practice transport policy mechanisms (such as planning, design and 
investment). Although this paper draws specifically upon the need for these processes to engage 
with excluded members of the community, more broadly, improving vital network linkages between 
people and their destinations, as well as economic activity centres creates greater productive 
outcomes for society and it’s participants. The integration of the ‘system process’ Framework put 
forward in this paper into existing strategic policy structures is an ideal outcome, however the 
limitations associated with this are steadfastly acknowledged. The more tangible outcome is the 
greater promotion of the influence transport policy can have on other, more traditional areas of 
policy (such as social and economic welfare and participation), and how to leverage these 
considerations to achieve greater productive output. Increasing people’s social mobility through 
transport policy that promotes high quality, accessible and reliable networks has a number of 
significant benefits, the foremost being a sustainable improvement in the quality of life of excluded 
community members. 
 

Introduction 
 

This paper contends that policy constructs should encourage the consolidation of transport-related 
discourses with welfare goals to ensure networks develop distinctive sensibilities that encourage 
positive and inclusive outcomes. This shift places emphasis on transport policy’s dichotomous 
construction, particularly given the strong influence of historical paradigms (previous policy visioning 
reflected in the network). Newer transport policy narratives reveal the potential for networks to 
leverage greater social inclusion, economic participation and sustainability from people1. This change 
is therefore fundamentally important because of the explicit link between notions of exclusion and 

                                                           
1
 J.H. Farrington, ‘The new narrative of accessibility: its potential contribution to discourses in (transport) geography’, 

Journal of Transport Geography, vol. 15, 2007, p. 319. 
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the potentially positive influence networks can exert over populations2. In the context of this 
research paper, the term ‘transport’ functions as an inclusive construct referring to all components 
of a network that are integral to the movement and connection of people, places, goods and 
services. It looks beyond individual modes to the wider systems and themes that exist within the 
realm of human spatial behaviour dynamics, such and land use patterns and historic urban 
development trends. Further, social policy is discussed with specific reference to government 
platforms that respond to a prevalent social need and aim to improve broader community welfare. 
The economic rationalisation and benefit realisation components of any transport-related 
investment is not a particular focus of this paper, however where these concepts are mentioned, 
they refer to deliberate strategies applied selectively or as part of a broader collection that aim to 
strategically influence the macro or micro level economic conditions of a country and its markets.  

  
Unpacking Transport Policy’s Relationship to Exclusion 
 
As it currently stands, ‘inequality’ is a largely analogous conceptualisation of disadvantage that 
provides little context for the inclusion of ancillary discourses that influence its operation. This 
limiting dichotomy ignores the mediatory role transport networks can perform in favour of 
generalist rhetoric that drives welfare-centric policy responses3. The highly varied distribution of 
transport resources and opportunities within and among countries can influence people’s 
communication, social and economic participation, service provision and resource utilisation 
capabilities4. These underlying linkages highlight what Kenyon, Lyons & Rafferty5 see as the 
conceptual distinctions between aspects of disadvantage, such as ‘poverty’ and ‘exclusion’. This 
representation operates on the basis that one construct doesn’t necessarily lead to the other (and 
vice versa), primarily due to the noted differences in their operation as illustrated on the following 
page. 
 

Poverty
6
 Exclusion 

Material resources Participation 

Distributional Relational 

Outcomes Processes 

Economic rights Citizenship rights 

Uni-dimensional Multiple dimensions 

Easily quantifiable Difficult to quantify 

 
Evident in this distinction is the non-material nature of exclusion and the subsequent recognition 
that disadvantage is not intrinsically linked to income, meaning policy mechanisms have the ability 
to influence its operation. Despite this, Power7 identifies that monetary-centric welfare solutions are 

                                                           
2
 A Church, M Frost and K Sullivan, ‘Transport and Social Exclusion in London’, Transport Policy, vol. 7, 2000, p.197. 

3
 Nutley, S., ‘Indicators of transport and accessibility problems in rural Australia’, Journal of Transport Geography, vol. 11, 

2003, p. 55. 
4
 Nutley, S., p. 56. 

5
 S Kenyon, G Lyons and J Rafferty, ’Transport and social exclusion: investigating the possibility of promoting inclusion 

through virtual mobility’, Journal of Transport Geography, vol. 10, 2003, p. 207-208. 
6
 S Kenyon, G Lyons and J Rafferty, p. 210. 

7
 A Power, ‘Social inequality, disadvantaged neighbourhoods and transport deprivation: an assessment of the historical 

influence of housing policies’, Journal of Transport Geography, vol. 21, 2012, p. 39. 
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almost always applied to instances of exclusion (as well as poverty), a decidedly unviable policy 
position as forms of exclusion are mediated by participatory factors such as connectivity and 
accessibility rather than wealth. These links between the various exclusion-related paradigms of 
disadvantage highlight not only the opportunity for transport policy to be integrated among existing 
welfare-based solutions, but also the impact it can have on creating and sustaining inequality.   
 
Mobility and accessibility constructs have worked to shape human history’s spatial evolution8 . The 
spatial linkages between transport accessibility, equality, and the built environment function to 
regulate people’s ability to participate both economically and socially due to their structuring 
influence9. Socio-structures that experience economic and social exclusion are virtually inseparable 
from instances of spatial segregation, which exists when the built environment component of this 
relationship is disintegrated10. Power11 identifies that welfare programs and macro-level policy 
constructs are unable to address aspects of spatial segregation and therefore people’s accessibility 
and equality due to the largely ‘infill’ development pattern of cities. In this sense transport policy is 
effective in informing discussions of disadvantage as it creates a distinction between ‘exclusion’ and 
‘poverty’ and shifts their conceptualisations away from notions of wealth to focus on accessibility 
and opportunity. The resulting discourse extends disadvantage’s limiting dichotomy to include the 
following consideration: spatial exclusion concerns how accessible opportunities are and who they 
are available to12. That transport mediates this fact conveys its inherent applicability to disadvantage 
and participation.  
 
The confines within which transport-orientated conceptualisations of exclusion exist implicitly 
acknowledge geographic understandings of community formation. Madanipour13 likens this link to a 
‘multidimensional neighbourhood’ where various sources of exclusion are compounded by the 
spatial segregation that develops as cities grow. The premise that cities have changed their form and 
reason for existing throughout history as society has developed allows for extensions to popular 
perceptions of ‘built environments’14. The rapid globalised development of world economies has 
given rise to defining ‘cities’ within an economic context, primarily concerning their size and shape 
relative to output and productivity (arguably consistent with modern urban theory). Steg & Gifford15 
theorise that the relative urbanisation of cities impacts on the exclusionary aspects of spatial 
segregation because of these economic structures and industrial drivers. Broadly, urban theory 
identifies that rural areas of the peri-urban fringe lose their income-generating ability as 
metropolitan areas develop further into the landscape, producing a socio-economic transformation 
that excludes segments of the population not associated with this growth16.  In much urban theory 
the peri-urbanised areas of a metropolis are considered to be extensions of the city given their social 
and economic integration within key urban functions. The requisite flow of natural resources, goods 
and people that causes this development is often the establishing cause or contributes to instances 

                                                           
8
 A Power, p. 42. 

9
 A Alvarez and M.P. Martinez-Ruiz, ‘Evaluating the economic and regional impact on national transport and infrastructure 

policies with accessibility variables’, Transport, vol. 24, no.4, 2012, p. 417. 
10

 A Alvarez and M.P. Martinez-Ruiz, p. 417. 
11

 A Power, p. 44. 
12

 A Alvarez and M.P. Martinez-Ruiz, p. 417-418. 
13

 F.C. Hodgson and J Turner, ’ Participation not consumption: the need for new participatory practices to address transport 
and social exclusion’, Transport Policy, vol. 10, 2003, p. 567. 
14

 D Hudalah, ‘Spatial Planning Systems in Transitional Indonesia’, International Planning Studies, vol. 12, no.3, 2007, p. 
293. 
15

 L Steg and R Gifford, ’Sustainable transportation and quality of life’, Journal of Transport Geography, vol. 13, no. 1, 2005, 
p. 63.   
16

 D Hudalah, p. 293. 
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of spatial segregation. These areas and their residents have a high likelihood of experiencing the 
application of exclusionary drivers that mediate their ability to participate both economically and 
socially17.  
 
Exclusionary environments driven by transport-related inequalities represent a complex and system-
based problem that influences long and short-term participation opportunities (Nutley 2003). The 
historic development of transport policies and networks has marginalised system diversity and 
broader accessibility in favour of subsidising private vehicle (car) travel (Nutley 2003). This 
hierarchical modal preference schema has created a dependence on cars for any real economic or 
social participatory benefit to be derived from a person’s activities18. The visible impact of car 
dominance is telling in the social and economic landscapes of most major cities19. Generally, affluent 
areas can compensate for their inequitable transport access or spatial segregation through the 
ownership or motor vehicles and discretionary capital available to spend on petrol. Inherent in this 
exclusionary logic based largely on one’s modal access is the assumption that the non-motorised 
class consists of the elderly, young and poor, or those most in need of high quality access20. For 
example, who would stand in a graffiti-ridden, run down shelter and wait for a bus that is crowded, 
late and unreliable all to participate in society because they don’t have access to a car? Yet the bias 
of transport policy toward roads and private vehicle movement does little to address these instances 
of ingrained and situational transport-related exclusion. Transport networks operate as a 
representation of dominant culture and societal values because they express the power structures 
and values promoted through policy mechanisms21.  
 
The frequency at which problems of isolation, participation and distance are transmuted into 
rationalist policies that espouse investment cost recovery is concerning, especially for their divisive 
and ‘one size fits all’ approach to network delivery22. Nutley23 suggests these problems are often 
better served as being framed within a 'social' or 'economic' construct so they receive the 
appropriate gravitas, rather than being consolidated under 'transport' and the implicit consideration 
such policy outcomes possess. I contend that this view is fundamentally flawed and indicative of 
what limits the potential for transport policy to engage communities both economically and socially. 
 

New Possibilities for Transport Policy and its Influence  
 
The structure and processes of transport policy development prove fundamental in responding to 
exclusion effectively. Devas24 argues that in the design of these systems there is an inherent tension 

                                                           
17

 D Hudalah, p. 291. 
18

 Senge et al., The Necessary Revolution: How Individuals and Organisations Are Working Together to Create a Sustainable 
World, Nicholas Brealey Publishing Ltd, London, 2010. 
19

 Senge et al., The Necessary Revolution: How Individuals and Organisations Are Working Together to Create a Sustainable 
World, Nicholas Brealey Publishing Ltd, London, 2010. 
20

 J Preston and F. Raje, ‘Accessibility, mobility and transport-related exclusion’, Journal of Transport Geography, vol. 5, 
2007, p. 157. 
21

 R Daniels, C Mulley, J Nelson, R Teal and S Wright, ‘Barriers to implementing flexible transport services: An international 
comparison of the experiences in Australia, Europe and USA’, Research in Transportation Business & Management, vol. 3, 
2012, p.5. 
22

 L Ferreira, P Charles and C Tether, ‘Evaluating flexible transport solutions’, Transportation Planning and Technology, vol. 
30, no. 2–3, 2007, p. 250. 
23

 Nutley, S., ‘Indicators of transport and accessibility problems in rural Australia’, Journal of Transport Geography, vol. 11, 
2003, p. 59. 
24

 N Devas, ‘Does City Governance Matter for the Urban Poor?’, International Planning Studies, vol. 6, no. 4, 2001, p. 393. 
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between ‘scale’ and ‘voice’.  The ‘scale’ of governance refers to a person’s total potential resource 
access that will enable their material and situational advancement25. Voice refers to the remoteness 
of decision makers from citizens and situations. In reference to transport-related exclusion, these 
aspects of governance are critical in sustaining continual disadvantage. Disparity between the ‘scale’ 
and ‘voice’ functions of transport policy extends to the provision and maintenance of basic services 
in areas where the excluded reside26. While larger regional bodies and state governments have 
access to resources that may serve to alleviate aspects of spatial segregation such as accessibility or 
mobility, the larger the authority is, the more distant those making decisions are from the 
excluded27. This often results in problems not being identified or done so too late. The contradictory 
nature of regional development bodies is therefore evident, as the streamlining of service provision 
delivery has the propensity to overlook certain projects in favour of other, more visible outcomes 
that are heavily focused on private vehicle and roads. 
 
The role institutional mechanisms have in determining the success of transport policy cannot be 
understated, however logical the supposition. Daniels et al.28 identify a continuum within 
institutional environments for the delegation of planning activities to local municipalities and 
councils- a fact that often results in disconnected and accessibility-poor systems that populations are 
required to navigate. Key to this is the regulatory and legislative framework that dictates planning 
processes and considerations29. The often-rigid construction of institutional processes and required 
network outcomes function to disengage policy makers from seeking transport benefits beyond 
private vehicle focused outcomes30. Changing this required the development of a system that either: 
 
• Encourages innovation through changing organisational goals to focus on holistic outputs of 

inclusive transport networks, or 
• Through implementing a redeveloped policy framework that identifies and encourages 

responsible and effective planning to rectify poor system diversity and accessibility.  
 
The Framework developed as a component of this paper primarily concerns the second 
recommendation. 
 
In creating a policy framework that explicitly involves the consideration of a number of economic 
and social variables with the view of increasing people’s engagement and participation, a ‘system 
process’ approach was taken. Each consecutive policy objective of the system (economic, social and 
environmental) was matched with a number of key considerations (accessibility, reliability) and 
organised within this  ‘system process’ construct, whereby it is suggested that transport policy 
frameworks follow this guide to develop mechanisms that implicitly consider of exclusion and 
participation. Each ‘system’ action was given a name based on the type of activity it constituted and 
a suggested level of importance relative to others in the Framework. Details of the Framework and 
further discussions of its individual components are contained on the following pages.  
 
 
 

                                                           
25

 N Devas, p. 393. 
26

 N Devas, p. 395. 
27

 R Daniels and C Mulley, ‘Flexible transport services: Overcoming barriers to implementation in low density urban areas’, 
Urban Policy and Research, vol. 30, no. 1, 2007, p. 61. 
28

 R Daniels, C Mulley, J Nelson, R Teal and S Wright, p. 4. 
29

 R Daniels, C Mulley, J Nelson, R Teal and S Wright, p. 4. 
30

 R Daniels, C Mulley, J Nelson, R Teal and S Wright, p. 5. 
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Economic 

Efficiencies 

As a construct, considerations of economic benefits, or who should pay, are inherent to the idea of mobility and reliability31. Mobility refers to 
the ways in which modes move through the network (and the associated ease) and reliability refers to the productivity that can be extracted 
from the network (limited congestion etc.). Satisfying the need for mobility addresses the requirement for network capacity development to 
overcome spatial constraints such as inequality of access. Cost efficiencies associated with developing this capacity should be considered over 
the long-term as these communities develop and other stakeholders are also able to gain benefits (highway through disadvantaged 
neighbourhoods can create and boost local economies). This framework relies on robust public funding (often sacrificed in times of fiscal 
constraint), best practice technical and policy development and extensive research to achieve its broad outcomes of diversity. Reliability within 
the construct of economic efficiency refers to the stable and standardised outcomes users are able to extract from the system and their 
consistency over time32. Users that have the same experience repeatedly on a network will develop trust and improve their social and economic 
participation (a reliable bus route that easily gets someone to work every day will encourage them to retain or engage in employment, 
increasing their productive output).  
 

Social Equity 

 
Social equity is primarily characterised within transport literature as a person’s just access to essential services and key destinations as well as 
their personal safety (accident likelihood, personal safety33). Accessibility in this regard should be considered as a trigger for economic 
development within regions and refers to these spatial opportunities across urban geographic patterns of land use. This inequality gap 
(disadvantage caused by income level and wealth distribution) responds to increases in accessibility, highlighting the fundamental links it has 
with concepts of one’s economic and social participation34. De Vasconcellos35 identifies an illustrative problem, wherein low income earners 
often pay disproportionately more to access public transport than others due to their living in peri-urban areas on the city fringe, and the city-
servicing centric nature of most major networks (zonal-fare based ticketing systems). This is despite the fact they comprise the segment of the 
population that can least afford it due to their lower disposable income levels. He notes that in most cases, disadvantaged residents with poor 
access were likely to respond to the unaffordability of services by withdrawing from participating in economic and social activities. 
 

                                                           
31

 J Preston and F. Raje, ‘Accessibility, mobility and transport-related exclusion’, Journal of Transport Geography, vol. 5, 2007, p. 153. 
32

 J Preston and F. Raje, p. 153. 
33

 J Preston and F. Raje, p. 154-55. 
34

 I van Kamp, K Leidelmeijer and G Marsman, ’Urban environmental quality and human well-being towards a conceptual framework and demarcation of concepts: A literature study’, 
Landscape Urban Planning, vol. 65, no. 1, 2003, p. 7., L Steg and R Gifford, ’Sustainable transportation and quality of life’, Journal of Transport Geography, vol. 13, no. 1, 2005, p. 64.  
35

 C.M. Jeon, A.A., Amekudzi and J Vanegas, ‘Transportation system sustainability issues in high-, middle-, and low-income economics: Case studies from Georgia (U.S.), South Korea, 
Colombia, and Ghana’, Journal of Urban Planning Development, vol. 132, vol. 3, 2006, p. 172–174. 
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Design 

 
Universal, or ‘barrier-free’ design, bases infrastructure design and location on social welfare needs and measures its potential based on how well 
it will service vulnerable groups, a critical item in constructing equality and improving accessibility36. This concept is more limited to that of social 
equity (which the Framework also considers) as it relates to the specific benefits derived only from the design of infrastructure rather than 
increases in access, mobility and reliability a network can provide.  
 

Environmental 

Appraisal 

 
Where networks have traditionally been constructed to enhance efficiency, the increasing environmental influences within transport’s 
dichotomy are reflective of shifts in societal values. Mostly measured in terms of CO2 emission reduction and air quality, they can also 
encompass the noise, or the influence of infrastructure on a person’s quality of life and health37. In the past, policy mechanisms have changed to 
develop and respond to these environmental considerations, highlighting the flexibility of transport policy to respond to changing influences. 
This shift is illustrative of how easily policy could adapt to the increased consideration of accessibility in order to promote greater social and 
economic participation. 
 

 

 

                                                           
36

 J Preston and F. Raje, p. 157. 
37

 J Preston and F. Raje, p. 159. 
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One development that would result from the framework’s implementation is a shift in the dominant 
policy paradigm towards the increased delivery of ‘new mobility’ services38. By encouraging the 
development of networks that are focused on diversity and accessibility, the importance of 
‘meetingness’ to a person’s social and economic mobility would be implicitly recognised within 
policy and increase the responsibility placed on transport mechanisms to achieve better outcomes. 
Meetingness, as defined by Farrington39, refers to the ability of networks to provide affordable, 
effective and accessible links between key locations that influence a person’s social and economic 
activity. Urry40 supports this connection and the relatively looser conceptualisation of transport 
(through ‘new mobility’ focus) by arguing that travel associated with maintaining or developing 
these social/economic networks exists as a paradox, where as they expand, so do our travel needs. 
Interaction between this ‘new mobilities’ discourse and the actual achievement of a 
multidimensional transport network focused on mobility is dependent on considering all these 
related paradigms at once41, a feature achieved through the Framework’s ‘system process’ 
approach.  
 
Intuitively, societal stakeholders require different types of transport networks given their diverse 
needs and demands42. In this transport-related construct, network diversity refers to the variety and 
difference of needs that exists between different population groups and the system’s ability to meet 
them (draws in concepts of ‘meetingness’43. As such, transport network ‘diversity’ has become 
embedded within academia’s movement towards a ‘systems thinking’ approach to discourse 
conceptualisation and now extends to the different ‘ecosystem components’ population groups 
demand44. Thus diversity can be said to critically influence transport ecosystems and their respective 
inhabitants. These needs are derived from people’s everyday interactions with transport networks 
as they undertake their required social and economic travel and can comprise diverse and far-
reaching activities that mediate one’s quality of life45. The existing policy trade-off that occurs 
between competing ‘ecosystems’ of network users is implicit and often the cause or promoter of 
exclusion (such as the historical tendency towards private vehicle focused network investment). The 
Framework’s explicit focus on stakeholders as the first step in its ‘system process’ approach, as well 
as the diverse range of economic, social and environmental considerations it defines will allow for 
the effective consideration of all policy and user ecosystems when planning and delivering networks.  
 
Diversity is often considered as being oppositional to the purposely-hegemonious nature of 
transport networks, but I content that the diverse needs required of them by users should instead 
be the frame from within which they are considered and planned for. This paradigm operates as a 
hierarchical schema within the Framework, where networks that develop (through strategic policy) 
high diversity would enforce a greater level equitability than those which remain quite limited in 
their ‘ecosystem’ focus. Thus, the main policy issue becomes one of how to promote network 

                                                           
38

 J.H. Farrington, p. 320., A Church, M Frost and K Sullivan, p. 199., S Kenyon, G Lyons and J Rafferty, p. 215. 
39

 J.H. Farrington, p. 321. 
40

 J. Urry, p. 155–174. 
41

 J.H. Farrington, p. 321. 
42

 C.M. Feng and C.H. Hsieh, ‘Implications of Transport Diversity for Quality of Life’, Journal of Urban Planning and 
Development, vol. 135, 2009, pp. 13. 
43

 C.M. Feng and C.H. Hsieh, p. 15. 
44

 C.M. Feng and C.H. Hsieh, p. 16., C George, ‘Sustainability appraisal for sustainable development: Integrating everything 
from jobs to climate change’, Journal of Project Appraisals, vol. 19, no. 1, 2001, p. 98. 
45

 C George, p. 98., C.M. Feng and C.H. Hsieh, p. 15., F Lo and P.J. Marcotullio, ’Globalisation and Urban Transformations in 
the Asia-Pacific region: A Review’, Urban Studies, vol. 37, no. 1, 2000, p. 105. 
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diversity and satisfy the competing needs of stakeholders so all ecosystems function to encourage 
(and have the capacity to contain) both social and economic participation? Inherent in this question 
is the recognition that policymakers cannot increase diversity by encouraging the greater 
involvement of stakeholders during planning, but rather through the prioritised consideration of 
their needs (as biodiversity relies on richness and evenness46). Malizia and Ke47 identify a historic 
trend of interdependence between transport diversity; modal competitiveness and the stability of 
socioeconomic systems. Templet48 extends this logic to sustainability, which he argues promotes 
efficiency in systems (particularly economic benefits). No consensus approach for incorporating and 
measuring this need by policymakers exists currently, as notions of accessibility are heavily 
dichotomous within both academic and governmental spheres49. This paper attempts to consolidate 
these considerations within a concerted conceptual framework that describes the policy process 
required to produce equitable, inclusive transport networks that promote economic and social 
participation.  
 

Conclusion 
 
Policy acts as the key linkage between macro-scale societal organisers and people, such as the 
demonstrated link between transport networks, exclusion and participation. The key ability of 
transport policy, in its ability to connect networks of people, goods and services, has a significant 
influence on the participatory output of society- particularly for its social and economic activity. The 
ability for policymakers to impose these opportunities on populations is key, and better network 
planning and investment is required to deliver the benefits of fully accessible, reliable and 
functioning networks. The policy mechanisms that often regulate the development of transport-
related infrastructure and systems are limited in their conceptualisation, considering only a limited 
number of components that mirror generalist and un-creative policy rhetoric. As such, poor 
transport networks are often the basis of societal exclusion and prevent populations from 
contributing productive output because of poor economic and social participatory opportunities. A 
broader conceptualisation of transport networks as ‘ecosystems’ within policy constructs will help to 
develop a better understanding of its non-traditional links to other social and economic triggers, but 
also the delivery of capable and accessible movement solutions. This paper puts forward a ‘system 
approach’ Framework in order to guide policymakers in considering the numerous ways transport 
interrelates with economic and social issues during the planning and investment prioritisation stages 
of strategy delivery. The consideration of some or all of these aspects will help deliver more 
responsive and productivity-driven transport networks that encourage all members of society 
(include the traditionally excluded) to participate, both socially and culturally.  
 
 
 

 

                                                           
46

 C George, p. 98. 
47

 E.E Malizia and S. Ke, ‘The influence of economic diversity on unemployment and stability’, Journal of Regional Science, 
vol. 33, no. 2, 1993, p. 224. 
48

 P.H. Templet, ‘Energy, diversity and development in economic systems; an empirical analysis’, Ecological Economies, vol. 
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