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Executive summary 
 

Introduction: The municipality of Tilburg wants to be CO2-neutral in 2045. To reach this goal it 
is necessary to go through an energy transition from fossil energy to sustainable energy. Our client, the 
municipality of Tilburg, expressed to us that they find it difficult to reach citizens in order to make them 
participate in the energy transition. Therefore, our client wants to know what is the best way to reach 
the citizens. 

Research question: In order to answer the question that our client posed, we have formulated 
the following research question. “How should the municipality of Tilburg approach the citizens of 
neighborhood ‘'De Kuil'’ in order to make them participate in the energy transition in their own 
neighborhood?”  

Research method: To give an answer to this research question we have conducted a survey in 
the neighborhood ‘De Kuil’. This survey consists of three parts and is mainly based on the citizens 
profiles from Citisens (2018) and the value framework of Steg (2014; 2015). These theories can give 
insight on several aspects of the willingness of citizens to participate in the energy transition. To 
conduct the survey we have used grassroot methods, meaning that our team has gone to the people's 
houses to find the needed responses. In addition to the survey we have also used desk research. 

Conclusion: The results of our research have led to the insight that the neighborhood ‘De Kuil’ 
consist mainly of the citizen profiles caring seniors (31%), well-informed family dynamic (19%) and 
established influencers (19%). For the preferences of participation it turns out that the majority of the 
neighborhoods want to get a concrete offer to make their homes more sustainable. Besides the 
concrete offer there is also support for information meetings. The scenario that the citizens object to 
the most is an obligation by the municipality. The values that have showed to be vested in the 
neighborhood are the hedonic and altruistic values. This means that the citizens are caring for comfort 
and pleasure and also have a sense of community spirit. They want to help each other. Another thing 
that has become clear from our survey is that the citizens use local newspaper as well as social media 
to acquire their news. This implies that this can be of use for the municipality in order to reach the 
citizens of this neighborhood. 

Recommendations: Based on the conclusions above, we recommend the municipality of 
Tilburg to utilize its network to find a third party in order to create a concrete offer to the citizens of 
the neighborhood to make their homes more sustainable. Information meetings can be used to inform 
the citizens about the energy transition, but we assume that the meetings must have a clear goal and 
concrete follow up. The municipality should use a cross-media approach that includes local newspapers 
and social media in order to communicate with the citizens. 
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1. Introduction 
For many municipalities in the Netherlands, the energy transition, “the change in the composition 
(structure) of primary energy supply” (Smil, 2010), is a very complex and long lasting project. The 
energy transition entails the transformation from the use of fossil energy to sustainable sources of 
energy (Smil, 2010). In this transformation many choices have to be made regarding the future way of 
living in the municipalities and in the neighborhoods. It is a collection of choices about what kind of 
energy we should generate, as well as choices about the isolating of homes and saving of energy. These 
choices are not only made at the national level, but also at the local level and even at the individual 
level. This individual level is probably the most difficult. Individual citizens have to make considerations 
about what is the best solution and whether they should act now or wait for better conditions. The 
technology around the energy transition is developing at an enormous speed and scientists do not 
always agree on which solution is best. For instance, some scientists might say that every home should 
be disconnected from all forms of gas (TNO, 2019), whilst other scientists plea for the conservation of 
the gas distribution network in order to supply citizens with other kinds of gas, like nitrogen gas (De 
Gemeynt, 2018). 

The energy transition has proven to be a wicked problem because of the many actors that are involved 
and the many possible solutions that are suggested by several of those actors (Head & Alford, 2015). 
First of all, there are so many actors because all of the citizens of the Netherlands have to deal with at 
least some of the consequences or policies of the energy transition. They might for instance feel these 
consequences because some of the new policies forbid the sales of old central heating devices so the 
citizens have to buy new and more expensive heat pumps (Algemeen Dagblad, 2019). Also, the energy 
bill is rising because of the policies of the central government (Algemeen Dagblad, 2019). And these 
are only a few of the many ways in which the citizens are affected by the energy transitions. Besides 
the citizens, some of the other actors are policy makers, private energy companies, housing 
corporations and more. The number of actors along with the amount of solutions and additional 
problems shape the complexity of this wicked problem (Head & Alford, 2015). 

As one of the many cities, the municipality of Tilburg is also working on the question of how to make 
the city more sustainable (Gemeente Tilburg, 2017; Gemeente Tilburg, 2018). The city council has set 
as policy goal that the municipality should be CO2-neutral by 2045 (Gemeente Tilburg, 2017; Gemeente 
Tilburg, 2018). In order to achieve this, the municipality of Tilburg has joined the European program 
SMILE (Gemeente Tilburg, 2018). This program is developed to make the first steps in ten 
neighborhoods in the Hart van Brabant region. In Tilburg the SMILE project covers the neighborhoods 
of ‘Theresia’, ‘t Zand/De Reit’, ‘Quirijnstock’, ‘De Kuil’ and ‘De Blaak’ (Gemeente Tilburg, 2018). These 
neighborhoods differ in many aspects, like demography and the construction years of homes. Not 
every citizen is naturally inclined to contribute to the energy transition, which is a burden for the 
acceleration of the transition (Trouw, 2019; Kalkbrenner & Roosen, 2016). Some citizens don’t feel the 
need to start acting or simply wait to see what others do or what the government is planning to do 
about the problem (Trouw, 2019; Kalkbrenner & Roosen, 2016). In order to get more insights into this 
bottleneck of the acceleration of the energy transition, the municipality of Tilburg has asked our 
research team to conduct a research in one of the neighborhoods that is associated with the SMILE 
project. For this report we researched when citizens would participate in the energy transition. 
Concluded is that citizens would only take measures to make their homes more sustainable if they are 
offered a good and profitable offer. 
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1.1 Research problem 
Accelerating energy transition is a problem for many municipalities, as it is for Tilburg as well 
(Planbureau voor de Leefomgeving, 2019). It appears to be difficult to connect with the citizens of the 
neighborhoods in such a way that they feel motivated to take action and make their homes more 
sustainable or join in collective energy initiatives (Planbureau voor de Leefomgeving, 2019). The 
municipality of Tilburg has made several attempts to reach citizens and have them to take actions to 
make their homes more sustainable. One of the main barriers seems to be the underlying  factors of 
energy behavior of the citizens themselves, concrete (lacks of) knowledge, personal motivations and 
contextual factors (Steg, Perlaviciute & Van der Werff, 2015). To make new progress in the project of 
the energy transition, the behavior of citizens should be made more visible in order to understand why 
the citizens do (not) act. The attendance rate to any of the municipality’s initiatives to address the topic 
of sustainability is drastically low (Willemen, I., personal communication, 10-10-2019). Public 
participation is an effective way to secure public acceptability of climate policies and sustainable 
projects (Liu, Bouman, Perlaviciute and Steg, 2019). Therefore, it is necessary to acquire insights on the 
participatory behavior of citizens. This is the main research problem. To do so, theoretical knowledge 
regarding the participatory behavior of in the energy transition will be connected to the empirical data 
that is also acquired in this research. 

1.2 Research aim 
In order for this research to make a contribution to the wicked problem of the energy transition in the 
municipality of Tilburg, it needs to zoom in on one of the main problems, which is  the participatory 
behaviour. Therefore, the aim of this research translates into the search for key aspects out of which 
the behavior of citizens exists. There is a need for an understanding of the frame of values and norms 
through which citizens sees the energy transition. These frames and values can be used by the 
municipality when approaching citizens regarding this topic. This will probably be most beneficial for 
the acceleration of the energy transition in the Municipality of Tilburg. To achieve this, the research 
focuses on the neighborhood ‘De Kuil’, for this is also one of the social labs of the SMILE-project in 
Tilburg (tilburg.nl, 2019) where the above problem is very apparent and the challenge involving the 
residents is particularly complex.  

1.3 Research question 
In this research, the project team will find an answer for the central research question as posed below. 
This question is specified to the neighborhood ‘De Kuil’, but the method utilized could possibly serve 
to answer the same research question for other neighborhoods in the municipality of Tilburg.  

Central research question:  

“How should the municipality of Tilburg approach the citizens of neighborhood ‘'De Kuil'’ in order to 
make them participate in the energy transition in their own neighborhood?”  

In order to be able to answer the central research question, the following 3 sub-questions have to be 
answered: 

1. What is the socio-demographic profile of the neighborhood "De Kuil"? 

2. How would the citizens of neighborhood "De Kuil" prefer to participate in the energy transition? 

3. How can these preferences be translated into concrete actions by the municipality? 
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2. Theoretical framework 
The global climate change has been the center of discussion for many years. The severe negative 
effects of global climate change, such as extreme weather events, are already noticeable in our reality. 
In order to be able to tackle the climate change phenomenon, the underlying causes need to be 
understood first. Steg, Perlaviciute and Van der Werff (2015) argue that human behavior is the 
underlying cause of climate change and environmental decline. Hence, in order to be able to promote 
a transition to sustainable energy, behavioral changes are required. Knowledge, motivations and 
contextual factors are mentioned as underlying factors of energy behavior. There are many different 
ways to tackle the barriers of the energy transition, public participation seems to be one of the 
approaches that is also linked to the conversation of energy transition. Long term energy transition is 
a responsibility of each and every citizen. Every citizen participates in changes and that participation 
includes both daily activities and major changes that can only be achieved through higher inclusion 
(Ratinen & Lund, 2015). 
  

2.1 Energy transition as a wicked problem 
The issue of energy transition can mainly be labeled as a wicked problem because of the different 
stakeholders and their diverse interests. Climate change and the transition of energy can be labeled as 
a wicked problem because of the following reasons: time is running out, the problem causers are the 
problem solvers, among others. Though the negative effects of climate change can already be seen 
and felt, climate change and energy transition remain challenging. Kahane and MacKinnon (2015) 
explain this by pointing out that climate change and energy transition feel abstract and distant from 
everyday concerns and point to the complex causation of climate change that also requires more of a 
holistic solution. However, in practice, the provided solutions only focus on the capacity of the 
government or public bodies. This also makes it clear that different solutions might be necessary to 
tackle this issue.  
 
The main goal of the government is to move different parties towards the transition. Learning is a key 
avenue for dealing with wicked problems (Garmendia & Stagl, 2010). As mentioned above, the citizens 
seem to be the critical stakeholders. They are labeled as such because of the position in the transition; 
they are the actors of whom active action is required. Lennon, Dunphy and Sanvicente (2019) mention 
that inequalities in existing power structure deliberate rule-based barriers to public participation and 
a lack of transparency in government decision-making will indeed have a negative impact on 
community acceptance and the energy transition. This suggests that involving the citizens in the energy 
transition procedures seems to be required for the acceptability.  
  
As we started elaborating more on the thought of the energy transition being a wicked problem, we 
came to find that the issue requires investments in more energy-efficient equipment, but there is also 
a need to combat the underlying issue which is the transformation of people’s attitudes, behaviors, 
values, routines and knowledge (Thollander, Palm & Hedbrant, 2019). Hence, even defining the 
formulation of the transition issue seems quite a task and this fits with the first characteristic of a 
wicked problem: there is no definitive formulation. According to Thollander, Palm and Hedbrant 
(2019), the second characteristic of a wicked problem is that of the ‘no stopping rule’. For the issue of 
energy transition there is no clear end nor stop to improving energy efficiency and hence ‘no stopping 
rule’ also applies to energy transition. The solutions to the energy transition cannot be understood in 
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terms of ‘true or false’ but rather in terms of ‘good or bad’, and the solutions do not come with an 
ultimate test to see what consequences it might bear. To stay in the light of the solutions, there is also 
something to say about the fact that a solution to energy transition is not a ’one-shot operation’ and 
the solutions do not have an enumerable set of potential solutions (Thollander, Palm & Hedbrant, 
2019). Essentially, every wicked issue is unique and so is the issue of energy transition. It is not easily 
comparable to other problems both society and all other spheres are facing. Additionally, energy 
transition can be considered to be a symptom of another problem, such as: information asymmetries, 
lack of interaction, etc. It is clear that the issue of the energy transition is one that can be defined as a 
wicked problem. Therefore, this research will contribute to the knowledge about this issue and shine 
light on potential approaches and solutions that can be considered to tackle the issue of energy 
transition. 
 

2.2 Conflicting approaches  
Garmendia and Stagl (2010) state that deliberative approaches focusing on and enhancing the learning 
process among different actors with different types of knowledge and perspectives are central in the 
process of creating new response to the threats for socio-ecological systems. It is important to note 
that both public and stakeholder participation, which involves deliberation and inclusion, can initiate 
the social learning process that goes beyond individual and predefined interests/values, and can create 
opportunities for a shared understanding and joint action. Liu, Bouman, Perlaviciute and Steg (2019) 
also state that public participation is an effective way to secure public acceptability of climate policies 
and sustainable projects. However, they also note that in a country like the Netherlands people are 
less able to spend time and effort on public participation procedures, hence they prefer someone they 
trust to make decisions for them over direct participation (Liu et al., 2019).  
  
In order to achieve a successful energy transition, radical change in our way of looking at sustainability 
is required. In order to achieve this, different forms of participation need to be taken into account, 
namely: informing, consulting, involving, collaborating and empowering. According to Burke and 
Stephens (2017) each level of participation is connected to a certain goal that is strived to be 
accomplished through public participation. This confirms there is not a ‘one-approach fits all’-
approach.  
 

2.3 Steg’s value approach   
Steg, Perlaviciute and van der Werff (2015) argue that human behavior is the underlying cause of 
climate change and environmental decline. Hence, in order to be able to promote a sustainable energy 
transition, behavioral changes are necessary. Knowledge, motivations and contextual factors are 
mentioned as underlying factors of changing energy consumption choices among citizens. Intervention 
is necessary to stimulate energy behavior. However, there seems to be no ‘one approach fits all’. Steg, 
Perlaviciute and van der Werff (2015) state that when one small part of the behavior of citizens is 
changed, it also has positive spillover effects to other parts, for example, when someone is showering 
for a shorter amount of time each day, they are more inclined to be more sustainable with energy in 
other areas too. There are also negative spillover effects, but literature seems to point out that this 
effect is way smaller. This might be due to people considering themselves pro-environmental people 
if they do this one thing and because they think of themselves as pro-environmental, they act like it in 
different areas too (Steg, Perlaviciute and van der Werff, 2015). 
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People tend to do a cost/benefit analysis on particular environment-friendly measures. It is about 
financial costs, but also for example about how it is perceived by others to take this measure. This 
cost/benefit analysis is different for every individual and is based on the values of this person (Steg, 
Perlaviciute and van der Werff, 2015). Steg, Perlaviciute and van der Werff (2015) distinguish four types 
of values that are relevant for people’s evaluations and behavior related to sustainable energy use, 
namely: hedonic values that make people focus on pleasure and comfort, egoistic values that make 
people focus on safeguarding and promoting one’s personal resources (i.e., money, status), altruistic 
values that make people focus on the well-being of other people and society, and biospheric values 
that make people focus on consequences for nature and the environment. Information is more likely 
to encourage sustainable energy behaviour if it resonates with people’s core values and people are 
more likely to accept energy policy when these policies align with and support their values. Therefore, 
these values are a key theoretical aspect of this research. When behavioral costs are very low, everyone 
will act the environmental-friendly way, so context matters too. 
 
When extrinsic motivation is present, people will adapt the environment-friendly measures, but as 
soon as they disappear, these measures will shortly follow. Hence, it is important to focus on intrinsic 
motivation, because that could be a more durable way of changing behavior. Other relevant 
motivational aspects relate to human social behaviour, for example wanting to fit in with the group or 
making one-self popular. In practice this means that certain groups are more likely to actively change 
their energy behaviour, say people with biospheric values. These social motivations can cause other 
groups to change behaviour as well. For example, people with altruistic values change their behaviour 
because of their concern with society, after which people with hedonic values might choose to change 
since a substantial part of their community has changed behaviour and they would want to fit in and 
not be judged negatively (Steg, Perlaviciute and van der Werff, 2015). 
 
Generally, people identify the causes of global warming more with distant activities, such as industry, 
than with their own actions (Steg et al., 2015). Individuals with right-of-center political views and those 
who emphasize individual autonomy rather than collective ties are more likely to reject mainstream 
climate science knowledge (Steg et al., 2015). The more individuals think that scientists disagree about 
climate change, the less they believe in global warming and the less they support policies to combat 
climate change (Steg et al., 2015). People with right-wing and conservative political views are more 
prone to doubt scientific consensus on climate change, whereas people with left-wing and liberal 
political views and those who participate in environmental movements are more likely to believe that 
scientists agree on this topic (Steg et ak,, 2015). Hence, knowledge is not strongly related to 
environmental behavior, including energy behavior (Steg et al., 2015). Though, some studies showed 
that more environmental knowledge increases the likelihood of pro-environmental and sustainable 
energy behavior somewhat (Hines et al., 1986/1987; Frick et al., 2004), other studies showed that more 
knowledge does not encourage pro-environmental and sustainable energy behavior. People are more 
likely to engage in sustainable energy behavior when they believe such behavior has relatively low 
individual costs and high individual benefits, resulting in overall positive evaluations of the relevant 
actions. This was found for both direct and indirect energy use. 
  

2.4 Strategy development 
In order to be able to respond accordingly to people’s values and behavior, it is important to take both 
into consideration and create a strategy based on those observations. A way to influence behaviour is 
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to make use of individuals’ desire to be consistent and evoke cognitive   dissonance between people’s 
reported attitudes and behavior. Such a hypocrisy strategy appears to be effective. For example, 
people who first reported a favorable attitude toward energy conservation, and were later made aware 
of their relatively high energy usage, significantly reduced their energy use (Steg, Perlaviciute and van 
der Werff, 2015). 

Van der Schoor and Scholtens (2005) through their case study in the Netherlands conclude that 
community energy initiatives are an emergent bottom-up approach for citizens to engage in transition 
to sustainable energy. However, it is also suggested that development of organization structures and 
visions for energy governance is necessary to accomplish lasting results. Again, this shows that one 
method cannot by itself provide a solution to the complex issue of energy transition. 
 

2.5 Conflicting public participation beliefs 
Naus, Van Vliet and Hendriksen (2015) argue that citizens “have always participated in energy 
systems”, both consciously or not. They influence the energy system for instance by choosing the kind 
of energy sources they like, whether these are grey or environmental (Naus et al., 2015). These authors 
argue further that this kind of unconscious participation is rising nowadays in the form of the horizontal 
opening-up and vertical opening-up of the household (Naus et al., 2015). These processes are, as Naus 
et al. (2015) claim, the consequence of new opportunities acquired by households to “cooperate and 
share information with each other and, at the same time, they are provided with new possibilities to 
outsource tasks and disclose information to service providers” (Naus et al., 2015). 
  
In contrast to Naus, Van Vliet and Hendriksen (2015), others argue that public participation is always a 
conscious and social activity (Chilvers & Longhurst, 2016; Garmenda & Stagl, 2010; Schroeter, Scheel, 
Renn & Schweizer, 2016). Chilvers & Longhurst (2016) detected in their study towards English 
environmental public participation processes that they reflected ‘communitarian principles’. 
Garmenda & Stagl (2010) argue that “public and stakeholder participation, which includes deliberation 
and inclusion (...), can initiate social learning processes that go beyond individual and often predefined 
interest and/or values, and create opportunities for a shared understanding and joint action(...).” 
Schroeter, Scheel, Renn & Schweizer (2016) see (1) inclusiveness and (2) information exchange as the 
main characteristics of public participation processes. Subcategories for both characteristics they 
recognize are that it is (1) a platform for communication and negotiation, everyone can have an equal 
contribution in the processes and (2) that there is an exchange of knowledge, a common base of 
information, transparency and a common understanding of the process. 
 
Overall, what the analysis makes clear is that that the literature concerning public participation and 
the energy transition is relatively new. The oldest article included in this short review is from 2010, 
written by Garmenda & Stagl. Hence, the literature is still searching for a fitting framework. Besides, 
the review illustrates that the opinions regarding the right way to tackle the wicked issue of energy 
transition remains contested. There is no framework that provides the answer to the question of how 
energy transition can effectively be implemented. There is a gap in literature and  
this research will contribute to the existing yet conflicting literature and gap regarding the right way to 
tackle the issue of energy transition.  
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2.6 Citizens profiles 
As mentioned earlier, in order to be able to respond accordingly to people’s attitude regarding energy 
transition, it is important to analyze all relevant factors influencing their behaviour and attitude. Hence, 
as part of our research to the behaviour of citizens in ‘De Kuil’ recording concerning the energy 
transition, we are describing the socio-demographic characteristics of the neighbourhood. A part of 
this description will be based on the Citizensmodel made by Citisens (Citisens, 2018).  Citisens is a 
research agency that is specialized in research that is aimed at strategic communication and 
participation. These profiles are prescribed in Table 1.  The profiles made by Citisens will be compared 
with the variables of the citizens of ‘De Kuil’.  By making this comparison it is possible to get a first 
insight in the dominant profiles  in the neighborhood. Based on these dominant profiles it is also 
possible to get an insight into how the residents currently are participating in their neighborhood and 
how they wanted to be approached by the municipality. The way the residents are participating can 
be an indicator in how they would participate in the energy transition.  

 Stay-at-home 
resident 

Head strong 
digitals 

Well-informed 
family dynamic 

City nomads Critical innovators Established 
influencers 

Caring senior 
citizen 

Self-conscious 
approachers 

Age 45-65 15-25 25-45 20-30 Differs 40-65 65+ 55+ 

Household 2+ 1 3+ 1 1 1+ 1+ 1+ 

Income Low Low Differs Low High High Low High 

Spare time At home In their street, 
neighborhood 

At home Urban 
surrounding 

Urban surrounding Sports Neighborhood Town 

Volunteer 
work 

Helping 
individuals in 
their own 
neighborhood 

Not given 

 
Willing  
but not able, 
lack of time 

Volunteer work  
with short  
commitments 

Support NGOs as 
Greenpeace, WNF 
or Amnesty 
International 

Helping 
individuals by 
getting in touch 
with the right 
persons 

Being a member 
of the elderly 
union, the 
pension 
association or 
the trade union 

Local associations 

Focus Local Local National International Regional National & 
regional 

Regional & local Local 

News 
sources 

Newspaper 
(Telegraaf), 
radio and tv 

Magazines 
and internet 
(fashion, 
sports, gossip 
and computer 
games) 

Radio Social network Own network Tv, online news 
media and radio 

Local and 
regional papers 

Local papers 

Contact 
municipality 

Via own 
network 

influencers. 
social media 

Online sources, 
sport clubs 

Municipality 
events, 
social media, 
online sources 

Social media, 
online sources 

Personal 
contact and 
(local) 
newspapers 

Letters, local 
newspaper or 
posters 

Letters and local 
newspapers 

Distrust (National) 
politicians 

Formal 
institutions 

Not given Not given Banks and 
companies 

Not given Not given Municipality 
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Trust Not given Influencers Companies,  
the House of 
Repr., 
hospitals 

Not given Government, 
municipalities and 
the rule of law 

Not given Not given Banks, companies 
and healthcare 
institutions 

Main topics Safety and 
the asylum 
policy 

Do not vote Environment 
and durability 

Durability,  
environment,  
education  
and democracy 

Climate, durability, 
education, basic 
income and living 

Economic and 
financial topics, 
Europe and 
crime 

Healthcare, 
safety and living 

Traffic, transport, 
agriculture and 
the economy 

Tabel 1: citizen profiles based on the Citisens method 
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3. Research methods 
3.1 Desk research 
The main methods used in this research are described here. First we describe desk research, also called 
secondary research. Desk research is chosen as a method because it offers a number of major 
advantages. Firstly, it is very efficient. With relatively little costs, a large amount of data can be 
collected. These costs can mainly be viewed in terms of time and effort. It allows us to make use of 
scientific theories and research results that have been produced prior to our research, which gives this 
research, among other things, a background to start from, concepts to elaborate and focus on, and 
instruments to utilize. Furthermore, it gives us access to expert knowledge that would otherwise be 
difficult to acquire (Van Thiel, 2015). 

This method is utilized by searching for relevant data in secondary sources. Data  in the form of reports 
and documents were also provided by the client or supporting persons. The type, form and topic of 
this data varies greatly. The type varies from academic reports to online media articles. The topics vary 
from public participation to public policy or psychology relating to the energy transition. Desk research 
especially delivers a major contribution to the bulk of the more academic and scientific sources used 
in this research. Many of the scientific (research)reports that have been used in, for example, the 
theoretical framework and as an inspiration for the survey method, have been acquired in this manner 
(Van Thiel, 2015). 

An example of a major source collected using this method are the (research)reports of L. Steg, whose 
research fits this report’s subject and forms an important theoretical and academic groundwork for 
this report. Research reports (co-)written by Steg contributed to the theoretical framework of this 
report and also to the operational measure of the by her developed value approach, which is further 
described below. These and other research reports were acquired from webpages of scientific papers. 
Another important secondary source are the webpages and documents from research bureau Citisens, 
which provided the citizen profile categorization used in this research.                              

3.2 Survey 

The other main method used is a survey. A survey is “a systematic method for gathering information 
from (a sample of) entities for the purposes of constructing quantitative descriptors of the attributes of 
the larger population of which the entities are members” (Groves, Fowler, Couper, Lepkowski, Singer 
& Tourangeau, 2009). Surveys are used for relatively large-scale research with large groups of 
respondents and standardized measurements (Van Thiel, 2015). As a result, surveys are efficient and 
easily generalisable (Van Thiel, 2015). This is why, for this study, the survey as method was chosen. In 
this survey we mainly used closed questions, as is usual in other surveys (Van Thiel, 2015). This survey 
is based on the literature, mainly Citisens (2018) and Steg et al. (2015). This is reflected in the several 
parts of the survey. This will be explained further below. All streets visited for executing this method 
are visualised in the map below. 
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Figure 1: streets visited in 'De Kuil' 

A survey poses a few challenges in relation to the operationalisation, non-response and response 
tendencies (Van Thiel, 2015). The challenges with relation to operationalisation and response 
tendencies were tackled through the use of the Citizens profiles (2018) and the theories of Steg et al. 
(2015) Further on in this chapter we describe how these other challenges were tackled.  

This method’s format exists out of the following three main components: citizen profiles, the value 
framework by Steg (2014) and scenarios. The actual survey can be viewed in appendices 1 and 2. The 
form of this method can be described as follows. We have a population, the home-owners of 
neighborhood ‘De Kuil’, that is composed of different groups. A sample of the population, the 
respondents, fills in the surveys. This provides data to be analysed, on the basis of which conclusions 
are made and answers to the research question is provided. What each component of the survey 
contributes, why it is chosen and how it is developed is described below for each part individually.  

Population, sample and case selection 

The population that this research is aimed at exists of the home-owners of neighborhood ‘De Kuil’. 
Chapter 1 explains the reason why this population is chosen. Chapter 4 provides additional information 
on the neighborhood and its inhabitants. A sample of 42 persons is taken from this population for the 
data collection. This number was decided mostly by practicalities, available time and response rate. In 
the early stages of this research several different neighborhoods in Tilburg were potential objects to 
execute the data collection. In order to be able to do research effectively to answer the research 
question, the scope for data collection was narrowed down. Due in part to practical aspects like time 
management, considering the size of the potential territory to be covered,  the scope was reduced to 
one neighborhood. From meetings with the client we learned that the neighborhood ‘De Kuil’ is a 
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neighborhood that participates in the project SMILE and where the response of citizens to attempts to 
reach out to them is little. Therefore, this neighborhood is most preferred by the client and by our 
research group to become the population for our research. 

As has been described earlier, we use Citisens (2018) profiles to categorize citizens in this report, and 
the population exists out of these various groups. In the application of this method we have chosen 
not to target specific groups with different scenarios and questions tailored to these groups. Instead, 
we have chosen to target the entire sample with the same scenarios and questions. We have 
incorporated questions in the survey in order to categorize the individual respondents in the groups 
after the data collection. This choice has been made because of the practical difficulties that would 
arise if we were to target specific groups. The largest difficulty would be the lack of personal data 
regarding some of the aspects that would order respondents into certain groups, because of which it 
is practically more difficult and takes more effort to target the groups as such. With information, 
provided by our client, about the divide between rental homes and privately-owned homes in the 
neighborhood, we can specifically target the home-owners directly. Lastly, this also implies the sample 
was selected by random sampling. However, there are factors that contributed to the sampling 
process. Willingness to participate can influence the make-up of the sample. Another factor is the 
choice of specific streets to collect data from. These will be explored further under ‘reliability’. 

Part 1: Citizens profiles 
 
The eight profiles that are mentioned in the Citizensmodel (Citisens, 2018) are based on the following 
features: 

1. Basic trust and involvement (health, trust in institutions, trust in the municipality and general 
involvement) 

2. General features (age, stage of life, education, well-being and urbanisation) 
3. Involvement (street-neighborhood, village-town-municipality, region, national or  

international) 
4. Engagement actions (political action and social action) 
5. Media use and news (follows online news, how often do people read the news) 
6. Values and interests (conservative or progressive)  

 
From these six features we choose the following five variables to be part of the survey: age, stage of 
life, level of involvement, social engagement and how people follow the news. These five variables 
where chosen because they are variables that where mentioned in all the profiles that are part of the 
Citizensmodel (Citisens, 2018). Besides that they are mentioned in all the profiles, they also contribute 
to answering our sub questions. The eight Citizens profiles and their characteristics are described in 
Table 1 in chapter two as part of the theoretical framework.  
 
In part 1 of the survey there are four multiple choice questions. Each of these questions have three 
answer options. The respondents are only allowed to fill in one answer per question. The questions 
asked in this part of the survey each represent a variable of the Citizens profiles (2018). Question 1 has 
the aim to see which of the variables that are part of the feature involvement are preferred by the 
respondent. The respondent has the option to choose between neighborhood, nation or international. 
Question two has the aim to see which of the variables that are part of the feature media use and news 
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are preferred by the respondent. This question can give an insight in how the respondent gets his news. 
It also gives an insight into which channels the municipality can use to best reach the residents of 'De 
Kuil'. The respondent has the option to choose between paper, online sources and social media. 
Question three aims at getting an insight in what the respondents see as the main topic that they worry 
about. The respondent has the option to choose between healthcare, safety or durability and the 
environment. The fourth question can give an insight into how the respondents spend their spare-time. 
Do they have spare time or not, and if so how do they spend that spare time. The respondent has the 
option to choose between myself, local clubs or not applicable: I have no time left besides my work 
and my family. 
 
We asked these four variables in a multiple choice question because we want the survey to be as 
accessible as possible for the respondents. Also we limited it to these four variables because chances 
are that people would not fill in the survey or would not finish the second and the third part of the 
survey when the overall survey is too long. Especially when people are asked to fill in the survey by the 
grassroot method as described in the data collection paragraph.  The first and second variable can be 
used to get an insight in how the respondents access their news and what kind of news they are 
interested in. These insights can be used for answering subquestion 3 because they show how the 
municipality should approach the residents of ‘De Kuil’. The third  variable is asked because it gives an 
insight into what the respondents see as their main worry.  In the context of the energy transition it is 
especially interesting to see if people mostly worry about the environment and sustainability or about 
the  two other answers.  The fourth variable is asked because it gives an insight on how the respondents 
use their spare time. This insight together with the age of the respondent can be used by the 
municipality to see if and where they can find possible residents that want to participate. It also 
contributes to subquestion two because it shows how much spare time the respondents have and how 
they spend their spare time.  
 
The answers to these four questions combined with the age of the respondent makes it possible to 
compare them with the eight profiles that are mentioned in the Citizensmodel (Citisens, 2018). This 
comparison can be seen as a first step towards the development of resident profiles that are specially 
tailored for ‘De Kuil’.  
 
Part 2: Value framework 

The values used in the surveys are the four relevant values identified by Steg (2015) in her theory 
regarding the human dimension of the energy transition. These have been elaborated on in our 
theoretical framework. To briefly repeat them here, these values are hedonic, egoistic, altruistic and 
biospheric. By incorporating these values in this research, we are executing what Steg calls the “value 
approach”. This is useful because of the implications these values have for choosing the most 
appropriate actions, like the type of action or the content and framing of information that stimulates 
citizens the most to participate in the energy transition or accept the energy transition policies. These 
values are underlying to people’s emotional and rational reactions to decisions regarding the energy 
transition. According to Steg (2015) information is more likely to encourage sustainable energy 
behaviour if it resonates with people’s core values and people are more likely to accept energy policy 
when these policies align with and support their values. 
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The value scale used for part two of the survey is based on the method that Steg (2014) uses to 
determine to which degree the four values fit with the respondents values. This scale is developed 
party by Steg and has been extensively tested and validated in various studies. In the scale, there are 
sub-values that together determine to which degree one of the four main values is applicable to a 
respondent. It consists of 16 sub-values. The respondents can rate them on a scale from 0 to 7, 
according to how important they consider each specific sub-value as a leading principle in their lives. 
Also, the score of -1 is added, which can be filled in if the respondent considers the sub value to be 
principally opposed to his own values. Once all of the 16 sub values are filled in, we can determine 
what value is closest to the respondent. This is done by calculating the means of the scores per main 
value. We have urged the respondents in the survey to vary their answers and not choose the extremes 
too often, as Steg herself also did in her research. 

Part 3: Scenarios 

In part 3 of the survey, the respondent is asked to read the short, fictional scenarios. The scenarios 
focus mainly on the form of participation by citizens in the energy transition. 4 scenarios have been 
included and they all vary in the mode and degree of participation by citizens and the role or action 
taken by the municipality. Scenario 1 concerns an information evening by the municipality, scenario 2 
an offer by a third party arranged by the municipality, scenario 3 an obligation by the municipality and 
scenario 4 concern a wholly free, own choice without a role for the municipality. In the survey it is 
made clear that the scenarios are fictional. For each scenario, the respondent makes a choice whether 
they would take action, for example taking the offer in scenario 2, or do nothing, for example not going 
to the information evening. Lastly the respondents are asked to rate each scenario in order of which 
they prefer most to least, with numbers from 1 to 4. This way we can collect data on which scenario 
the respondents would participate in and take action, and also which scenarios are most preferred by 
them. 

We have chosen to measure the aspects described above with scenarios because this method is used 
in other research relating to the energy transition. An example is a research by Steg & De Groot (2010) 
who used scenarios in a similar survey. They did multiple studies with a multi-part survey in which they 
also asked for socio-demographic data, values according to the value scale and they proposed 
situations/scenarios. Another example is a research on the acceptance of energy transition policy by 
Demski et al (2019) which also made use of scenarios.  

Data collection process 

The surveys were held in the neighborhood itself, by the grassroot approach. The grassroot approach 
means that the field team of this research group went from door to door in the neighborhood. We 
chose to directly reach home-owners at their front door because of the practicalities of targeting 
groups described earlier and also because there was a lack of “central” public locations to effectively 
reach the population. The process went as follows. The field team went into the neighborhood with 
two persons at a time. When inhabitants opened their door we contacted them directly to ask to fill in 
the survey. When they did not open the door, we left the survey in their mailbox and wrote down the 
data we would come and collect it. Then we would try again to collect the survey the next time the 
team went into the field. While the main data is obtained with the filled-in surveys, during the process 
of data-collection the field team also received vocal statements and other signals from citizens in ‘De 
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Kuil’. These reactions of inhabitants will give some insights in the effectiveness of grassroot approaches 
for involving citizens in the energy transition projects, the effectiveness of the data-collection process 
and also more content-related comments. These will be added in the paragraph about discussions. The 
process described above (ringing at the door and asking to fill in a questionnaire or picking it up later) 
has also been used in earlier academic research on the energy transition, for example by Steg & De 
Groot (2010). 

Data analysis process 

The collected data is analysed according to the quantitative approach. The executed approach can be 
described as identifying patterns, common themes and relationships within the results (Dudovskiy, 
2019).  The data collected from the survey method is collected in excel and coded. This allowed us to 
get all the data together and to better analyze and review the whole of the data collected by this 
method. The coding scheme can be viewed in appendix 3. The ranking of scores on the value scale was 
done by calculating the mean for each of the main values by the means of the sub-values of the scale. 

Validity 

Validity in the context of qualitative research is concerned with whether the study measures what it 
intended to measure. Validity in this type of research can best be tested by generalizability, for example 
by comparing the results with established theories (Golafshani, 2003). In this research this is already 
done through the qualitative analysis explained above, and shows that many results are consistent 
with established theory used in the theoretical framework. For each component of the survey is also 
explained above how it contributes to the overall research. In the conclusions below the research main 
and subquestion(s) are answered, where it becomes clear to what extent the questions can be 
answered by the results from the used methods. This demonstrates that this method was effective at 
measuring what this study needed to measure. 

Reliability  

Reliability in the context of qualitative research means the degree to which results are consistent over 
time and form an accurate representation of the population. A research is considered reliable if 
another study with the same methodology would get the same results, so repeatability is an important 
concept (Golafshani, 2003). In this research there is the possibility to repeat the survey method and 
review whether the answers are consistent with the results collected. The survey is available in 
appendix 2 and the sample from the population as well, as seen in figure 1. Difficulties could arise 
because of practicalities like closed doors or people not wanting to fill in the survey. For this research, 
the survey also went through a trial and error phase, as this was recommended by prof. dr. Groenleer. 
This means that the survey was adapted after noticing some difficulties of comments by respondents 
that indicated that some change was needed to achieve more accurate results. Both versions are 
almost completely similar, but some description or explanation was adapted. They are both reviewable 
in the appendices. The choice to adapt the survey might negatively influence the reliability. However, 
the results received might also be more accurate representations of the respondents answers. 
Reliability can also be tested by comparing the results with established theories (Golafshani, 2003). In 
this research this is already done through the qualitative analysis explained above, and shows that 
many results are consistent with established theory used in the theoretical framework. 
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Some other concerns relating to the reliability have already been mentioned previously. These are the 
selection process and the issue of bias regarding the respondents, since inhabitants who did not want 
to fill in the survey might form a “missed” group from the population. The relation to reliability for this 
issue is representativeness. For the purpose of this research and the practical implications, however, 
this does not need to be a problem. Steg (2015) explains the process of how people participate actively 
in the energy transition. She states that, when one group starts to participate, more people are likely 
to follow. Connecting this to the value approach implies that, for example, a group of people with 
biospheric values are likely to participate actively. Then people with mostly altruistic values are likely 
to join, since they are concerned with society. Through several factors, for example wanting to fit in 
with others, self-identity and popularity, the other groups are also more likely to participate in the 
energy transition at that point. Therefore the potential “missing” of a certain group does not need to 
be problematic if most other groups can be reached effectively. 

Research values and ethics 

There are three ethical aspects that were encountered during the research. These are privacy, how we 
would present ourselves to respondents and researcher’s bias/subjectivity. 

Privacy was mostly relevant for the data we collected from respondents. Issues are for example the 
(online) location data is kept, to which degree we can quote them and to what degree we collect and 
keep personal data. This issue is mostly dealt with by anonymizing the respondents. The surveys are 
filled in by them anonymously. The personal data they fill in is very limited and does not extend much 
further than the age range they belong to. We did not keep records of which survey belonged to which 
address. House numbers were only written down or shared among group members for the purpose of 
picking up surveys that were left. The surveys are numbered, but this happened afterwards after all 
surveys were piled up and there is no accurate way to track down to which person a particular survey 
belonged to. Because of the anonymity and limited degree of personal data we shared and kept the 
results on online Google Drive. 

Another issue was how we would present ourselves towards the respondents. We chose to represent 
ourselves as researchers and students at Tilburg University. We decided not to include other involved 
institutions, like Tilburg municipality, to simplify as much as possible and to come across as not too 
“official” to prevent certain bias from people. For example, persons ill-disposed towards the 
municipality or government in general. 

Lastly there is the issue of researcher’s bias. Measures are in place in the methodology to prevent this 
to a certain degree. The survey questions are all closed questions for example, so not much subjective 
interpretation is possible. Furthermore, all group members participated in data collection so that the 
personal bias of one of two persons could not influence the entire data collection process.  
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4. Case description: Neighborhood ‘De Kuil’ 

‘De Kuil’ is one of the neighborhoods that is selected for the SMILE (Social Innovation Labs Energy 
neutral  Innovative Labs Housingstock Central-Netherlands) project (Op Zuid, 2019). This neighborhood 
is part of the project because, as our client mentioned, the neighbourhood was viewed as a difficult 
neighborhood to activate towards the energy transition (Veltman, N., personal communication, 4-10-
2019) Also, there are relatively more owner-occupied houses (owner’s behaviour can be influenced) in 
this neighborhood compared to the rest of the neighborhoods. Most of the houses in the 
neighborhood are built in the 80’s of the twentieth century (see figure 2). The other neighborhoods 
that are selected for the project are built in the 30’s, 50’s, 70’s and 90’s of the twentieth century ('De 
Kuil', 2019). Neighborhood 'De Kuil' is a neighborhood in the village of Udenhout and part of the 
municipality of Tilburg. 
 
Neighborhood ‘De Kuil’ consists of 846 buildings. Most of these objects are built between 1980 and 
2000. These objects consist of 751 objects with a residential function, 63 objects who have a combined 
function of residential and healthcare, 21 objects have a commercial function, 5 objects have a meeting 
function and 6 objects have another function. There is one elderly home and 1 primary school (the 
Wichelroede). Industry, entrepreneurs and a shopping center are at the edge of Udenhout. The first 
houses in the neighborhood are built around 1700 and the neighborhood is still expanding. From the 
846 residential objects the largest amount is built in the period of 1980-1990 (578) and in 1990-2000 
(156). Before 1980 the neighborhood existed of 76 houses and since 2000 the neighborhood has 
expanded with 36 houses. From the objects who only have a residential purpose 34% is owned by a 
housing corporation, 12% is rented out without a housing corporation, 50% is a private owner-occupied 
homes and 5% is unknown. The objects with a residential purpose exists for 75% of single homes and 
for 25% of family homes. The average WOZ value of the private owner-occupied homes in 2018 was 
€260.000. 

 
Figure 2: housing in ‘De Kuil’ in 2019 
Source: https://allecijfers.nl/buurt/de-kuil-tilburg/ 
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The neighborhood has 1750 residents. The biggest part of these residents are between 45 and 65 years 
old, who are 545 (31,1%) residents. The other groups exist of residents under the age of 25, these are 
465 (26,6% residents), 345 (19,7%) are between 25 and 45 and 395(22,5%) are older than 65.  
 
From the 1770 residents 1400 receive an income out of labor or from benefits. The group with the 
lowest income represents 40% of the residents. The group with the highest income represents 20% of 
the residents. Of the group with a low income 7,5% lives under or around the social minimum. The 
social minimum varies between €532,22 and €1635,60 per month depending on the individual 
situation of the household (UWV, 2019). The group of residents who receives income from benefits is 
520. From this group the most prominent are the ones receiving old age benefits. This group represents 
360 residents. The second group is the group who receives benefits because they are incapacitated. 
This group represents 100 residents. The third group who receives benefits are the residents who 
receive unemployment benefits. This group represents 30 residents. The fourth group is equal in size 
to the third group. From the residents 30 receive social assistance benefits (Alle cijfers, 2019)  
 

 
Figure 3: residents of “'De Kuil'”  based on their age 
Source: retrieved from https://allecijfers.nl/buurt/de-kuil-tilburg/ 

 
On a bigger scale it is possible to compare the neighborhood on the topics of housing, residents, 
services, safety and environment. Compared to all the neighborhoods in the Netherlands, 'De Kuil' 
scores better on the topics of residents, safety and environment and lower on housing and services 
(Ministerie van Binnenlandse Zaken en Koninkrijksrelaties, 2019). These scores can be looked at in 
more detail from a recent research done by the municipality of Tilburg. The outcomes of this research 
were that people saw the neighborhood as spacious but with a lack of green. The residents are neutral 
about their living conditions. They do not feel a sense of pride when they talk about their 
neighborhood. In the last couple of years the neighborhood went through a generational change. 
Where on a national scale the housing facilities are below average, people who live in these houses 
are not dissatisfied with their houses. They look after their houses and they are mostly renovated to 
fulfill the demands of the residents. In some houses the upper floor is empty because the children have 
left their parental house ('De Kuil', 2019).  
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Based on the demographic information it is possible to make a general profile of the neighborhood. To 
make this profile several variables will be looked at, like when are the houses built, for who is the 
neighborhood designed etc. As described earlier, the biggest number of houses in the neighborhood 
was built between 1980-1990 and 1990-2000. But there are also houses built after 2000. This means 
that the neighborhood is a mixture of three types of neighborhoods (Hogeschool van Amsterdam, 
2019). The houses built between 1980-1990 are considered part of the so called post-war residential 
areas. These areas are built between 1940 and 1990 and are characterized by a broad spread of houses. 
In most cases the houses had a front- and back yard. The houses vary between detached, semi-
detached or multi-detached. Most of the houses built between 1980-1990 are subsidized houses after 
the crash of the housing market in 1979. This means that most of the houses were built as cheap as 
possible. The central concept during this period was energy saving. Houses who are built in this period 
have small glass surface and good isolation. Most of these houses have double glass and roof- and 
cavity isolation. Most of the windows are made of plastic, what makes the houses low in maintenance. 
The second type of houses are built in the period 1990-2000. These houses are built during a period 
that is called the sub-urban expansion or the Vinex period. The houses built during this period are 
mostly multi-detached. But they can also be semi-detached, detached or apartments. During this 
period having a garden with the house became less common. Houses built after 1990 fall under the 
Bouwbesluit. In this regulation new norms on the topic of building were recorded. After the 
introduction of the Bouwbesluit houses became more luxurious and more solid. These houses are low 
in heating costs and are built with low maintenance materials (Pandomo, 2016). The third type of 
housing are built after 2000. These houses have in most cases a good energy label and are therefore  
in most cases energy efficient. These houses are also in high architectural condition (Plan voor de 
Leefomgeving, 2016).   
 
Because of the mixture of houses there is also a mixture of people who live in the neighborhood. This 
matches the different characteristics of the people who live in the neighborhood. There are people 
with high incomes and people with low incomes. There are also people with young children and people 
whose children have left the house. The relatively large number of houses with a combination of living 
and caring also matches the amount of elderly people. 
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5. Results 
5.1 Socio-demographic profile 
The socio-demographic profile of the 'De Kuil' is based on the degree to which the different age 
categories are present and on the answers given by the respondents in part 1 of the survey.  In this 
paragraph we will outline the answers given by the respondents and link these answers to the 
profiles that are made by Citizens (Citizens, 2018).   

 

 
Figure 4: answers part one of the survey  age up to 25 years 

 
Figure 5: answers part one of the survey age between 25-45 
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Figure 6:  answers part one  of the survey age between 45-65 

 

 

Figure 7: answers part one of the survey age 65+ 

Looking at the four different age categories, most respondents are in the age of 45-65 . This group 
consists of eighteen respondents. This group is the largest age group and this is in line with the overall 
age population that is described in figure 2. The second largest age group is the group that is 65 years 
or older. This is also in line with the overall population of the neighborhood. This group consists of 
thirteen respondents. The third and fourth group are the respondents that are in the age of 25-45 and 
25 or younger. These groups represent eight and three respondents respectively. The third and fourth 
group are also in line with the overall population of the neighborhood.  

 When linking these answers to the eight profiles of the Citizen model, the following profiles occur the 
most:  well-informed family dynamic (19%), caring seniors (31%) and the established influencers (19%).  
In the age group between 25 and 45 the dominant profile is the well-informed family dynamic. The 
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respondents in this age group get their national and international news mainly through online sources. 
They care mostly about safety and the environment (biospheric value). They spend all their spare time 
on their work and their family. Comparing to the profile made by Citizens it stands out that they see 
the environment as an important topic while the panel used by Citizens sees it as a less important 
topic. According to this profile they care more about employment, social services (such as healthcare) 
and the Dutch culture. From the 42 respondents only eight respondents are part of this profile. 
 
In the age group between between 45 and 65 year the dominant profile is the established influencers.  
The other half of the respondents are not placable in a specific group. The variable that varies the most, 
and makes that only half of the group can be seen as an established influencer, is that of question four. 
About half of the respondents said that they spend their spare time on local clubs while the other half 
of the respondents said that they spend their free time on themselves.  When we compare this to the 
profile made by Citizens, it stands out that they see healthcare and the environment as important 
topics and safety as less important. This stands out because according to their profile they are mainly 
interested in topics like crime and Europe. From the 42 respondents, only eight respondents fit into 
this profile.  
 
The oldest group can be categorized as the caring senior citizen. They mainly use the newspaper to get 
their international news. They care mostly about healthcare and the environment. Any spare time is 
spent on themselves. When comparing the profile made by Citizens to the answers given by the 
respondents, it stands out that the respondents from this age group are internationally focused instead 
of locally. It also stands out that they are mostly focused on themselves and not others. From the 42 
respondents 13 fit this profile.  
 
The overall observations show that the well-informed family dynamic, the established influencers and 
the caring senior citizens are the three dominant profiles. From this three profiles the caring senior 
citizens is the most common. These three profiles together form 29 of the 42 respondents.  
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5.2 Value scale 
The second part of the survey measures the values Steg (2014) developed. These are separated in 
hedonic, egoistic, altruistic and biospheric. The respondent had to rate 16 sub-values, that determined 
the score of the four values. There were 21 persons that scored highest on altruistic values, 20 that 
scored highest on hedonic values and 11 that scored highest on biospheric values, there were no 
respondents where egoistic values scored highest. There were eight respondents that had two values 
at the same average score and one respondent that had three values scored the same. These 
respondents were placed in both groups, which resulted in a total of 52 highest values. These values 
were matched with the results of part one and part three of the survey, however, there were no clear 
indications of a connection. 

 
Figure 8: Ranking the values 

The figure shows the average score that respondents gave for the values. Hedonic and altruistic values 
scored almost the same average, which is 5.65. This is closely followed by biospheric with an average 
of 5.26. Egoistic values are less important, they scored an average of 3.69. When comparing these 
averages with the highest values, it is clear that egoistic values are less present in neighborhood ‘De 
Kuil’. The hedonic and altruistic values are the most present, with the highest averages and most 
respondents having those values as dominant values. What stands out the most is that the biospheric 
value scores almost as high as altruistic and hedonic as an average score, but usually it is not the 
dominant value. It seems like the biospheric value is an important one for citizens of neighborhood ‘De 
Kuil’, but it usually is not the most important value for citizens. 
 

5.3 Participation scenarios 
The third part of the survey consists of two sub-parts in itself. In the first half of this part of the survey, 
the respondent was asked to fill in whether or not he agrees with the statement that was posed in 
relation to the scenario above it. Therefore, this gives an insight in the appreciation that the citizens 
have for several ways of participation. In the survey there are four ‘types’ of participation that were 
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presented to the respondents through scenarios. The four types are: (1) an information moment, (2) 
an offer from a third party, (3) an obligation to make your home energy neutral and (4) the full liberty 
to take actions yourself.  

 

Figure 9: Preferences for the four different participation scenarios 

From figure 9 it becomes clear that almost two thirds of the respondents are in favor of an information 
moment. So this means that these respondents say that they would visit an information moment that 
is organized by for instance the municipality. Almost 75% of the respondents would accept an offer 
from a third party. Therefore, this scenario is most preferred in this population. Noteworthy is that 
there is but a small difference in the preference between an obligation from the municipality and full 
liberty for citizens. You would presume that more citizens would prefer the scenario of full liberty to 
choose what they want to do over an obligation from the municipality. However, apparently there is 
only 2.3% more support for full liberty than for an obligation from the municipality.  
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Figure 10: Ranking the scenarios 

When the respondents are asked to rank the scenarios on positions from one to four, you see more 
clearly that most people prefer the scenario of an offer from a third party. If they have to choose they 
would prefer an offer with 39.5% over the other scenarios. In addition the highest preferences go to 
the offer from a third party and the information moment, along with the free choice. Mostly rejected 
is the obligation that most respondents have put on fourth place (55.8%).  

5.4 Other responses 
Besides the data collected through the survey method, other information was collected during the 
collection process. These responses are ad-hoc in nature and have not been acquired through a 
structural method, but are included here as they can deliver insights nonetheless. These responses 
exist mostly out of vocal statements or other signals given by inhabitants of 'De Kuil'. Because of the 
nature of these responses, the researcher's bias for this section has not been accounted for.  

➢ For the data collection during the evenings, the time of day was found to be rather too late, 
which resulted in people not opening the door approaching carefully or commenting about it. 
In the afternoon, a lot of people are not home, at least on Wednesday and Friday; 

➢ Many people are not interested (we do not have exact numbers); 
➢ The response rate did not seem to differ between approach personally or placing it in the 

mailbox to pick up later; 
➢ Several people indicated they already filled in online questionnaires from the municipality on 

this topic once a year; 
➢ A respondent did not see the usefulness of more research and wanted the municipality to 

inform people; 
➢ Several people taped the survey to the front door, or placed them close to the door. For us this 

was an indication that these people wanted to be heard and think the topic is important; 
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➢ A respondent did not understand why there was more research happening, as the project in 
the neighborhood was already happening for some time, and the expectation was that the 
municipality would have taken the initiative at this point. Another statement was that people 
are busy and the subject is complex, so government initiative was preferred. 
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6. Governance strategy 
The governance challenge, as described under ‘research problem’, is the approaching of citizens in 
order to make them participate in the energy transition. Particular challenges are how to come into 
contact with citizens on this topic and motivate them to participate. The results discussed in the 
previous chapter can contribute to a new governance strategy to overcome these challenges. 
Especially when combining the results, we can develop concrete strategies that would fit within the 
preferences of the respondents. 

In the section on scenarios, around three quarters of the respondents indicate they would like to 
receive an offer from a third party. More than half would also attend an information moment organized 
by the municipality. Out of the ranking of scenarios these two also preferred. We can also state that 
information moments have not been well-attended in the past, as has been described in the 
introduction, and that is not a particularly innovative strategy. However, when an offer from a third 
party was done previously, this was considered a success and as rather popular to the citizens. In this 
case it concerned an offer for a heat pump (Willemen, I., personal communication, 10-10-2019). 
Therefore we recommend to combine both actions. In practice, the municipality could arrange an 
attractive offer from a third party similar to the previous one, and propose this to the inhabitants of 
the neighborhood. This can be combined by organizing an information moment during which the 
municipality explains, elaborates on and answers questions about this proposed offer. Besides this, 
broader information regarding the energy transition can also be given. This is recommended because 
respondents indicate to be interested in both, but have shown to respond to a third party offer and 
not yet to an information moment. By combining them, attendance is expected to be higher than 
previous attempts, as the proposed offer should motivate citizens to attend. 

Another part of this strategy is aimed at the communication and information aspects. The proposal 
needs to be communicated to the citizens, so this proposal already needs to reach them and preferably 
in an effective, impactful way. Then there is of course the type of information provided that needs to 
be taken into account. With the results we have collected, the communication and information 
strategy can be aimed accurately to resonate with the citizen’s preferences and values. As Steg (2015) 
explained, this can motivate people and cause them to accept actions from the municipality. In 
practice, this means the proposal can be announced to the neighborhood through channels most 
utilized by the citizens, which would mean that different means of communication need to be utilized 
to reach the multiple age groups. The responses from different age groups indicated that the younger 
age categories tend to use social media and online sources more while the more elderly age categories 
tend to use newspapers. This announcement or invitation can contain brief information on the offer 
and invite citizens to learn more about it during the information moment. The further content, choice 
of words and framing can be further decided by the profiles and values. The results indicate that the 
respondent’s values mostly fall within the hedonic and altruistic values. Which indicates they value 
personal comfort and pleasure, and are also concerned with the well-being of others and their society. 
In announcing the proposal and information moment the municipality could adjust the content so that 
it resonates with these values. Biospheric values are also rather prominent and the results of the 
profiles indicate that respondents are concerned with the environment. Egoistic values, utilizing self-
interest, scored rather low. This all indicates that the content should mention the societal aspect, 
environmental aspect and the personal comfort aspect. The economic, self-interest aspect will 
resonate less with the respondents according to the data. 
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7. Conclusion 
The analysis helped us to form the following conclusions. The survey showed that there are three 
dominant citizen profiles observable in the Kuil, namely the well-informed family dynamic (19%), caring 
seniors (31%) and the established influencers (19%). Hence, the socio-demographic profile of the Kuil 
is mainly composed of these three citizen profiles.  
 
The outcome of the scenario-based questions showed that a concrete offer (73.8%) is mostly preferred 
along with information (60%). The self-action scenario percentage (45.2%) shows us that there is no 
majority of the respondents in favor of full liberty. Also, only 42.9% of the respondents would react 
positively in the case of an obligation.  

When we asked the respondents to rank the scenarios, the following observations were most notable: 
the offer scenario was with 39.5% ranked highest of our proposed scenarios.  This then was followed 
by the majority of the respondents placing the scenario of obligation in the fourth and last place with 
a percentage of 55.8%. The free choice scenario together with the information meeting scenario is 
ranked equally on a shared second place with 27.9% but we see a pattern of the free choice scenario 
fading away in the second position, while information meeting is noticeably increasing in the second 
position (31.7%). Hence, the obligation scenario and the free choice scenario were eliminated and the 
combination of the two dominant preferences, namely offer and information meetings are 
recommended. The values of Steg (2014; 2015) also confirm this choice. Hedonic (5.7 point on the 
scale of 7 ) altruistic (5.6 point) values were dominant in ‘De Kuil’. The highest score on the hedonic 
value means that the citizens prefer comfort and pleasure, based on this you can make the assumption 
that self-action is least preferred and a concrete offer is highly appreciated. The altruistic value shows 
that the citizens in our population are in fact not individualistic and therefore care for each other. This 
could explain why information meetings, in which citizens get a chance to exchange both ideas and 
feelings, are also highly appreciated. This also confirms the findings of Liu et al. (2019) that in a country 
like the Netherlands people are less able to spend time and effort on public participation procedures, 
hence they prefer someone they trust to make decisions for them over direct participation.  

When we translate the preferences, we recommend the municipality of Tilburg to use a combination 
of both a concrete offer and information meetings in which they elaborate on the specific offer. It is 
not necessarily the task of the municipality itself to come up with an offer, but the municipality can 
utilize its network to find a third party to create a concrete offer. The outcome of the survey also 
showed that to actually reach the citizens of ‘De Kuil’, the municipality of Tilburg can implement a 
cross-media approach in which they make use of the local newspapers and social media channels.  

All of the findings help us to answer the central question: “How should the municipality of Tilburg 
approach the citizens of neighborhood ‘De Kuil’ in order to make them participate in the energy 
transition in their own neighborhood?”.    

To sum up all of the conclusions, we would suggest the municipality of Tilburg to use the following 
approach: provide the citizens with a concrete offer in combination with an information meeting, in 
which the municipality could possibly elaborate on their offer. To reach the citizens of ‘De Kuil’, the 
municipality needs to make use of the cross-media approach, using the local newspaper and social 
media.  
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8. Discussion 
A lot of inhabitants of 'De Kuil' with an owner-occupied home filled in a survey, but a lot did not. This 
non-response influences the outcomes of this research (Van Thiel, 2015). It was first observed that a 
lot of those non-responders did not want to fill in any kind of survey at all. Secondly, a lot of people 
were not at home at the moments we visited their street. Thirdly, some people actually had problems 
with the subject of the energy transition. Some did not know much about the energy transition, and 
others needed time to decide they did not want to fill in the survey. The question is what would happen 
with the results if they did fill in the survey (Van Thiel, 2015). 

Academic and grey literature indicate that highly educated and rich citizens will be able to ‘be green’ 
and take measures to make their houses sustainable and the poor and lowly educated will not be able 
to ‘be green’. This is for instance colourfully illustrated in an essay by ECN (p. 14-16). In this survey was 
chosen not to include education and income as a variable. The Citizens profiles indicated that the level 
of education and income are probably indicators for willingness or ableness to take measures to make 
their houses more sustainable. 

This research can be seen as a first step towards the development of citizen profiles for the 
neighborhood ‘De Kuil’. In future research these profiles can be more tailored for this specific 
neighborhood.  
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Appendix 1 : Survey version 1 
 

Beste bewoner, 

Momenteel zijn wij bezig met een onderzoek naar de bereidheid in uw wijk om mee te doen aan de 
energietransitie. Hiervoor willen wij u enkele vragen stellen over uw situatie en persoonlijke 
voorkeuren omtrent energiezuinig wonen. Deze vragenlijst is volledig anoniem en bestaat uit drie 
delen. 

Mochten wij u hebben gemist en vindt u deze vragenlijst in de brievenbus, dan willen wij u vragen om 
deze in te vullen en dan komen wij de enquête ophalen op ........................................................... 

 

Uw situatie (streep door wat niet op u van toepassing is) 

Ik ben een koper / huurder 

Ik ben in de leeftijdscategorie: tot 25 / 25 tot 45 / 45 tot 65 / 65+ 

Ik ben: alleenstaand / samenwonend / gezin met kinderen 

 

DEEL 1 

De onderstaande vragen zijn bedoeld om te bepalen op welke manier u ‘in de wereld’ staat. Wat is uw 
interessegebied en waar haalt u uw informatie vandaan? 

Kruis aan wat het beste bij u past (één kruisje per vraag): 

Ik ben vooral geïnteresseerd wat er gebeurt 

o In mijn eigen buurt 

o In het land 

o In de wereld 

Ik haal mijn nieuws vooral  

o Uit de krant 

o Van een nieuwswebsite 

o Van sociale media (zoals Facebook, Twitter, Instagram) 

Ik maak me vooral druk om 

o De gezondheidszorg 

o De veiligheid in mijn eigen omgeving 

o Duurzaamheid en milieu 

Als ik tijd over heb besteed ik dit aan 
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o Mezelf 

o Verenigingen in mijn buurt 

o Niet van toepassing, ik houd naast mijn werk en gezin geen tijd over 

DEEL 2 

Het onderstaande schema is bedoeld om na te gaan welke waarden u belangrijk vindt. U omcirkelt in 
het schema hoe belangrijk u iedere waarde vindt, zodat wij een beeld krijgen over wat voor u belangrijk 
is. Beoordeel het belang van de volgende waarden als leidende principes in uw leven. Dit is de schaal 
van het belang dat u toekent, lopend van -1 t/m 7. Hierbij is -1 “tegen mijn principes” (als iets tegen 
uw principes is gaat dat volledig in tegen uw gevoel), 0 is “niet belangrijk” als principe en 7 is “extreem 
belangrijk” als principe. Omcirkel wat op u van toepassing is. 

 

Waarden Tegen principes        Niet belangrijk                                              Extreem belangrijk 

Plezier          -1                                0          1           2          3         4         5         6          7 

Van het leven genieten          

                 -1                                0          1           2          3         4         5         6          7 

Zelfvoldoening 

          -1                                0          1           2          3         4         5         6          7 

Sociale macht 

          -1                                0          1           2          3         4         5         6          7 

Welvaart 

          -1                                0          1           2          3         4         5         6          7 

Autoriteit 

          -1                                0          1           2          3         4         5         6          7 

Invloed 

          -1                                0          1           2          3         4         5         6          7 

Ambitieus 

          -1                                0          1           2          3         4         5         6          7 

Gelijkheid 

          -1                                0          1           2          3         4         5         6          7 

Wereldvrede 

          -1                                0          1           2          3         4         5         6          7 

Sociale rechtvaardigheid 
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                 -1                                0          1           2          3         4         5         6          7 

Behulpzaam 

          -1                                0          1           2          3         4         5         6          7 

De aarde respecteren 

          -1                                0          1           2          3         4         5         6          7 

Eén met de natuur 

          -1                                0          1           2          3         4         5         6          7 

Het milieu beschermen 

          -1                                0          1           2          3         4         5         6          7 

Vervuiling voorkomen 

          -1                                0          1           2          3         4         5         6          7 

   

DEEL 3 

In dit deel worden u vier korte fictieve scenario’s met betrekking tot de energietransitie voorgelegd. 
Wij willen u vragen om aan te geven of u na het lezen van de scenario’s wel of niet zou ingaan op de 
situatie die in het scenario is verwoord. Streep door wat op u niet van toepassing is. 

Scenario 1: Informatieavond 

Stel, de gemeente besluit om een informatieavond te organiseren waar u informatie kunt krijgen over 
de mogelijke aanpassingen die u aan uw huis kunt doen om uw huis energiezuinig te maken. Denk 
hierbij aan mogelijkheden die er zijn om uw huis te isoleren of bijvoorbeeld zonnepanelen te 
installeren. 

Ik zou wel / niet naar deze informatieavond toegaan. 

Scenario 2: Aanbod om uw huis te isoleren 

Stel, u krijgt een aantrekkelijk aanbod om uw huis te laten isoleren. U hoeft hiervoor enkel aan te geven 
dat u het aanbod aanneemt en u wordt dan geholpen om uw huis op een bij uw huis passende manier 
te isoleren. 

Ik zou die aanbod wel / niet aannemen. 

Scenario 3: Verplichting 

Stel, de gemeenteraad besluit dat alle woningen in de gemeente vanaf 2022 volledig energieneutraal 
moeten zijn. Dit betekent voor u dat u verschillende maatregelen moet nemen om uw huis te 
verduurzamen. Denk dan aan isoleren en het verlagen van uw gasgebruik, door bijvoorbeeld aanschaf 
van een warmtepomp. 



 

39 

Ik zou mijn huis nu wel / niet aan gaan passen. 

Scenario 4: Eigen keuze 

Stel, er worden geen informatieavonden georganiseerd over energiebesparende maatregelen, er 
wordt u geen aanbod gedaan voor aanpassingen aan uw huis en de gemeente verplicht u niet om voor 
een bepaalde datum actie te ondernemen. 

Ik zou mijn huis nu wel / niet aan gaan passen. 

 

Geef in de onderstaande tabel aan in welke volgorde de bovenstaande scenario’s u aanspreken. 
Gebruik hiervoor de getallen 1 t/m 4. U mag ieder getal maar eenmaal gebruiken. 

Scenario 1: Informatieavond  

Scenario 2: Aanbod om uw huis te isoleren  

Scenario 3: Verplichting  

Scenario 4: Eigen keuze  

 

Dit is het einde van de enquête. De antwoorden die u heeft gegeven worden volledig anoniem verwerkt 
in een rapport dat wij aan Gemeente Tilburg aanbieden. Voor vragen kunt u mailen naar 
d.h.c.m.aerts@tilburguniversity.edu. 

Bedankt voor uw tijd en informatie! 
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Appendix 2 : Survey version 2 
 

Beste bewoner, 

Momenteel zijn wij bezig met een onderzoek naar de bereidheid in uw wijk om mee te doen aan de 
energietransitie. Hiervoor willen wij u enkele vragen stellen over uw situatie en persoonlijke 
voorkeuren omtrent energiezuinig wonen. Deze vragenlijst is volledig anoniem en bestaat uit drie 
delen. 

Mochten wij u hebben gemist en vindt u deze vragenlijst in de brievenbus, dan willen wij u vragen om 
deze in te vullen en dan komen wij de enquête ophalen op ........................................................... 

  

Uw situatie (streep door wat niet op u van toepassing is) 

Ik ben een koper / huurder 

Ik ben in de leeftijdscategorie: tot 25 / 25 tot 45 / 45 tot 65 / 65+ 

Ik ben: alleenstaand / samenwonend / gezin met kinderen 

  

DEEL 1 

De onderstaande vragen zijn bedoeld om te bepalen op welke manier u ‘in de wereld’ staat. Wat is uw 
interessegebied en waar haalt u uw informatie vandaan? 

Kruis aan wat het beste bij u past (één kruisje per vraag): 

Ik ben vooral geïnteresseerd wat er gebeurt 

o In mijn eigen buurt 
o In het land 
o In de wereld 

Ik haal mijn nieuws vooral 

o Uit de krant 
o Van een nieuwswebsite 
o Van sociale media (zoals Facebook, Twitter, Instagram) 

Ik maak me vooral druk om 

o De gezondheidszorg 
o De veiligheid in mijn eigen omgeving 
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o Duurzaamheid en milieu 

Als ik tijd over heb besteed ik dit aan 

o Mezelf 
o Verenigingen in mijn buurt 
o Niet van toepassing, ik houd naast mijn werk en gezin geen tijd over 

  

 

  

DEEL 2 

Het onderstaande schema is bedoeld om na te gaan welke waarden u belangrijk vindt. U omcirkelt in 
het schema hoe belangrijk u iedere waarde vindt, zodat wij een beeld krijgen over wat voor u belangrijk 
is. Beoordeel het belang van de volgende waarden als leidende principes in uw leven. Dit is de schaal 
van het belang dat u toekent, lopend van -1 t/m 7. Hierbij is -1 “tegen mijn principes” (als iets tegen uw 
principes is gaat dat volledig in tegen uw gevoel), 0 is “niet belangrijk” als principe en 7 is “extreem 
belangrijk” als principe. Omcirkel wat op u van toepassing is. Probeer te variëren in uw antwoorden en 
niet te snel voor de extremen te kiezen. 

  

Waarden Tegen principes     Niet belangrijk                                              Extreem 
belangrijk 

Plezier 

  

      -1                             0       1           2       3      4      5     
 6       7 

Van het leven 
genieten 

  

      

      -1                             0       1        2       3      4      5     
 6       7 

Zelfvoldoening 

  

      -1                             0       1        2       3      4      5     
 6       7 
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Sociale macht 

  

      -1                             0       1        2       3      4      5     
 6       7 

Welvaart 

  

      -1                             0       1        2       3      4      5     
 6       7 

Autoriteit 

  

      -1                             0       1        2       3      4      5     
 6       7 

Invloed 

  

      -1                             0       1        2       3      4      5     
 6       7 

Ambitieus 

  

      -1                             0       1        2       3      4      5     
 6       7 

Gelijkheid 

  

      -1                             0       1        2       3      4      5     
 6       7 

Wereldvrede 

  

      -1                             0       1        2       3      4      5     
 6          7 

Sociale 
rechtvaardigheid 

  

       

      -1                             0       1        2       3      4      5     
 6       7 

Behulpzaam 

  

      -1                             0       1        2       3      4      5     
 6       7 
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De aarde 
respecteren 

  

  

      -1                             0       1        2       3      4      5     
 6       7 

Eén met de natuur 

  

      -1                             0       1        2       3      4      5         
6       7 

Het milieu 
beschermen 

  

  

      -1                             0       1        2       3      4      5     
 6       7 

Vervuiling 
voorkomen 

  

  

      -1                             0       1        2       3      4      5     
 6       7 

  

 

DEEL 3 

In dit deel worden u vier korte fictieve scenario’s met betrekking tot de energietransitie voorgelegd. 
Wij willen u vragen om aan te geven of u na het lezen van de scenario’s wel of niet zou ingaan op de 
situatie die in het scenario is verwoord.  Voor dit deel is vooral de rol van de gemeente belangrijk. 
Streep door wat op u niet van toepassing is. 

Scenario 1: Informatieavond 

Stel, de gemeente besluit om een informatieavond te organiseren waar u informatie kunt krijgen over 
de mogelijke aanpassingen die u aan uw huis kunt doen om uw huis energiezuinig te maken. Denk 
hierbij aan mogelijkheden die er zijn om uw huis te isoleren of bijvoorbeeld zonnepanelen te 
installeren. 

Ik zou wel / niet naar deze informatieavond toegaan. 

Scenario 2: Aanbod om uw huis te isoleren 

Stel, u krijgt een aantrekkelijk aanbod om uw huis te laten isoleren of zonnepanelen te laten 
installeren. U hoeft hiervoor enkel aan te geven dat u het aanbod aanneemt en u wordt dan geholpen 
om uw huis op een bij uw huis passende manier te isoleren of zonnepanelen te instaleren. 
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Ik zou die aanbod wel / niet aannemen. 

Scenario 3: Verplichting 

Stel, de gemeenteraad besluit dat alle woningen in de gemeente vanaf 2022 volledig energieneutraal 
moeten zijn. Dit betekent voor u dat u verschillende maatregelen moet nemen om uw huis te 
verduurzamen. Denk dan aan isoleren en het verlagen van uw gasgebruik, door bijvoorbeeld aanschaf 
van een warmtepomp. 

Ik zou mijn huis nu wel / niet aan gaan passen. 

Scenario 4: Eigen keuze 

Stel, er worden geen informatieavonden georganiseerd over energiebesparende maatregelen, er 
wordt u geen aanbod gedaan voor aanpassingen aan uw huis en de gemeente verplicht u niet om voor 
een bepaalde datum actie te ondernemen. 

Ik zou mijn huis nu wel / niet aan gaan passen. 

Geef in de onderstaande tabel aan in welke volgorde de bovenstaande scenario’s u aanspreken. 
Gebruik hiervoor de getallen 1 t/m 4. U mag ieder getal maar eenmaal gebruiken. 

Scenario 1: Informatieavond   

Scenario 2: Aanbod om uw huis te isoleren   

Scenario 3: Verplichting   

Scenario 4: Eigen keuze   

Dit is het einde van de enquête. De antwoorden die u heeft gegeven worden volledig anoniem verwerkt 
in een rapport dat wij aan Gemeente Tilburg aanbieden. Voor vragen kunt u mailen naar 
d.h.c.m.aerts@tilburguniversity.edu. 

 Bedankt voor uw tijd en informatie!  
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Appendix 3 : Survey data analysis codebook 
Excel sheet 1 Personal variables of the respondent 
In this sheet are the variables mentioned that are filled in by the respondent before they start the 
indebted survey questions. The variables asked in this part of the survey are the living conditions of 
the respondent (rental house or self-owned  house), the age category of the respondent (up to 25, 25 
to 45, 45 to 65 and 65 or above) and the household situation of the respondent (alleenstaand, 
samenwonend or gezin met kinderen). In the excel sheet these variables will be replaced with 
numbers.  
 
The answers from the respondents will be shown as follows 
 
Variable 1: living condition of the respondent 
 

Living condition Number 

Rental house 1 

Self-owned house 2 

 
Variable 2: age category of the respondent 
 

Age category Number 

Up to 25 1 

25 to 45 2 

45 to 65 3 

65 or older 4 

 
Variable 3: household situation of the respondent 
 

Household situation Number 

Single 1 

Living together 2 

Family with children 3 

 

Excel sheet 2 World vision of the respondent (part 1 of the survey) 

In this sheet are the variables mentioned that the respondent has answered the four questions who 
are asked in part 1 of the indebted questions of the survey. In the excel sheet the answer will be 
replaced with numbers. 



 

46 

 
The answers from the respondents will be shown as follows 
 
Question 1: I am mainly interested in what is happening 
 

Answer Number 

In my own neighborhood 1 

In the nation 2 

In the world 3 

Question 2: I get my news mainly from  
 

Answer Number 

The newspaper 1 

An online news source 2 

Through social media 3 

 
Question 3: I am most worried about 
 

Answer Number 

Healthcare 1 

The safety in my neighborhood 2 

Sustainability and environment 3 

 
Question 4: I spent my spare time on  
 

Answer Number 

Myself 1 

Local clubs 2 

Not applicable (too busy with work and family) 3 

 
Excel sheet 3 Values of Steg (part 2 of the survey) 
In this sheet the answers of the respondents according to the values of Steg are mentioned. In this 
sheet the direct answers of the respondents are directly used. If a respondent gives an answer of 0 to 
the value of ‘plezier’ the answer in the excel sheet also is 0. The given scores can vary between -1 and 
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7. Each value consists of three or more elements. From every individual score an average will be 
calculated. The total of all the averages per value will be calculated and divided by the total amount 
of respondents to calculate the overall average score per value.  
 
Excel sheet 4 and 5 Scenarios (part 3 of the survey) 
In this sheet the answers of the respondents according to the four given scenarios are mentioned. In 
this part of the survey people are asked two questions. Namely, what is your opinion of this scenarios 
and how would you rank these four scenarios by the order they speak to me. Because of these two 
questions, the answers of this part of the survey are split into two sheets. Sheet 3a contains the 
answers given on the question who refers to the opinion of the respondents about the scenario’s. 
Sheet 3b contains the answers given by the respondents on the question on how they would order 
the scenarios.  
 
The answers from the respondents will be shown as follows: 
 
Sheet 4 (part 3a) 
 

Scenario Yes No 

1 1 2 

2 1 2 

3 1 2 

4 1 2 

 
If a respondent gives a positive answer to a given scenario the answer will be given as a 1 in the excel 
sheet. If a respondent gives a negative answer to the given scenario the answer will be given as a 2 in 
the excel sheet.  
 
Sheet 5 (part 3b) 
The answer to this question will be a list made by the respondent which contains the numbers 1-4 in 
a certain order. In this excel sheet the scenario’s numbers will be linked to the order the respondent 
has put them. 
 
An example: 
Respondent x makes the following order of scenario’s: 1-3-4-2 and respondent y makes an order of 2-
3-4-1. This will look as followed in the excel sheet: 
 

Scenario 1 2 3 4 

Respondent     

1 1 4 2 3 
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2 4 1 2 3 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


