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Preface 
 

 

The start of this PhD research at the first of October 1996 was characterised by the 

constructing activities needed to obtain a home in Amsterdam. It appeared that 

the American (or Japanese, British, Italian ….) tourists were right and our 

plumbing, hammering and painting was a good investment; the city is 

loooovely!!!! indeed. 

 

 

This was also the period that I met the persons that are of crucial importance for 

this study. Nanda van Baren worked at the same research project but took a 

different perspective on the subject. The results of her study are used in the 

underlying one, like she uses parts of the current study. Of course one should read 

this accompanying thesis! Marc Huijbregts became, my workaholic colleague with 

a legendary sense of humour and accompanying facial expressions. Together with 

Stephan Slingerland who kept saying that his thesis was ‘almost finished‘ these 

persons created ‘the never give up’ spirit that is necessary to finish a thesis. 

 

 

Quickly restoring the imbalance I mention that it was my co-promotor Maarten 

Wolsink who laid the fundaments for this project. It was his idea to study 

decision-making processes from both a psychological and a political science point 

of view. Moreover, he wrote the research proposal and acquired the financial 

means. Gratitude for that! Maarten and Roel Meertens my promotor continuously 

asked questions I hoped they would not come up with or I had not thought of 

myself. Moreover, they were very important in mortaring the ‘thesis-wall’. In the 

construction of the wall it had to be decided which pieces of text should be used as 

stones and which of them should be kept on the shelf. Some extra complexity was 

caused by the fact that we wanted to use some ‘Nanda-stones’ to increase the 

solidity of the wall. At this point I give thanks to Rob Hoppe, who as the promotor 

of Nanda had an important contribution to this part of the input. 
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The period we resided at the University of Amsterdam was one of organisational 

change. As always in these kinds of processes the ‘best’ in human beings comes 

out. It is a pity that the solution with the least judicial consequences that is chosen 

is also the most stupid. Although I liked the AME research school we were 

migrated to, I hope that one day Environmental Science at the UvA will be one of 

the strongest of the Netherlands again. Another critical remark concerns the 

position of PhD students at the time. It takes a fair amount of arrogance to put 

aside years of battle by labour unions and introduce the so-called ‘beurs-

promovendi’ who work at the UvA but officially do not work at the UvA. It will 

take years before the tax authorities understand what actually happened and that I 

do not have my own ‘thesis-writing firm’.  

 

 

Despite of my critical remarks I will remember my time at the UvA as a very 

positive period of life. I had the time explore the pure jungle of social 

psychological theory that is the result of its non-cumulative nature. Probably only 

because of an electronic reference database I was able to keep track. Moreover, the 

project provided me the possibility to do research with quantitative methods. A 

bonus was that the Q-sort method was used and proved its efficiency again. Now 

the project is finished I am glad that I can show some concrete results and the 

usefulness of psychological theory and ‘hocus-pocus’ structural equation 

modelling. As nothing is as practical as a good theory I hope (but I have my 

doubts) that the results will be used in policy. 

 

 

At last I render thanks to the cornerstones of the social fabric that surrounds me. 

One of these are my Nijmegen-Rotterdam friends. The most important pillar here 

is Annemieke who shared all the rises and the falls of a writing process. Now we 

both have a book (by a relatively unknown author) to put on the bookshelf. 

Furthermore, I thank my family and especially my parents. Relativism and pure 

support in every way are the appropriate keywords for you. 
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At this moment my life is occupied by a new job, a new house in Leiden (and a 

new currency). We are busy with hammering, plumbing and painting again. The 

circle is closed; this is the start of a new beginning… 

 

 

 

Voorschoten  04/01/02 
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Chapter 1 
 

Decision making about infrastructure 
in the Netherlands 

1.1 Introduction 

Physical planning in the Netherlands has proved to be a problematic activity. All 

kinds of facilities that are considered to be useful for society require a certain 

amount of space. Very often this leads to oppositional activities. Recent examples 

in the Netherlands of opposition to spatial development, which have received a lot 

of media attention, are: the opposition to ‘De Betuwelijn’ railroad;1 the opposition 

to the extension of ‘Schiphol’ airport;2 and the opposition to the ‘HSL’ high-speed 

train.3 The opposition limits itself not only to new infrastructure. Two other 

examples of spatial development that often meet opposition are accommodation 

for people who are seeking political asylum4 and accommodation for (former) 

drug addicts.5 

 

The type of opposition we mentioned above has often been labelled as NIMBY. 

NIMBY stands for ‘Not In My Backyard’ and refers to the behaviour of people who 

do not want a certain spatial development in their vicinity, although they realize it 

should be located somewhere. As the acronym indicates: NIMBY is not a typical 

Dutch phenomenon. International literature mentions all kinds of spatial 

development that meet so-called NIMBY opposition. A few examples are opposition 

to mental health care facilities (Repper & Brooker, 1996; Takahashi, 1997); 

opposition to the construction of new houses (Pendall, 1999); and opposition to 

waste facilities (Heiman, 1990; Lidskog & Elander, 1992; Munton, 1996; Zeiss, 

1988). It is remarkable that in most of the national as well as international 

literature writers are not very specific about what the NIMBY phenomenon exactly 

is (Burningham, 2000; Luloff et al., 1998; Wolsink, 1994). There is a tendency to 

label all opposition to spatial developments as NIMBY opposition. 

1.2 Outline of the thesis 

In this thesis we will investigate local opposition to spatial development, but we 

will not be considering opposition to human service facilities. Instead our focus 
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will be on space making for infrastructure, in particular technologically complex 

projects. In this first chapter we will describe the characteristics of technologically 

complex projects and in what way Dutch policy tries to manage them. In sections 

1.4.1 upto and including section 1.4.9 we provide an overview of Dutch physical 

planning policy. The reason for this is that we want to introduce those with no 

previous knowledge of physical planning with a solid background, which may 

help them to understand the relevance of the subjects treated further on in the 

thesis. Furthermore, this avoids having to introduce in the conclusions (chapter 

12) several new developments in physical planning. At the end of this first chapter 

we will select waste facilities as the type of infrastructure to be studied, define the 

study objects and introduce the aim of this research project, the societal relevance 

and the research questions. 

 

A very important aspect is that our aim of research can only be complied with by 

means of a multidisciplinary study. This is the consequence of the amount of work 

involved with the number of study objects identified. Moreover, the different 

study objects require diversity in disciplinary background. For this reason the 

research activities have been distributed between two researchers. These are the 

current author with a predominantly social psychological approach; and N.G.E. 

van Baren, who studies the subject from a predominantly political science point of 

view. This results in two different dissertations that take a different perspective 

towards the problem of waste facility siting. 

 

In chapter 2 the social psychological theoretical framework that will be used to 

study local residents is discussed. This framework results in several hypotheses 

that specify our research questions. Moreover, a theoretical model is provided 

with respect to the relationships between the theoretical concepts. Chapter 3 

briefly introduces the theoretical framework for studying policy actors. At this 

point we refer to the thesis of Van Baren (2001) for a more detailed elaboration. 

Furthermore chapter 3 deals with the theoretical framework needed for 

elucidating the perceptions of the policy actors and decision-making processes by 

the local residents. This results in several hypotheses about these perceptions. 

 

Chapter 4 introduces a multiple case study design as our main methodological 

framework. We point out in what way the several research activities fit within this 

design and lay out in what way the research activities are distributed between the 
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two researchers. Chapter 5 describes the process of case selection. With respect to 

this social psychological thesis some actor interviewing and document study 

results of Van Baren are introduced as case characteristics. 

 

Chapter 6 discusses the construction of the measurement models that are based on 

the theoretical concepts in the social psychological framework. In chapter 7 the 

hypotheses about the impact of the types of waste facility and the influence of 

continuing or aborting a waste facility siting process on these concepts are 

examined. In chapter 8 the validity of the theoretical model of chapter 2 is 

evaluated by means of structural equation modelling. 

 

Chapter 9 discusses measurement instruments again. The first part of the chapter 

deals with the Q-sort methodology that we use to examine the beliefs of policy 

actors. The second part of the chapter discusses the measurement models needed 

to test the hypotheses about local residents’ perceptions of policy actors and 

decision-making processes. Chapter 10 discusses the beliefs of the policy actors; 

while chapter 11 deals with the residents’ perceptions of political actors and the 

decision-making proces. 

 

In chapter 12 the results of both researchers are merged in order to provide the 

answers to our research questions. However, the emphasis in this thesis will be on 

the objects of the case study design that are examined in the social psychological 

part of the project. Moreover, the importance of our findings for waste policy and 

physical planning is discussed. 

1.3 Technologically complex spatial projects 

Technologically complex spatial projects are projects like new roads or railroads, 

the development as a mainport of Rotterdam harbour or Schiphol, the 

construction of waste management capacity or the realization of a wind farm. 

Characteristic of these projects is that a large amount of technical knowledge is 

involved; that the monetary costs are very high; and that the actual construction 

activity often takes a long time, at least a few years. Furthermore these projects are 

often financed out of both public and private resources. 

 

Technologically complex projects are often considered important from a national 

or regional point of view and are perceived to have a certain urgency. Two 

examples are the construction of the second ‘Coentunnel’ (Amsterdam, the 
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Netherlands) as a remedy to prevent traffic jams and the heightening of dikes to 

prevent rivers flooding. The discussion about several aspects of these projects can 

often be quite fierce. In fact technologically complex projects are often very 

controversial. 

 

In the Netherlands it was feared that in the long term important societal needs 

could not be addressed in a proper way (De Bruijn et al., 1996). The problematic 

aspects of the Dutch system are supposed to emanate from the long lasting 

insecurity, which results in unpredictable and uncontrollable decision-making 

processes (WRR, 1994). In the next section we will describe the way that Dutch 

physical planning policy tried to address the problem and the points on which this 

approach was criticized. 

1.4 Dutch physical planning policy and its critics 

1.4.1 Introduction 

In Dutch physical planning there is a system of interrelated plans, from the 

national level to the regional, from the regional level to the local. These are: (a) the 

PKB’s; 6 (b) the provincial region plans; and (c) the municipal zoning schemes. 

These plans are indicative although the municipal zoning scheme does have some 

judicial consequences. If municipalities in an early phase of the decision-making 

process indicate that they are not willing to cooperate, the regional or national 

Government can bring the zoning scheme into line with the plans on a higher 

level. This is possible in conformity with the national or regional appointment in 

the WRO.7 However, if municipalities act strategically and pay lip service to the 

plan, the effectiveness of this instrument is very limited. Furthermore, the 

instrument does not provide a solution if there is a decision-making deadlock. The 

Dutch planning system is thus characterized by the absence of effective 

instruments to bring plans in correspondence with the strategic plans (or key 

decisions) of a ‘higher’ administrative body. In the absence of ‘direct’ financial 

resources and legal power, the most important aspect of planning lies in extensive 

intra-governmental negotiation and consultation (Hajer & Zonneveld, 2000). 

1.4.2 An initial reaction to the perceived problems 

The initial reaction of the Government in the early nineties (1994) to the perceived 

problems with decision making about technologically complex projects was to 
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create some legal instruments in order to speed up the decision-making processes. 

These legal instruments were: 

 

(a)  The introduction of the ‘Tracéwet’.8 This is a bill that should facilitate 

decision making about roads and railroads. The act gives the national 

Government the opportunity to force local authorities to bring the 

municipal zoning scheme in correspondence with the PKB’s; 

(b)  A change in the WRO. This change is also termed the ‘NIMBY-wet’;9 

(c)  A change in the ‘Ontgrondingenwet’.10 

 

The ‘NIMBY-wet’ makes it possible to break open a decision-making deadlock by 

overruling the local authorities. This means that regular municipal decision 

making in cases of urgent projects with a larger scope than just the municipal can 

be replaced by the intervention of the state or the province. 

 

Noordanus (1994) has argued that the ‘NIMBY-wet’ is not infallible. He states that if 

municipalities cooperate, but require that certain conditions should be satisfied, 

the negotiation and consultation process may take a very long time. Furthermore, 

the municipalities can use the WRO to get exemption from directly implementing 

the intention in the zoning scheme. Herewith they indicate a provisional 

agreement with the intention. There is no time restriction on this provisional 

agreement, however. This is another reason why the NIMBY instrument might not 

be very effective. Recently an effort has been made to use the NIMBY instrument for 

the first time. In the province of Gelderland the provincial executive authorities 

decided to give an assignment to the municipality in an effort to break open a 

decision-making ‘deadlock’ about an excavation of sand for brick laying and the 

manufacturing of concrete.11 The municipality council did not anticipate the usage 

of the ‘NIMBY-wet’; it bluntly said it was not willing to cooperate. Herewith they 

excluded the possibility of a prolonged negotiation process or an unceasing 

provisional agreement. Only very shortly after the decision to use the NIMBY 

instrument for the first time, a solution for the ‘dead-lock’ was found.12 The 

province made a temporary agreement with another province and decided to 

exploit alternatives for the initial location. As a consequence the NIMBY procedure 

was aborted. 
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The change in the ‘Ontgrondingenwet’ has the same intentions as the former two 

judicial measures. In a PKB with an indicative character an area within which a 

location should be found is indicated. In the regional plan, locations at which 

sand, clay and gravel can be excavated have to be indicated. If a municipality 

council is not prepared to make a change in the zoning scheme, the provincial 

authorities can overrule it (Lok, 1993). 

1.4.3 Critical reactions to the creation of ad hoc judicial instruments 

The RARO
13 (1992) published a critical report about the proposed changes in the 

WRO. This advisory body noted that the proposed changes were not based on a 

thorough analysis. Therefore, it was not clear what the exact causes of the slowly 

evolving decision-making processes are. These might be WRO-procedures, 

decision-making aspects, or the availability of finances. Another point of concern 

of the committee was that the proposed instrument is applicable to a wide range 

of State and provincial projects and may therefore have serious implications for 

coherent spatial development. Therefore they propose to increase the speed of 

decision-making processes by improving the relations between ‘coordinating 

policy’ and policy on a more thematic level. Only if the necessity and urgency of 

the projects are sufficiently clear the proposed instrument could be a solution. 

 

Another issue raised was that the proposed instrument is in conflict with the 

concept of decentralisation. According to the RARO this policy makes it obligatory 

to involve the municipalities, even in projects that go beyond local interests. The 

RARO states that in the WRO an effort is made to balance the tension between 

central and devolved decision-making. Hence, argument and persuasion are very 

important, top-down as well as bottom-up. For both practical reasons and reasons 

of principle the committee strongly adheres to this point of view. Ignoring 

municipality councils is not very efficient: public support would be affected in a 

negative way.  

 

A third point of concern of the RARO was that local citizens have only marginal 

opportunities to provide relevant objections. The committee noted that it is a 

misconception to think that major delay is caused by public enquiry procedures. 

The major cause of delay is likely to be the slowness of the administrative bodies. 

 

Wolsink (1993; 1994) argued that the ‘policy theory’, on which the creation of the 

judicial instruments is based, is extremely weak. He argued that there are a lot of 
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implicit assumptions made about the characteristics of the decision-making 

process. The first assumption is that decision-making processes about 

technologically complex projects are very laborious. The question is whether it can 

be avoided that decision-making about complex issues takes a long time in a 

densely populated, well-educated country such as the Netherlands. A second 

issue is whether it is undesirable that decision-making processes should take a 

long time: many projects are improved by the negotiations with local authorities 

and the public. Some projects are never actually realised, which can turn out to be 

quite favourable.  

 

A second assumption is that technologically complex projects represent interests 

that are more important than those of the local population. The question is 

whether this assumption holds. It is not self-evident why the hierarchical system 

of layers of government should imply that there is a similar hierarchy in the 

interests represented.  

 

A third assumption is that everybody agrees on the usefulness of the proposed 

technologically complex project. That this is often not entirely the case is 

illustrated by the protest against spatial developments we mentioned in section 

1.1. 

 

A fourth assumption is that everybody prefers not to have a technologically 

complex project in his or her vicinity. According to Wolsink local residents are 

often thought to be egoistic. This line of reasoning excludes the possibility that 

local residents may oppose a technologically complex project for other relevant 

reasons.  

 

A fifth assumption is that everybody would like to see a technologically complex 

project in somebody else’s vicinity. This assumption is also not entirely true, as 

there is also the possibility that there is a preference for not constructing the 

technologically complex project at all. This represents the so-called Not In Any 

BackYard (NIABY) point of view. 

 

A sixth implicit assumption is that opinions and attitudes towards technologically 

complex projects are static. Wolsink notes that these attitudes and opinions are 

very likely to change during the decision-making process. Especially as a 
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consequence of the political and public discussion about the specific type of 

infrastructure, the points of view of those involved are likely to alter. 

1.4.4 ‘Besluiten over grote projecten’: A WRR report 

In 1991 the Government asked their scientific council, the WRR,14 to examine in 

what way the decision-making processes about large technologically complex 

projects could be accelerated. In a reaction to this request the WRR published in 

1994 the report ‘Besluiten over grote projecten’.15 In the report the WRR states that 

the real problem is not the duration of the processes, but the fact that there is no 

firm grip on the course and outcome of these decision-making processes. 

Furthermore, the different interests are not balanced properly and there is no clear 

distinction between deciding about the outline of a project and its implementation. 

According to the WRR these problems are not only due to the complexity of rules 

and the number of actors in the process. Many problems are caused by the way 

the problem is handled. Especially the habit of treating a project as ‘something 

technical to be realized’ that is first prepared in detail in a limited circle and 

afterwards defended in a political-societal discussion causes unnecessary 

opposition and delay. The management of these projects therefore needs 

significant improvement. 

 

As a reaction to this perception of the problem the WRR proposes to introduce a 

new law for large projects that puts all other legislation aside. The ‘Wet Grote 

Projecten’16 should be seen as complementary to the ‘NIMBY-wet’ and the 

‘Tracéwet’. The basis of the new procedure that is proposed is a funnel model in 

which the spatial development is elaborated. In this procedure three steps are 

distinguished each of which has a certain period in which it should be taken. The 

‘starting decision’ selects projects that are suitable for applying the procedure. 

This leads to a further examination of these projects. The decision to include a 

project is made by the national Government. In this phase discussion with 

municipalities, interest groups and citizens should be organized. During these 

meetings it should be possible to deliberate about possible problems and 

solutions. This phase concludes with a project decision. The next step is the 

‘initiative decision’. This decision is made by the authorities on the lower level and 

together with the other actors involved. The decision also determines that the 

project will be realized and under which conditions. This decision refers to all the 

characteristics of the project and has a judicial as well as a political binding status. 

The third and last step is the ‘implementation decision’. This decision entails the 
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detailed elaboration of the project and replaces all the legal arrangements and 

decisions of the local government. This decision also has a judicial and political 

binding status (WRR, 1994).  

1.4.5 Critical reactions to ‘Besluiten over grote projecten’ 

The reactions to the report ‘Besluiten over grote projecten’ were not very positive. 

Lamerichs (1997), who studied the diverse reactions in both academic and 

Governmental circles, concludes that criticism especially concerns the proposal to 

create a separate bill for large projects. Most of the academics did not consider the 

proposed bill to be a solution for the problem despite the WRR’s correct analysis. 

Moreover, they wondered whether the creation of judicial measures would be 

sufficient to increase the speed of future decision-making. These critics thought it 

more important to look at the quality of the decision-making process. A better 

quality of decision-making is more likely to speed up the process and might 

reduce opposition. Wolsink (1995) remarks that the WRR still treats consultation 

with the other actors as a necessity, while in fact consultation is a means to 

increase the quality of the decision-making process. Furthermore, these actors 

have no part in the actual decision-making process. Their role is limited to 

consultation, contributions to public enquiries and sometimes a court appeal. 

Another weakness in the approach of the WRR is that consultation with the 

relevant policy actors is a good thing, but insufficient, as the actors want to 

negotiate about the outcomes of the process. Wolsink concludes that the problem 

with deciding about technologically complex projects is that most of the actors 

only get the opportunity to block or frustrate the decision-making process. By 

proposing predominantly judicial measures the WRR does not provide 

opportunities for influencing the process other than blocking it and therewith 

misses the opportunity to improve the decision-making process. 

 

The governmental reaction to the report is that they agree with the way that the 

WRR delineates the organization of the decision-making process. Furthermore, the 

Government thinks that during the starting phase not enough of the information 

provided by local residents, municipalities and interest groups is used. The 

Government affirms that it is useful to structure the preparation of technologically 

complex projects by distinguishing fixed decision-making points in the process. 

With respect to a new bill for large projects, however, the Government thinks it is 

better to monitor the effectiveness of the ‘NIMBY-wet’ and the ‘Tracéwet’ (Tweede 

Kamer der Staten Generaal, 1996, 1997). The funnel approach, as proposed by the 
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WRR, has been used in discussions about benefits and necessity, examples are the 

discussions about the TNLI
17 and the VERM

18 discussion. These discussions took a 

few months and came up with conclusions that were not supposed to be open for 

discussion any more. 

1.4.6 Change of course by the WRR: The analysis 

In 1998 on own initiative the WRR published a new report entitled ‘Ruimtelijke 

Ontwikkelingspolitiek’.19 The analysis in this report on the current situation in 

Dutch physical planning is very accurate. The report delineates a situation in 

which physical planning is highly decentralized. Consequently consulting, 

persuasion and collaboration are very important activities. As the result of societal 

developments this deliberation structure has come under pressure, however. 

 

One of these societal developments is that over the last few years physical 

planning has lost the support of aligning interests such as housing and agriculture 

that over the previous decades had helped to achieve planning goals. So far the 

powerful housing directorate, part of the same ministry as the national planning 

institute (RPD) 20 was willing to contribute to the implementation of physical 

planning policies as long as physical planning could provide enough sites for 

realizing the building programme. However, as a result of the renewal of national 

housing policy, the national Government now leaves more discretion to the 

market, which means that there is less of a guarantee that housing projects will be 

realized in a way that is favoured by the RPD. The agricultural sector has also 

changed significantly over the past few years. As a result of higher productivity 

and stronger competition from the European market a smaller area of land is 

needed in the Netherlands for direct agricultural production. Defence of 

agricultural land against other functions will become less vigorous, because of 

sectoral policies and interests. Moreover, as agriculture becomes more industrial 

in its appearance, the alignment of physical planning and agriculture has started 

to become less functional, resulting in a more ‘urban’ appearance of the 

countryside (Hajer & Zonneveld, 2000). 

 

A second societal development is that in recent years many sector departments 

have, one by one, published physical planning documents. These documents do 

not have an official status within spatial planning, however. Even from outside 

Governmental circles new perspectives on spatial development have emerged. 

Originating from the private sector more or less well-constructed perspectives on 
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the future spatial constitution of the Netherlands have been presented. The 

documents all contained alternative ways of looking at spatial development and 

presented new policy approaches incongruent with the official planning policy. As 

a consequence a very lively debate about spatial development strategies has 

emerged. This development was completely different from the established 

procedures of intra-governmental consultation and deliberation. 

 

A third development that was also not in line with these established procedures 

was the activity of the ICES.21 This commission is oriented towards the 

improvement of the economic structure, which is a legitimate sectoral goal. De 

facto the ICES became an alternative source of physical planning. The ICES is not 

focused on the elaboration of plans for land use but works in terms of investments 

in concrete projects related to new infrastructure. Infrastructure is interpreted to 

include more than just roads and railroads. Since amenities, nature reserves and 

cultural infrastructure all contribute to the quality of the business environment, 

the ICES decision making extends far beyond the original sectoral scope. The WRR 

calls this the infrastructure approach (WRR, 1998). 

 

A fourth societal development was the loss of the established relationship between 

expertise, policy and politics. A stable hierarchy in spatial planning accompanied 

the post war era. Expert knowledge was provided by the planner-expert that 

mastered the art of relating various sorts of specific expert knowledge and also felt 

a responsibility to think for the public interest. This would then form the basis of 

policy making while politicians had a role in determining the strategic direction of 

spatial development. Today planners are confronted with a proliferation of 

interest-based utterances as well as a proliferation of new sorts of expertise. The 

neutrality of expert knowledge is seriously questioned. With the demise of the old 

order of expertise, policy and politics, participation has gained another role. In the 

new literature participation is now interpreted as a matter of generating 

knowledge as well as a matter of providing legitimacy. This requires a rethinking 

of the place of participation in the planning and decision-making process (Hajer & 

Zonneveld, 2000). 

1.4.7 Change of course by the WRR: The solutions 

As a solution to the problems outlined, the WRR proposes a spatial development 

politics that gives more opportunities for regional coordination by means of the 

active involvement of the so-called ‘stakeholders’ (Healey, 1997, 1998). There is a 
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need for collaborative planning, in which society should be involved as early as 

possible. Beside ‘government’ the WRR places ‘governance’, which is ‘leading’ 

society, convincing its various interest groups to embrace common goals and 

strategies (Roseland, 2000). Since physical planning has become a controversial 

activity, the manner in which it is institutionalised is very important, as the 

legitimacy of physical planning is heavily dependent on it. As a consequence of 

the infrastructure approach this legitimacy is in a very worrisome state. The WRR 

states that administrative centrism obstructs legitimacy. Policy that is one-sidedly 

imposed by policy-makers on society is no longer sufficient. The structure of 

decision making in physical planning does not provide enough opportunities for 

the participation of society. Administrative centrism leads to qualitative inferior 

decision making. Moreover, these decisions are difficult to implement. 

 

The WRR considers the regional level especially important for formulating spatial 

development policy. Furthermore, it would be beneficial for effective and 

legitimate physical planning if the accent in planning would shift from intra-

governmental consultation and deliberation to the creation of societal coalitions. 

Differentiation and selectivity should be the key concepts of this policy. According 

to the WRR, specific local situations ask for different solutions. 

 

Moreover, the WRR states that national strategic policy should concentrate more 

explicitly on the main structure and a limited number of projects, the latter being 

indicated in a plan for the main spatial structure. The national Government could 

limit itself to formulating a few basic requirements for most other areas. An 

integral perspective on the national level should be replaced by a more area-

specific integral design. In this process the different prerequisites, wishes and 

goals should be taken care of. An implementation obligation for these 

administrative bodies that are involved in the formulation of a development 

perspective should be coupled to financing. Herewith the existing cleavage 

between conceptual planning and financing would disappear. Furthermore, this 

implies that investments with large spatial consequences would lead to more 

integral planning. As a consequence sectoral investments might have a larger 

spatial effect. According to the WRR, this implies a stronger integration of physical 

planning and the activities of the ICES. The ICES investments should be put into a 

physical planning framework. 
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Another proposal by the WRR is to divide the current system into three different 

regimes: ‘basic areas’, ‘development areas’ and ‘national projects’. In the ‘basic 

areas’ there is no explicit national physical planning policy needed. Therefore, it is 

sufficient to define a few requirements the basic area should comply with. In the 

‘development areas’ the spatial development policy should be present in its 

strongest form. In these areas there are stakes that exceed the local ones. These are 

areas where the construction of a ‘high-speed train’ station or the presence of a 

part of the ‘Ecologische Hoofdstructuur’22 has such an impact that a complete 

redesign of the area might be reasonable. In addition to the basic quality 

requirements a specific perspective for future physical planning should be 

formulated. After the national Government has indicated a certain area as a 

development area and has formulated the objectives, the initiative is given to the 

cooperating municipalities. The province directs the activities and uses finances 

and approval as the most important coordinating means. If the province or the 

municipalities fail to do their tasks properly a transfer of power (also the executive 

power) to a higher administrative level is possible. With respect to the ‘national 

projects’, these concern areas in which, from the perspective of the ‘Nationale 

Ruimtelijke Hoofdstructuur’, 23 the protection of national stakes is thought to be 

necessary, or in which active spatial measures should be taken because of national 

relevance. The national Government will have a decisive voice coupled with an 

implementation obligation. According to the WRR, especially the ‘development 

areas’ and the ‘national projects’ imply a split with the existing procedures in the 

WRO, and require the development of new instruments (WRR, 1998). 

1.4.8 Critical reactions to ‘Spatial development politics’ 

The criticism of the suggested solutions by the WRR is predominantly aimed at the 

division of the existing system into three subsystems. It is feared that a new 

discussion is added to the already existing ones, that is to say a discussion about 

the assignment of the status of an area. Furthermore, there is some doubt whether 

the development of new instruments, which implies very significant changes in 

the WRO, is necessary. The WRR has not made clear why the vertical instruments 

that are embedded in the new regime would work this time. The chosen solution 

for the tension between micro and macro stakes in the Dutch system of physical 

planning system is the redistribution of responsibilities and competences, 

accompanied by vertical intervention possibilities. This solution neglects the 

outcomes of analyses that indicate that slowly evolving decision making is 

alternately due to all the actors involved, including the higher Governmental level. 
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Furthermore, the solution neglects the attitudes of local government and 

transforms local administrators into local activists (Ten Heuvelhof, 1998). 

 

On the other hand the critics are positive about the plans to make a change in 

policy from creating intra-governmental agreement to creating societal coalitions. 

This does not imply that everyone is completely satisfied with the way the WRR 

wants to accomplish this. Witsen (1998) states that nobody can have the pretension 

to have a complete picture of the perspectives, perceptions and knowledge. Only 

in the actual planning activity, the collaborative planning process, all elements 

come together. This is not in line with the idea of a national project or even to a 

lesser extent with the development areas. Witsen wonders how the national 

Government intends to organize the coalitions involved in national projects. The 

Government would have all means provided by administrative law at its disposal, 

but not the other important means like knowledge, public support, land and 

capital. In order to fulfil its implementation obligation the national Government 

needs these factors. According to Witsen, the mobilization of these production 

factors is the key to current and future physical planning. The WRR report lacks a 

clear vision of how to accomplish this goal. 

 

Another question raised is why the WRR does not want to extend collaborative 

planning to process architecture. In process architecture the process starts with the 

identification of the stakeholders. In a process of negotiation these actors bring in 

their interests and start to look for a problem definition and for acceptable 

solutions. The product of the process often has the characteristics of a package 

deal: a set of agreements that is appealing to all the actors involved (De Bruijn & 

Ten Heuvelhof, 1998). According to the WRR, process architecture would 

overestimate the potential of society to reach a voluntary consensus. The exact 

objections of the WRR against process architecture remain unclear. Designed 

decision-making processes do not always have to result in consensus. It is possible 

that actors who take part in such a process afterwards have to conclude that the 

result is not completely one they wanted, but that the process was fair and 

respectable and they will commit themselves to it. Furthermore, the WRR in its 

analysis indicates that there have been significant changes in the aligning interests. 

Ten Heuvelhof (1998) wonders why the WRR does not accept the ultimate 

consequence of this. Per issue it could be analysed what the aligning and opposing 

interests are, and which actors are important. Based on this information a 
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decision-making process could be designed. Politicians should make the ultimate 

decision. If a deviation from the process outcome is made this should be 

legitimised. In this way the tension between administrative process and public 

support might be reduced. All this could be implemented within the structure of 

the existing WRO. Kreukels (1998) concludes that the WRR report, despite all the 

attention it devoted to differentiation and selectivity, contains a hidden ambition 

for integral planning. 

1.4.9 Recent developments 

One of the most recent developments is a plan to change the WRO fundamentally. 

As a first step a green paper has been published by VROM
 24 (VROM, 2000). The 

intention is that this should lead to careful deliberation and result in a new WRO 

within two or three years. The zoning scheme plays a very important part in the 

new proposals. It is proposed in the green paper that the national Government 

and the province can themselves formulate a zoning scheme for important parts of 

their policy. Furthermore, it is proposed to withdraw the coordination by national 

Government in cases where there are no national or regional stakes involved. This 

corresponds with the ideas of the WRR about 'national projects', 'development 

areas' and 'basic areas'. In the green paper some measures to keep the zoning 

scheme more up to date are proposed. Moreover, the paper indicates that 

measures should be taken to create possibilities for an obligatory zoning scheme 

for the built-up areas. The WRR’s conception of the regional level as the most 

important planning level is elaborated by giving the provinces the means to 

coordinate a project from the beginning to the end in a so-called provincial project 

procedure. As a consequence the possibility to indicate and the NIMBY instrument 

will be abandoned. It is further proposed to couple a limited implementation 

period to the binding decisions in the PKB or the regional plans. In order to make 

decision-making procedures and legal protection more transparent it is proposed 

to adjust them to administrative law (VROM, 2000). Critics, predominantly from 

the municipality level, already called the green paper centralistic.25 Their criticism 

is more or less in line with the criticism on the WRR report about spatial 

development politics.  

 

Another societal development, which is much less concrete than the redistribution 

of responsibilities and competences, coupled with vertical intervention means as 

proposed in the green paper, is the elaboration of the stakeholder approach. The 

advisory board of the ministry of VROM, the advisory board of the ministry of 
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V&W26 and the advisory board of the ministry of LNV27 make important 

contributions to this stakeholder approach. 

 

The VROM advisory board introduced the ‘groene polder model’. This is a variant 

on the socio-economic ‘polder model’, the Dutch consultation model that helps 

employers and employees to solve (potential) conflicts. According to the advisory 

board, the ‘groene polder model’ is a form of consultation having a temporary 

character, about the physical environment in which government and other 

stakeholders try to reach a consensus. The VROM advisory board presumes that 

this model might be the compromise between pure collaborative planning and the 

current practice of judicial elimination of opposition (VROM-raad, 1998). The 

discussion about whether or not the ‘groene polder model’ is possible or desirable 

has not subsided yet (Duyvendak et al., 1999). De Jong & Weggeman (1999) 

conclude that in the current political discourse at least two and maybe even more 

than two concepts of the ‘groene polder model’ are in currency. A fundamental 

cleavage exists between those who want to institutionalise the model and those 

who do not want to do so. Important representatives of the national Government 

like the Prime Minister and the Minister of VROM at present reject the 

institutionalised track. 

 

The LNV advisory board is a proponent of collaborative planning. They consider 

that a draft plan should be made on the national level. In order to create this draft 

plan, the values of the landscape should be represented on a map. The exact 

content and elaboration of this draft plan should be left to collaborative planning 

on lower administrative levels, however. As a quick and cheap solution might 

have a devastating impact on the landscape, the advisory board stresses that the 

quality of the implementation is of the utmost importance (Raad voor het 

Landelijk Gebied, 1998). 

 

The V&W advisory board affirms the importance of the quality of the 

implementation. Like the other two advisory boards and the WRR it stresses the 

importance of collaborative planning processes, but is not explicit about the way 

these societal coalitions should be created. Furthermore, they examine the 

suitability of existing procedures from the perspective of collaborative planning. 

They conclude (which the WRR fails to do) that the ‘Tracéwet’ is not suited for 

collaborative planning. As a complete replacement of the existing procedures is a 
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time consuming activity, the advisory board recommends to stretch the margins of 

the existing procedures, provided that this is possible. At the same time it 

proposes to examine whether it is desirable to replace the existing procedures or 

whether adapting them is sufficient. This type of research might be done within 

the current spatial development projects (Raad voor Verkeer en Waterstaat, 1998). 

1.5 Selecting the objects to be studied 

In discussing the problems with physical planning in the Netherlands, the 

criticism of current and intended policy focuses on: 

 

(a) Assumptions about local residents. This is predominantly Wolsink’s (1994) 

criticism of the assumptions about the rational, egoistic citizen behind the 

policy theory the NIMBY-wet is based on; and 

(b) The structure and administrative handling of decision-making processes. 

This is the criticism that in the current system of physical planning other 

stakeholders are not given a proper place in the decision-making process. 

As a consequence the quality of decisions would be worse and less 

legitimate than when the stakeholders were involved. Moreover, as other 

stakeholders would have no other means of influencing the outcome, they 

would block the process. 

 

To examine whether or not the assumptions about the attitudes, perceptions and 

behaviour of local residents are valid, the actual attitudes, perceptions and 

behaviour of local residents should be studied. These perceptions and attitudes are 

also a means of obtaining indicators of legitimacy and quality of a decision-

making process. 

 

The examination of the way that administrative bodies handle decision-making 

processes within the existing structure requires the study of the course of decision-

making processes. To get a more thorough understanding of how policy actors 

deal with these decision-making processes, their attitudes and perceptions are also 

informative. 

 

A combined study of the attitudes, perceptions and actual behaviour of local 

residents as well as policy actors in the current decision-making structure should 

provide an answer to the question about the antecedents of success in decision-

making processes. 
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1.6 Selecting a type of infrastructure 

In the preceding sections we delineated the developments in Dutch physical 

planning. These introductory sections made clear that facility siting is problematic 

and that the policy formulated to solve the problems is highly controversial. In 

section 1.1 we mentioned several technologically complex projects that could have 

been the focus of this study. The decision was taken to select waste facility siting 

for this study. There are two reasons for this decision. 

 

The first reason is that delay in decision-making about waste facilities is strongly 

associated with the NIMBY phenomenon pertaining to municipalities and local 

residents. This relationship can be traced in academic circles (e.g. Groothuis & 

Miller, 1994; Halstead et al., 1993; Heiman, 1990; Inhaber, 1998; Lidskog, 1998; 

Mangel, 1997; Simmons & Stark, 1993) as well as in administrative circles. 

Illustrative of this last relationship is: 

 

(a) The term ‘NIMBY-syndrome’ was introduced in the Netherlands by the 

Minister of VROM in a parliamentary discussion about a location suited for 

radioactive waste (Wolsink, 1996); 

(b) In the explanatory memorandum of the changes in the WRO we described in 

section 1.4.2, the problems that could emerge in decision-making processes 

about waste facilities are continuously brought to the reader’s attention 

(Tweede Kamer der Staten Generaal, 1993); 

(c) The AOO,28 a very important actor in Dutch waste policy, refers in strategic 

plans for waste management capacity to problems due to the NIMBY 

syndrome (AOO, 1992); and 

(d) Even the WRR reports problems due to the NIMBY syndrome in waste facility 

siting (WRR, 1992). 

 

The second reason for studying waste facilities is of a methodological nature. Two 

convenient characteristics of waste facilities are: 

 

(a) A waste facility is a so-called ‘point-infrastructure’. This means that the 

facility is located on one particular location and therefore compared to 

‘line-infrastructure’ (roads and railroads) has an impact on a limited 

number of municipalities and local residents; 
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(b) There are a large number of waste facilities in a large variety of sizes and 

types in the Netherlands. These aspects are advantageous in case selection 

and data collection in a multiple case study design. 

 

At this point we have delineated the state of the art in physical planning and 

making decisions about technologically complex projects in the Netherlands. 

Moreover, we have selected the research objects and the type of infrastructure to 

be studied. Before we formulate the aim and societal relevance of the research 

project and introduce our research questions we provide a short introduction to 

the topic of Dutch waste production and management. 

1.7 Waste production in the Netherlands 

Compared to other industrialized countries, the Netherlands produces a relatively 

large amount of waste per capita. The average annual amount of Dutch waste in 

1991 was 504 kg per capita compared to an average production by the European 

OECD
29 members of 370 kg per capita (OECD, 1995). The large difference in the 

amount of waste produced is usually attributed to the way these amounts were 

calculated and/or the unreliability of the data the calculations are based on. Van 

Beek (1997) attempted to recalculate these amounts of waste by using some 

additional sources of data. According to his calculations, the average annual 

amount of Dutch waste in 1993 was 566 kg per capita, compared to a European 

average of 537 kg per capita (De Jong, 1999). 

 

Solid waste production in the Netherlands has steadily increased over the years. 

The increase is linked to the rise in the Gross National Product. The total amount 

of waste that was generated in 1998 was almost 57 million tons. Of this amount 15 

% is attributed to household waste (CBS RIVM, 1999). 

 

From table 1.1 it emerges that the amount of waste that is landfilled decreased in 

favour of incineration and recycling. Since January 1996 the landfill of combustible 

waste has been prohibited. Higher tariffs for landfill were instituted in January 

1999. It was expected that the decrease in landfill would continue as a 

consequence. The most recent data indicate, however, that the total amount of 

landfilled waste in 1999 has increased by 4 % with respect to the total amount in 

1998 (Werkgroep Afvalregistratie, 2000). 
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table 1.1: Amounts of household waste in kilotons per management type (CBS RIVM, 1999) 

 Year 
Management type 1985 1990 1995 1996 1997 1998 
Recycled 990 985 2925 3210 3450 3815 
Incinerated 1665 1925 1865 2600 3335 3370 
Landfilled 2730 3285 2530 1750 1155 1035 
Total amount 5385 6195 7315 7560 7945 8215 

The number of landfill sites has drastically decreased in recent decades. Wolsink 

et al. (1998) report the existence of approximately 1,000 landfill sites in 1970 

against only 120 landfills in 1990. At 31 December 1999, only 38 rather large 

landfill sites are still in use (Werkgroep Afvalregistratie, 2000). With the decrease 

of landfill capacity the incineration capacity has progressively increased. In 1989 a 

doubling in incineration capacity was proposed over a ten-year period (Langeweg, 

1988). The actual growth (84% between 1989 and 1999) was substantial, but less 

than proposed. One reason for this might be that the siting of new incineration 

plants was difficult due to opposition from local residents and local government. 

A second reason concerns the success of other types of waste management, 

especially recycling (composting included) (Wolsink et al., 1998). The mandatory 

separate collection of biodegradable waste components by municipalities (since 

1994) has been particularly successful. The amount of fruit, garden and vegetable 

waste has grown rapidly from 0.3 million tons in 1991 to almost 1.5 million tons in 

1996. This volume has stayed at the same level during 1999 (Werkgroep 

Afvalregistratie, 2000). The separate collection of paper and glass has also been 

successful: nearly 50% of all waste paper was collected in 1993, and almost 80% of 

all glass (AOO, 1995). 

 

The total incineration capacity was 2.78 million tons per year in 1988 and 3.97 

million tons per year in 1996 (Eberg, 1997). In 1997 the largest increase was 

achieved, and at present the total incineration capacity is 5.00 million tons a year 

(Werkgroep Afvalregistratie, 2000). 

1.8 Waste policy in the Netherlands 

In its early days Dutch waste management was organized on the municipality 

level: every municipality had its own landfill site and some large municipalities 

had an incinerating facility. Since 1979, an important point of departure has been 

the order of priority in the waste management hierarchy: avoidance, 

minimization, recycling, treatment and disposal. This hierarchy is not used in a 

prescriptive way, but rather as a framework. In the Netherlands the waste 
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management hierarchy is also known as 'Lansink's ladder', after a member of the 

Dutch parliament who proposed it. With the Waste Substances Act (also in 1979) 

the province got a planning and coordinating task, while implementation rested 

with the (cooperating) municipalities. The motivation for this shift in 

administrative responsibility was that the Government wanted to stop the 

uncontrolled dumping practices that had a devastating impact on the environment 

and landscape. In order to reach that goal, waste management had to be organized 

on a larger scale, which made the management techniques economically feasible. 

Moreover, the larger scale might provide options for other types of waste 

management (De Jong, 1999). 

 

Ten years later (1989) a similar line of reasoning was followed. The LCCA
30 

concluded that large scale incinerating and the recovery of energy demanded that 

waste management would be organized on a larger scale. The Government tried to 

realize this by creating five separate waste management areas. 

 

The advice of the LCCA resulted in the establishment of the AOO, which was 

initially meant to be an advisory committee. The waste management council 

became, however, the most important policy-formulating actor, although the 

official policy actor for waste is the Waste Policy Directorate within the VROM 

ministry (De Jong, 1999). 

 

The Waste Policy Directorate asked the AOO to organize waste management on a 

national scale. Every three years a ten-year program is published, indicating the 

incineration and landfill capacity required. In this programme prognoses of waste 

flows are made and policy on prevention, re-use and recycling is formulated. In 

order to do so the AOO consults all kinds of relevant actors. Most major 

stakeholders in the waste sector are involved in this consultation process. These 

are the municipalities, the provinces and the waste companies. Recently other 

stakeholders such as environmental and consumer interest groups are also being 

consulted. 

 

Another seven years later (1996) the CTOA
31 concluded that the scale of waste 

management activities increases gradually and in a lot of cases crossed the borders 

of the waste management areas then existing. The committee advised cancelling 

the system in which waste management is an activity within the borders of the 
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waste management areas. More opportunities should be given to market forces. 

Furthermore, the committee advised a national coordination of waste 

management should be instigated. A waste management plan should be made for 

all waste flows, including hazardous waste as well as solid waste. Moreover, the 

CTOA recommended the creation of a committee that could plan the national waste 

management (CTOA, 1996). As a consequence of the CTOA advice it was decided 

to implement the national waste management structure in the law on 

environmental management. The LAP
32 should become the most important 

instrument for national waste planning. 

 

As a consequence of these changes the role of the AOO will also change. The LAP 

consists of three parts: (a) a policy framework; (b) sector planning; and (c) capacity 

planning. The ministry of VROM will make the policy framework, while the sector 

and capacity planning will be taken care of by the AOO. In order to create the LAP a 

project organization has been established. This organization consists of project 

groups in which administrative bodies are represented as well as study groups 

that consist of representatives of administrative bodies and other societal actors. In 

order to guarantee the involvement of business and the (environmental) interest 

groups, the AOO has created a 'sounding-board LAP'. The 'sounding-board' advises 

the 'project group LAP'. Moreover, administrative consultation with societal 

organizations has been started. The subjects dealt with during this consultation 

exceed the scope of the LAP. This administrative consultation advises the AOO. The 

LAP will probably become effective in 2001 (AOO, 2000a, b). 

 

The CTOA proposals are not the only reasons for changes in the waste management 

structure in the Netherlands. Some other autonomous developments, which the 

CTOA partly reacts upon, have their influence as well: 

 

(a) The privatization of the waste market; 

(b) The vertical integration of waste management activities; 

(c) The emergence of internationally operating waste companies; 

(d) The horizontal integration of participants from other sectors - especially 

energy companies - in waste management; and 

(e) Internationalization: the waste market is increasingly a European market, 

which will have a strong impact on the chosen method of handling waste 

flows and making policy decisions (De Jong, 1999). 
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1.9 Dutch waste management in practice 

From a comparison of twelve countries in the European Union, Wilson (1996: p. 

385) concludes: 

 

“people have merely paid lip service to the waste hierarchy, acknowledging the 

supremacy of waste avoidance, minimization and recycling while in practice, the 

vast majority of wastes in all of the EU member states have either gone to landfill 

or incinerator.” 

 

Eberg (1997) considers the Dutch situation to be a ‘Reversed Lansink Ladder’. The 

2.78 and 5.00 million tons a year incinerating capacity in respectively 1988 and 

2000 illustrate this. It was the AOO that took a central position in planning and 

coordinating this incinerating capacity. Eberg states that the AOO was the most 

important driving force behind the enlargement of the waste incinerating capacity. 

This put pressure on the need to find new locations for waste processing in the 

Netherlands. 

1.10 Aim of the research, societal relevance and research questions 

Section 1.1 upto and including 1.4 have shown that decision making about 

infrastructure in the Netherlands is a very controversial issue. Important factors in 

this discussion are the characteristics of local residents, the legitimacy of decision 

making, the quality of results and the handling of decision-making processes 

within the current structure. Section 1.6 showed that it has advantages to choose 

waste facilities as the type of infrastructure to study these issues. Therefore we 

formulate the following aim of research: 

 

In this research project we aim to acquire knowledge about waste facility siting. 

The research limits itself to facilities that are built primarily for processing 

municipal solid waste. In order to acquire this knowledge, the decision-making 

process, the local residents and key political actors will be investigated. The 

societal relevance of this research is that the acquired information can be used to 

evaluate current physical planning policy and that recommendations may be 

made to improve physical planning as well as waste management policy. 

 

In order to be able to investigate local residents as well as other key actors, the 

project was designed as a multi-disciplinary project, which results in two separate 
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dissertations. In this project the focus of Van Baren (2001) will be predominantly 

on the political process, while in the current thesis the perception, attitudes and 

actions of local residents will be focused upon. The attitudes and perceptions of 

the policy actors are the subject of both studies. In chapter 3 we will discuss them 

in terms of policy beliefs. A more exact description of the way the research 

activities are organized can be found in chapter 4, which discusses the 

methodology used. 

 

In sections 1.1 and 1.4 we gave a general introduction to decision making about 

infrastructure in the Netherlands. From these sections and sections 1.5 and 1.6, in 

which we legitimized the research objects and the type of infrastructure chosen, it 

emerged that in order to reach our aim of research as formulated above we have to 

answer the following research questions: 

 

1) What are the perceptions and attitudes of the local residents and political 

actors that play a part in the decision-making process about waste facilities? 

2) Existing policy presupposes that opposition to waste facilities is 

predominantly due to the NIMBY inclination. Does such a NIMBY inclination 

exist and to what extent is it an antecedent of opposition? 

3) Is there any influence of the decision-making structure and the course of the 

decision-making process on perceptions, attitudes and opposition? 

4) Is there any influence of the decision-making structure and the course of the 

decision-making process on the result of the process? 

5) In what way do the results of this multi-disciplinary research project 

contribute to an improvement of decision-making processes? 
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Chapter 2 
 

Social psychological theory 

2.1 Introduction 

The manner in which the problem of siting waste facilities is defined is of great 

importance. This definition frames the behaviour of both local residents and local 

government. In this chapter, we seek to outline the problem of siting a waste 

facility in social psychological terms. In the development of our theoretical 

framework, much attention is devoted to the perspective of the various actors 

involved. This means that the problem is looked at on both the individual level 

and at the municipality level. On these levels, the social structure and the 

perceived physical and economical consequences are described. The second aspect 

on which we wish to focus in this chapter is the way in which the various actors in 

a facility-siting situation try to develop an opinion about the facility as this is 

planned in their vicinity. 

 

The situation with which local government and local residents are confronted in 

the case of waste facility siting is a very complex one. Decisions have to be made 

in which several different aspects have to be considered. We start this chapter by 

describing the problems which confront municipalities. The chapter then goes on 

to describe the problems of local residents. 

2.2 Local government and waste facility siting 

In the Dutch physical planning system, several actors on the local level have to 

cooperate (and defend their stakes) with respect to waste facilities. The actors in 

the public sector are the province, municipalities and district water boards. Also 

frequently involved are private actors such as environmental groups, local 

residents and waste companies. The aim of this cooperation is to provide waste 

management capacity for a certain region. To this end, the provincial waste 

substances planning is implemented. The national waste management framework 

provides the prerequisites for this. When a suitable location is being sought at the 

local level, a number of important issues arise. These issues can be divided into 

two categories. The first category concerns perceptions about the physical and 
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economic consequences of waste facility siting. The second category concerns 

decisions about how to act in the social structure that comes with waste facility 

siting. 

 

The social structure of waste facility siting is shaped by the fact that waste 

management capacity has to be provided for a certain region. Because the 

municipalities ultimately have to provide a location for a waste facility, they have 

a special position in this social structure. Characteristic of the situation is that the 

problem of finding a suitable location is solved, when one municipality agrees to 

accept a waste facility on its territory. By accepting the facility, this municipality 

solves the problem for all other municipalities involved. Diekmann (1985, 1993) 

labelled these kinds of situations, in which one actor has to carry the burden for all 

others, as volunteers dilemmas. A second characteristic aspect of the decision 

situation is the fact that the moment of acting in the dilemma is important. In a 

situation in which a decision about a waste facility has to be taken, it is possible for 

a municipality to strategically delay its decision until another municipality decides 

to volunteer. Weesie (1993, 1994) calls this kind of situation a volunteers timing 

dilemma. It is known that facility siting requires a great deal of time. The 

characteristics of the social structure are likely to be an important factor in 

lengthening the decision-making process. 

 

The physical and economic consequences of waste facility siting cause 

municipalities to ask themselves whether or not they are prepared to accept the 

negative aspects that waste facility siting entails. For instance, landfills might 

threaten the quality of groundwater, or incineration might emit poisonous gases. 

Furthermore, these kinds of installations might attract birds and insects. Other 

costs might include the influence of the facility on the landscape and the changes 

that have to be made in the zoning scheme. On the other hand, it might be that the 

opportunities for employment in the region increase. We conclude that a zoning 

scheme with a waste facility has certain costs, risks and benefits for a municipality.  

 

The perceived consequences are very important for the outcome of the decision-

making process. This is because these perceptions direct the behaviour of the 

actors, which are part of the social structure of waste facility siting. In chapter 1 we 

mentioned decision-making processes about other types of infrastructure, such as 

accommodation for asylum seekers, or drug addicts. In these decision-making 
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processes it is likely that behaviour in the social structure is influenced by 

perceived social consequences. These consequences are e.g. change of people you 

interact with, increase in number of residents, increased contacts with low 

educated people etc. In the case of waste facility siting, behaviour in the social 

structure is influenced by perceived physical and economic consequences. 

 

Another characteristic of decision-making about infrastructure which was 

mentioned in chapter 1 is that the actors involved at the local level sometimes 

want to solve the problem immediately, by offering the volunteering community a 

kind of compensation. An example of this could be a connection with a highway, a 

contribution to a swimming pool etc. In fact, at the local level the involved actors 

try to modify the cost/benefit structure by means of these kinds of bargains. This 

does not mean, however, that the core of the problem is not a volunteers timing 

dilemma. Waiting a little longer might after all result in larger compensating 

measures. 

2.3 Local residents and waste facility siting 

With respect to local residents, the social structure of waste facility siting is also 

characterised as a volunteers timing dilemma. The situation on the individual 

level differs significantly with the situation of policy actors on the municipality 

level, however. The first difference is that, at the individual level, single persons 

evaluate the consequences of the waste facility. The second difference is that a 

municipality has a direct influence on the outcome of the decision situation. Local 

residents, however, only have an indirect influence by means of the municipality 

council. Residents too can try to delay the decision making by exercising political 

pressure on their municipality council. The social structure for local residents is 

therefore an indirect volunteers timing dilemma. 

 

There is a complicating matter in the social structure of waste facility siting for 

local residents. In the case where local residents do not want to accept a waste 

facility in their vicinity, they have to ask themselves whether or not they want to 

oppose the intention. Opposition is a type of collective action (Olson, 1965). If all 

local residents contribute to it, there is a good chance that the waste facility will 

not be realised. If, however, only a small fraction of those who do not want a 

waste facility in their vicinity oppose the intention, the effort will probably fail. 

The situation looks like a typical social dilemma situation. This implies that 

deciding not to volunteer in the volunteers timing dilemma does not automatically 
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result in opposition, because residents have to make a second decision about their 

willingness to oppose. The traditional social dilemma states that if everybody 

cooperates, everybody will be better off and nobody will be the loser. In a waste 

facility siting situation, one may lose out even when everybody cooperates. This is 

when the opposition fails eventually. They also may win without cooperating. 

This happens when the waste facility is cancelled for reasons other than 

opposition. An example of such a reason is a change in the expected amount of 

waste in the coming years. In this case, residents would have used resources to 

oppose which could have been used alternatively. This characteristic makes it 

even less likely that local residents decide to oppose. An example of a facility 

siting intention in which a changed waste prognosis caused the discontinuation of 

the facility was the planned incinerator GAVI-Ypenburg near The Hague in the 

Netherlands (Noordanus, 1994). 

 

Another complicating aspect for residents in the social structure of waste facility 

siting is that behaviour in this kind of situations could be influenced by personal 

norms about what is good and what is bad. The personal norm in facility siting 

might be more interesting than the social norm. The reason for this is that the 

residents in these kinds of situations often do not belong to a tight social group. 

The binding factor is that the residents live in the same district or neighbourhood. 

In these groups, social norms are not always important, as there is very little 

likelihood for social repercussions, and it is quite easy to remain anonymous. 

There are three types of personal norms: personal norms with respect to 

commitment, equity and reciprocity. The commitment norm implies that one 

should act according to one’s words, even when the behaviour is not visible 

(Bennett, 1955; Zanna & Kiesler, 1971). The equity norm implies that one should 

have the benefits of collective goods in ratio to the amount of support one has 

given to the common good. This norm prescribes that there should be a balance 

between input and output. It is probable that this equity norm is the reason for 

many people not to free ride in social dilemma situations. On the other hand, the 

norm might lead to defection, because when people notice they are being duped 

the norm prescribes a correction in the imbalance. This could mean that people 

cease their contribution to the collective action. The reciprocity norm prescribes 

that for each contribution to the collective good an equal contribution of the other 

actors in the dilemma should be returned. This means that if one expects others to 

contribute to the collective good, the reciprocity norm demands reciprocal 
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contribution. It is known that an important deviation from the reciprocity norm 

exists. Messick (1983) identified a few persons who, despite the excessive use of 

the collective good by other actors, continued in their cooperative behaviour. 

These persons characterised themselves by a firm belief that the other actors 

would reward them for their cooperative behaviour. An important element of the 

reciprocity norm is that the actor has the impression that the other actors 

deliberately cooperate and that they could have chosen not to do so. 

 

We conclude that for local residents, waste facility siting involves a great deal of 

uncertainty. These uncertainties are caused by the perceived physical and 

economic consequences, the social structure, and personal norms. The perceived 

physical and economic consequences are uncertain because there is no certainty 

about the characteristics of the neighbourhood with a waste facility in it. This 

means for example that there is no certainty about nuisance or about the 

aesthetical properties of the landscape with the waste facility in it. The social 

structure causes uncertainty, because in the volunteers timing dilemma there is no 

certainty about the location of the waste facility. When a decision not to accept the 

facility has been taken, the residents near the selected site are confronted with a 

second type of uncertainty, caused by the fact that they are not sure whether 

opposition to the planned facility will be fruitful. The first reason for this is the 

social dilemma characteristic of the situation. A second reason is that it is possible 

that a waste facility siting intention ceases for reasons other than opposition. 

Furthermore, the personal norms of local residents might direct the behaviour in a 

facility-siting situation in an unexpected manner. 

2.4 Functions of the environment and waste facility siting 

Another way of describing the positive and negative aspects associated with a 

waste facility is by means of the functions that are included in the zoning scheme. 

A municipality has to take care of several functions such as housing, mobility and 

health care. If ‘waste management’ is included as a function in a zoning scheme, 

this has an impact on other functions. As a result the quality and/or quantity of 

other functions may decrease. Therefore, a conflict might arise between the 

various functions of an area. In section 2.2, we mentioned that municipalities have 

to cooperate when it comes to the provision of waste processing capacity. This 

means, however, that if each municipality represents the functions that it wants to 

be realised on its territory, the conflict between functions might result in a conflict 

between municipalities. In practice, this is usually the case. Furthermore, local 
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residents also have preferences with respect to the way that their direct 

environment is used. Residents will look at the functions that this environment 

performs for them without the waste facility in it, and compare it with a situation 

with a waste facility in it. 

 

The source of the conflict is often the manner in which a function is implemented. 

It are the characteristics of the implementation that determine whether or not local 

residents think that the function can be interwoven with other functions of the 

area. With respect to waste management local residents and/or municipalities 

might for example agree with a small scale composting plant, while they would 

disagree with a landfill. A reason for this could be that the landfill is detrimental 

to the landscape and attracts flocks of birds. These two aspects of this 

implementation do not combine well with living and recreation in this area. 

 

In section 2.2 we mentioned that local governments will always try to modify the 

cost/benefit structure of the volunteers timing dilemma by making a kind of 

bargain. A possible source of conflict is that local governments do not always have 

the same stakes as local residents have. These kinds of compensation measures 

might result in conflict in a community (Albrecht et al., 1996; Spies et al., 1998a). A 

compensation package might not be very impressive for local residents, while 

community leaders who define their roles in terms of working to create local 

economic opportunities are very pleased with the arrangement. Furthermore, 

conflict has been reported between residents who oppose a facility and residents 

who, for a number of reasons, support a facility (Benford et al., 1993). 

 

Wolsink (1990, 1994) recognises several types of opposition towards 

infrastructure. We describe this typology by means of opposition towards 

incinerating: 

 

TYPE A. A positive attitude towards the incineration of waste, combined with a 

rejection of, and opposition to, the construction of an incineration plant anywhere 

in one's own neighbourhood (the only true NIMBY standpoint). 

 

TYPE B. Rejection of, and opposition to, a waste incinerator in the neighbourhood, 

because one is against the technology of waste incineration itself (the NIABY 

variation: Not-In-Any-BackYard). 
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TYPE C. A positive attitude towards incineration, which turns into a negative 

attitude as a result of the discussion surrounding the proposed construction of an 

incinerator with which one is confronted. 

 

TYPE D. Resistance created by the fact that some construction plans are themselves 

faulty, without a rejection of the technology itself. 

 

In terms of functions, the typology of Wolsink describes four conflicts concerning 

functions between local residents and the local government or between local 

governments. In TYPE A there is no consensus between local residents and 

municipality about the implementation of the function in their neighbourhood. 

With this type of opposition, the residents wish to solve the problem by 

implementing the function in the same manner in somebody else’s 

neighbourhood. The TYPE B opposition is based on the fact that local residents and 

local government have different thoughts about the way the function should be 

implemented. In the TYPE C opposition, the opposition is caused by a changed 

opinion about the manner in which the function should be implemented. The TYPE 

D opposition is not aimed at the function or at the implementation of the function 

in general. Rather, the critique is aimed at the implementation of the function at a 

very specific level. This might focus on extra precautionary measures, the size of 

the installation, on a different way of exploitation etc. 

 

Another point of interest is the relation between the amount of costs and risk 

associated with certain spatial developments and shifting these negative 

consequences on to others. This relationship is not clear-cut. On the one hand, one 

might argue that, due to the egotistical nature of local residents, larger negative 

consequences lead to a larger inclination to pass the load on others. On the other 

hand it is possible to argue that with larger negative consequences, shifting the 

load on to others leads to a larger conflict with personal norms. According to this 

last line of reasoning the inclination to shift the load on others is not independent 

of the characteristics of the spatial development. Projects with strong negative 

consequences then have less chance of being shifted on to others than projects that 

have less serious negative consequences. However, this does not mean that, for 

these projects, the local residents want to carry the burden themselves. In fact, 

they probably take the NIABY point of view. It is important to bear in mind that if 
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we find that an inclination exists to shift a waste facility on to others, this finding 

cannot be generalised to other facilities with much stronger perceived negative 

consequences such as nuclear installations. 

 

Both lines of reasoning make clear that, despite the stipulations made by the 

second line of reasoning because of personal norms, one might assume a 

relationship between the level of negative consequences and the inclination to 

shift these on to others. The empirical part of this study has to provide evidence 

about the strength of this relationship, and which of the two lines of reasoning is 

most viable. In the preceding sections we referred to the different points of view 

towards a waste facility as different attitudes. In the next section we will elaborate 

upon this subject and in section 2.6 we become more specific about the hitherto 

imprecisely defined attitude. Subsequently, we elaborate on the attitude towards 

waste facilities in the planning phase. We then discuss this attitude in continued 

cases. Eventually, the theoretical model of our study will be presented. 

2.5 Attitudes of local residents towards a waste facility 

An important finding about the nature of attitudes towards infrastructures such as 

wind turbines and waste facilities is that these attitudes are not static. Several 

authors have found that the attitude towards infrastructure is relatively negative 

during the planning phase. 

 

Elliott (1992, 1998), Elliott et al. (1993), Eyles et al. (1993) and Taylor et al. (1991) 

investigated the psychosocial effects on populations exposed to solid waste 

facilities. They examined these effects for a landfill and for an incinerator that had 

operated for some years. A quite recently opened landfill also formed part of their 

investigation. They found that the perceived negative consequences were the 

greatest at the recently opened site. Because they were curious whether or not 

these negative perceptions would persist, they decided to perform a longitudinal 

study (Elliott et al., 1997). From their data, it became clear that positive perceptions 

of the landfill increased over time. A problematic aspect of the study is that the 

results are based on a rather limited number of residents (N = 108), who answered 

the question in both 1990 and 1995. 

 

Galetzka (1998) compared the perceptions of residents living in the vicinity of a 

working incinerator (N = 159), with the perceptions of residents living near an 

incinerator in the construction phase (N = 171). She also made a comparison with 
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the perceptions of residents who do not have an incinerator in their 

neighbourhood (N = 198). She found that the perceptions were most negative for 

residents without an incinerator in their neighbourhood. The most positive 

perceptions were found with the residents in the construction phase. The 

perceptions of residents already living in the vicinity of an incinerator were more 

negative than the perceptions of the residents in the construction phase. These first 

perceptions were more positive than the perceptions of the non-neighbours. 

 

According to Galetzka, the positive attitude during the construction phase is due 

to the fact that residents in this phase have a greater tendency seek out 

information and think about the subject. Moreover, they receive a substantial 

amount of information from public relation officers, the waste company and local 

authorities. As the construction of the waste facility is no longer avoidable, the 

residents will cope with this situation by adjusting their attitude in a positive 

direction. As a consequence of actual experience with the waste facility, the 

attitude will be adapted slightly downward again. This indicates that there is a 

relatively short enduring effect of public relations and similar types of 

communication. 

 

The findings of Galetzka and the finding of Elliott and her colleagues might be in 

conflict with each other. If Galetzka’s line of reasoning is valid, the perceptions 

found at the recently opened landfill in the study of Elliott et al. should be more 

positive than the perceptions at the much older landfill included in their study. 

Due to possible case-specific effects in both the study of Galetzka and the study of 

Elliott, it is not possible to draw a firm conclusion about the attitude during the 

construction phase. In the present study we will not look at the perceptions during 

this phase. Other research therefore has to answer the question whether there 

really is a more positive attitude towards the facility during the construction phase 

than during operation. 

 

Ostry et al. (1993) investigated risk perception differences in a community with a 

municipal solid waste incinerator. They found that approximately one-third of the 

community was unaware of the incinerator. Those unaware (N = 82) gave lower 

desirability ratings to the incinerator technology than the aware group (N = 136). 

About half of the aware group were concerned about the facility and rated the 

incinerator in the same way as those who were unaware; however, the remainder 
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(the unconcerned) appear to have accepted the incinerator. This study is in line 

with the findings of Galetzka that non-neighbours of the waste facility have the 

most negative perceptions. 

 

There is another study that supports the idea that residents who have less 

experience with waste facilities have a more negative attitude towards them. This 

study was carried out by Spies et al. (1998b). They hypothesized that positive 

experience with waste facility siting and storage would reduce the perceived 

health and safety risks associated with waste sites. Data were collected in 15 

communities (N = ± 100 per case) in the states of Nebraska, Oklahoma, Texas, 

Utah, and Colorado. Seven of these communities were hosting or were potential 

sites for hazardous waste facilities, four were the sites of other types of rural 

industrial developments and four were communities that had experienced only 

baseline socio-economic activity. Surveys of residents in each of these 

communities on a variety of issues including concerns related to the health and 

safety of waste storage were examined and compared. The results indicated that 

residents in communities with positive experience with waste facilities perceive 

lower waste-related health and safety risks than residents in other types of 

communities when controls are included for other socio-demographic and 

perceptual factors. 

 

Another example of the dynamic characteristics of the attitude towards 

infrastructure can be found in Wolsink (1990), who investigated the societal 

acceptance of wind energy. In order to do so he looked at attitudes and 

perceptions of local residents at six different cases. In these cases a wind farm or a 

solitary wind turbine was in the planning phase (N = 230 and N = 324 respectively) 

or these facilities were realized (N = 495 and N = 185). Furthermore a control case 

was included (N = 499). The attitude towards a solitary wind turbine and a wind 

farm in the planning phase as well as in the realized stadium was investigated. For 

both types of wind turbine developments it was found that the perceptions were 

most negative during the planning phase. For the solitary wind turbines held that 

the attitude in the realized cases was more positive than that in the control case. 

For the wind farms held that the attitude in the realized cases was less positive 

than that in the control case. 
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In figure 2.1 a typical example of the development of an attitude in time towards 

infrastructure is shown. The attitude becomes more negative as a result of 

planning a facility. Experience with a waste facility will make the attitude recover 

and become more positive again. The results in the study of Wolsink show that 

this recovered attitude is not necessarily more positive (like in the figure) than that 

in a case without any experience with waste facilities. In this chapter we will 

provide a theoretical explanation for the dynamics of the attitude. 

figure 2.1: A conceptual picture of the dynamics of attitudes 

 

2.6 Attitudes in social psychology 

2.6.1 The attitude concept 

What we introduced quite bluntly in the preceding section as the attitude of local 

residents, is a very central study object in social psychology (Eagly & Chaiken, 

1993). The attitude is often described as the tendency to react in a consistent 

favourable or unfavourable manner towards a certain object, person, institution, 

or circumstance. This definition presumes that the attitude is a hypothetical 

construct that cannot be perceived directly. This idea is illustrated in figure 2.2. 
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figure 2.2: The attitude as a construct 

Attitude
Stimuli 
representing the 
attitude object

Evaluative 
responses

(Observable) (Observable)(Not observable)

The construct has to be derived from stimuli and responses that can be 

straightforwardly observed. It is, for instance, possible to obtain an impression 

about someone’s attitude towards the separate collection of fruit, garden, and 

vegetable waste by means of the remarks made about it. 

 

In social psychology there are several definitions of an attitude. In this research we 

use the attitude concept of Fishbein (1967). According to Fishbein, within an 

attitude a distinction should be made between cognition, affect and behaviour. 

These aspects are thought to have an influence on one’s evaluation. This 

perspective on attitudes is represented in figure 2.3. 

figure 2.3: The attitude as one evaluative dimension (based on Van der Pligt & de Vries, 1995) 

Attitude object

Cognitive 
responses

Affective 
responses

Attitude 
(evaluation) Behavior

Weight

Weight

This model presumes that an attitude is an evaluative reaction based on cognitive 

and affective responses towards the attitude object. The weight of these 

components will vary. The model furthermore presumes that the attitude leads to 

behaviour, and this behaviour can have an influence on existing affective and 

cognitive responses. This in turn can have an influence on the attitude. It is thus 

possible to define the attitude as this is used in this research. An attitude: 

 

(a) Concerns an object, person, institution or event; 

(b) Is a positive or negative evaluation; 

(c) Is (partly) based on cognitive convictions about the attitude object; 

(d) Is (partly) based on affective reactions towards the attitude object; 
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(e) Has an influence on the behaviour towards the attitude object. 

 

A very important part of an attitude is the cognitive aspect of the attitude object. 

In social psychology, these aspects are known as attributes. Fishbein (1967), 

following the expectancy-value tradition in attitudes (Carlson, 1953; Carlson, 1956; 

Rosenberg, 1953; Rosenberg, 1956), considers an attitude as the quantification of 

consequences by multiplying the subjective likelihood that a attribute is associated 

with a certain object times the evaluation of that attribute. These expectancy ×  

value products are then summed over the various salient attributes. The formula 

for this summation is: 

��� L

1

L

L ×= ∑
=�

 

In this formula A stands for the attitude, bi stands for the attribute i (the extent to 

which attribute i is coupled with a certain attitude object), and ei is the evaluation 

of attribute i. N is the number of salient attributes. 

 

The structure of an attitude is more complex, however, than Fishbein represents it. 

According to Jones & Gerard (1967), an attitude has a syllogistic structure. The 

major premise represents a value judgement. The minor premise makes a 

connection between categories of beliefs. An example of a syllogism is: 

 

A (minor premise): There will be an enormous growth in waste production in the 

coming years. 

B (major premise): Waste disposal is the only way to manage waste effectively. 

C (Conclusion): A lot of waste disposal facilities will be needed in the coming 

years. 

 

According to the model of McGuire (1960a, 1960b), a person attributes a subjective 

probability to the three propositions. If these propositions have a logical 

relationship with each other, than this relationship can be described by means of 

the following equation: 

 

p(C)=p(A)p(B)+p(K) 

 

In this equation p(C), p(A) and p(B) are the attributed subjective probability to the 

minor premise, the major premise and the conclusion. The term p(K) is the 

attributed probability based on other evaluations. 
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Characteristic of the syllogistic structure is that a certain belief (attributed benefit 

or cost) can be the conclusion of a syllogism, whose premises are the conclusions 

of other syllogisms etc. The relation between the various beliefs is called the 

vertical structure of an attitude. In the model of McGuire it was shown that the 

same conclusion can be reached by means of different premises. This was 

expressed in the term p(K). An attitude is supported this way by means of several 

syllogisms on the same level. This is called the horizontal structure of an attitude. 

In figure 2.4 the vertical and horizontal structure of an attitude are represented. 

figure 2.4: An example of the syllogistic structure of an attitude towards facility siting  

Therefore incineration is bad for 
our health

Incineration deteriorates our 
health.

Therefore incineration is bad.

Therefore the municipality wants 
to site an incinerator.

Incineration causes dioxins.

Siting an incinerator by
the municipality is in 
conflict with the 
recreation function.

The municipality 
wants to site an 
incinerator.

Siting an incinerator by the 
municipality leads to an 
inefficient use of raw materials.

Therefore the siting intention of 
the municipality is bad.

Dioxins are bad for our health.

A good health is important.

The municipality wants to site a 
waste disposal plant.

The municipality considers 
incineration the best technique.

Recreation is very
important. Incineration is bad.

Raw materials should be used 
efficiently.

2.6.2 Attitudes and motives 

What emerges from figure 2.4 is that the cognitive component of the syllogism, the 

minor premise, is very important. The genesis of these attributes is dependent 

upon the motives the attitude is based on. An example of this dependency is that 

someone with a composting plant planned in his neighbourhood will look at this 

facility from a different point of view (a different motivation) than someone who 

wants to get rid of his fruit, garden, and vegetable waste. The first person will ask 
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himself a variety of questions about the consequences of the presence of the 

facility. The motive behind these questions is whether or not this person wants to 

accept or to oppose the facility. Someone who wants to get rid of the waste will 

probably look primarily at accessibility and opening hours. 

 

An attitude model that makes an effort to include motives as a part of the attitude 

model is the Heuristic Systematic Model of Chaiken (1987) that is further 

elaborated by Chaiken & Stangor (1987), Chaiken et al. (1989, 1996), and Chen et 

al. (1996). Chaiken and her colleagues presume that human beings are ‘economy-

minded’ souls. Therefore, they will opt for the most efficient manner to construct 

an attitude towards a certain object. In their Heuristic Systematic Model (HSM) 

they distinguish two routes of information processing in order to obtain an 

attitude towards a certain object. We will return to this information processing 

aspect of the HSM later. The most important aspect of this model for our purposes 

is that Chaiken et al. presume that persons have to find a balance between 

efficiency and satisfying the motives behind the attitude construction. This means 

that motivation and information processing become very much entangled. Despite 

of this entanglement, we endeavour to treat the two aspects separately. 

 

The first motive that was distinguished by Chaiken and her colleagues is what is 

termed accuracy motivation. The accuracy-motivated perceiver assesses the 

validity of attitude-relevant information in the interest of achieving valid attitudes 

that square with relevant facts. In the extended HSM Chaiken et al. (1996) add two 

alternative motives for accuracy motivation to the model. The first alternative 

motive is ‘defence motivation’, and the second is ‘impression motivation’. Defence 

motivation by Chaiken et al. comprehends ego-defence but also defence of vested 

interests. The processing goal of defence-motivated perceivers is then to confirm 

the validity of preferred attitude positions, and disconfirm the validity of non-

preferred positions. The second alternative motive in the extended model is 

impression motivation. Impression motivation refers to the desire to express 

attitudes that are socially acceptable. This type of motivation is assumed to be 

aroused in influence settings in which the identities of significant audiences are 

salient, social relations are important, or when people must communicate or 

justify their attitudes to others. In contrast with accuracy motivation and defence 

motivation, we do not expect impression motivation to be very influential in a 

waste facility siting setting. 
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The entanglement of information processing and motivation is caused by the 

claim of the HSM that persons will make an effort to construct an attitude with the 

intensity that enables them to achieve their goals. Chaiken (1987) states that the 

confidence one has in achieving these goals indicates whether or not the 

‘investment’ in obtaining the attitude is great enough. If the confidence in the 

attitude is not large enough, Chaiken further states that the ‘sufficiency level’ has 

not been reached. There is a presupposition that the sufficiency level is dependent 

upon the personality and the situation a person is in. People who are in a 

situation, which makes certain information very relevant, will have a higher 

sufficiency level than persons who are in a less relevant situation. The same holds 

for people with a high ‘need for cognition’. Need for cognition is a relatively stable 

personality trait. People with a high need for cognition like to know things, like to 

research and like cognitive challenges. With regard to the differences in the need 

for cognition, it is to be expected that persons with a high need for cognition will 

gather more information and will make more effort in order to come to a final 

judgement (Cacioppo & Petty, 1982; Verplanken et al., 1992). Another example of 

the influence of these factors is that a limited amount of time available does 

influence the amount of systematic information processing. A certain amount of 

knowledge about the topic could facilitate the systematic information processing, 

however. 

2.6.3 Attitudes and information processing 

The HSM model is what is termed a ‘dual process model‘. The most important 

characteristic of a dual process model is that two different routes, which lead to 

information processing, are distinguished. The first route is the route of systematic 

information processing. In the case of the second route, the person processes 

information in a more limited manner, which needs less cognitive effort and 

resources than systematic information processing. This what is termed heuristic 

information processing uses simple decision rules in order to come to a 

judgement. A very important assumption in the HSM is that the two routes of 

information processing are not mutually exclusive. This implies that the model 

assumes that heuristic and systematic information processing can influence an 

attitude both dependently as well as independently of each other. Chaiken (1987) 

states that systematic information processing compensates for the judgement 

made based on heuristics. Systematic information processing ‘attenuates’ the 

influence of heuristic information processing. It is definitely not the case that 
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systematic information processing precludes the use of heuristics. Even in 

situations that are suitable for systematic information processing the possibility of 

heuristic influence on the attitude remains.  

 

The model has some assumptions about the manner that heuristic information 

processing influences the attitude. The model presupposes that heuristics can only 

influence the decision making process if they are cognitively available. This means 

that they have to be stored in memory for potential use. A second assumption is 

that even if the decision rule is stored in memory, it will not influence the attitude 

unless it is accessible. An important determinant of this accessibility is the 

presence of information that is suitable for heuristic information processing. An 

even more important determinant of accessibility of a heuristic is the motive that 

has to be satisfied with the information processing. This means for example that if 

a person wants to check the correctness of a certain message, those heuristics will 

be extracted from memory, which will be helpful with this. The model 

furthermore presumes that cognitive heuristics differ in their strength and 

presumed reliability. Heuristics are more influential as their presumed reliability 

is larger. 

 

Like accuracy-motivated processing, defence-motivated processing can be either 

heuristic or systematic in nature. Chaiken et al. (1989) propose that defence-

motivated perceivers use the same heuristics as accuracy-motivated perceivers do, 

but they use them selectively. Thus heuristics such as ‘expert judgements can be 

trusted’ and ‘consensus implies correctness’ should be invoked only to the extent 

that they enable the defence-motivated perceiver to validate preferred attitude 

positions or invalidate non-preferred positions. Defence-motivated systematic 

processing is likewise assumed to be selective. Attitude-relevant information that 

supports favoured positions or opposes non-favoured positions should receive 

more attention and be more positively interpreted and elaborated upon than 

information that opposes favoured positions or supports non-favoured ones. 

2.6.4 Attitudes and risk perception 

In this study attributes are thought of as having several salient dimensions. With 

respect to risk perception we consider risk to be one of these dimensions of the 

attitude towards a waste facility (Eiser & Van der Pligt, 1979; Van der Pligt et al., 

1986; Woo & Castore, 1980). The other dimensions might be perceived costs, 

perceived benefits, etc. This line of thinking is congruent with the findings that 
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risk cannot be studied as an autonomous aspect. The acceptance of risk can only 

be understood if other aspects like perceived benefits and trust in authorities are 

studied at the same time (Freudenberg & Pastor, 1992; Renn et al., 1992). 

2.6.5 The social basis of attitudes 

In general attitudes are considered as something belonging to an individual. From 

the description of syllogisms, it emerged that the beliefs about a certain subject are 

very important for the attitude. Therefore, the question about the genesis of these 

beliefs is very important. A question at the same level regards the genesis of the 

beliefs. Our point of view is that beliefs and evaluations result from social 

interaction. This may be direct interaction or interaction mediated by books, 

newspapers, television, etc. The consequence of this social genesis of beliefs and 

evaluations is that it is very likely that several people from the same social group 

evaluate the same beliefs in the same manner with respect to a certain subject. 

Because people interact in several social groups, there are likely to be important 

differences in beliefs and evaluations between the several members of the group. It 

is likely that the social group that is the most important for a person determines 

the core of the beliefs and evaluations. From this point view, it is possible to 

distinguish a core of beliefs and evaluations that is shared by the social group, 

while certain more peripheral beliefs and evaluations do differ from this core. This 

core of beliefs and evaluations is often called a social representation (Moliner, 

1988; Moliner et al., 1995; Moliner & Tafani, 1997; Moscovici, 1984), while the sum 

of the personal relevant beliefs and evaluations constitute the attitude. Our point 

of view differs from the theory about social representations in that we want to 

measure attitudes in the traditional way. This means that we want to measure an 

individual cognitive representation, instead of a social representation. We 

presume, however, that either the cognitive or the evaluative response component 

of attitudes or both might have a common social origin that can be shared by 

individuals belonging to the same social group (Jaspars & Fraser, 1984). The 

difference between the attitude of a person and an attitude which is shared by 

several people is important, because the research findings will concern groups of 

people. These will be groups of political actors or groups of local residents. 

2.7 The influence of planned facilities on attitudes 

An important question is which salient attributes local residents have about waste 

facilities when such a facility is planned in their vicinity. The attributes are partly 

determined by the amount of information that people have about the waste 
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facility. In section 2.6.3 we mentioned the sufficiency level in the HSM as a 

predictor for information processing. When a waste facility is planned in a certain 

area, the position of a person who lives in this area towards this specific waste 

facility changes. The waste facility is no longer an abstract concept, which has little 

relevance for every day life. In our discussion about attitudes and motives, we 

noted that the motives towards waste facilities are not the same for everybody. A 

planned waste facility in someone’s neighbourhood causes these motives to 

change. Residents no longer ask themselves simple questions, but have to answer 

the question whether or not they should accept the facility in their neighbourhood. 

The types of motives used here are accuracy motivation or defence motivation 

(Chaiken et al., 1996). We do not think that impression motivation is an important 

driving factor, as the villages or neighbourhoods that are the subject of our study 

are not tight social groups. This implies that the impact of impression motivation 

is less likely. There is a possibility, however, that impression motivation is used 

with respect to other social groups such as friends and family. The same holds for 

the influence of the social norm. For this reason the social norm will be measured 

in this research. However, we do not expect a large effect. 

 

The change in motives, and with it relevance, has an impact on the beliefs about a 

waste facility. It is very likely that the level of information processing about waste 

facilities is not sufficient to make a decision about accepting or opposing the waste 

facility. In order to satisfy the sufficiency level that is associated with the new 

motives, the amount of information processing has to increase. The result of this 

information processing might be that the attitude towards the waste facility is 

composed of a larger number of attributes. In terms of the HSM we expect that as a 

result of planning a waste facility, local residents’ information processing about 

this waste facility might become more systematic (see also Verplanken, 1989; 

Verplanken et al., 1992).  

 

According to the conflict model of Janis & Mann (1977) there are four types of 

reaction to waste facility siting possible: 

 

(a) Ignoring the siting intention because the consequences are not thought to be 

serious; 
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(b) No hope for a better alternative results in defensive avoidance of the siting 

intention. This means that useful information is in the first instance 

avoided, and secondly processed selectively; 

(c) Vigilance: information about the subject is processed carefully and used to 

obtain a more complete attitude towards the subject; 

(d) Hyper vigilance is the result of a lack of time to reach a conclusion about 

the subject. Attention focuses on the siting intention, and other possibilities 

go unnoticed. This can lead to severe doubt, impulsive decision making and 

in extreme cases to complete panic. 

 

As a result of the changed situation, local residents may become more vigilant. 

This means that local resident are very alert for new information, and will use this 

to construct their attitude. The other three possibilities are considered to be less 

relevant. After all, we do think that local residents consider the consequences as 

serious, we think that they have hopes for a better alternative, and furthermore 

there is no time pressure. Fein (1994, 1996) has shown that suspicion creates a 

situation that is very well suited to systematic information processing. As a 

consequence of the increased information processing, the existing attitude could 

be bolstered or adjusted. In both cases systematic information processing 

attenuates the heuristic mode of information processing. 

 

However, a change in motives behind the attitude towards a waste facility does 

not necessarily lead to an increase in systematic information processing. The 

question about accepting or opposing the facility could also be answered 

adequately by means of heuristic reasoning. In figure 2.5 an attitude structure with 

syllogisms that contain heuristic reasoning is represented. In the figure it is shown 

that the absence of time and motivation to examine the consequences of a waste 

facility can result in an attitude that is the result of heuristic information 

processing. Of course there can be other reasons such as perceived ineffectiveness 

or (less likely) influence by peers. The figure shows that, because of the horizontal 

structure, an attitude based on heuristic processing might be sufficient. This 

horizontal structure represents the situational and individual factors that we 

mentioned in section 2.6.3. Another striking aspect of the syllogism is the character 

of the vertical structure of the attitude. Although the horizontal structure may 

consist of several syllogisms, the vertical structure will always end with the 

syllogism that represents a kind of precautionary principle. This principle, which 
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represents the purely heuristic part in the syllogistic structure, is the result of the 

uncertain situation in which the residents find themselves. 

figure 2.5: An attitude structure with syllogisms that contain heuristic reasoning 

Examining whether the 
planned facility is safe or 
not costs time

Examining whether the 
planned waste facility is 
safe or not takes a certain 
energy.

Examining whether the 
planned waste facility is 
safe or not needs certain 
cognitive skills.

Therefore I will not examine whether or 
not the planned facility is safe.

I know that the neighbourhood without 
the planned facility  is safe.

Therefore I do not want to change the 
neighbourhood by  accepting the facility.

Examining whether the 
planned facility is safe or 
not costs time

I do not have time to 
examine whether the 
facility is safe.

I do not have very good 
cognitive skills.

I do not want to invest 
this energy  to find out 
whether the planned 
facility is safe.

I will not examine whether or not the 
planned facility is safe.

Kahneman & Tversky (1984) showed that, in an uncertain situation, a larger value 

is attached to a certain outcome than to an uncertain outcome. This uncertainty 

exercises its influence not only by means of heuristic information processing. 

Uncertainty also has an impact on the evaluation of attributes of a waste facility. 

Kahneman & Tversky have also shown that in uncertain situations, people attach 

more value to a unit lost than to a unit gained. If our line of reasoning is true, that 

increased relevance results in more systematic information processing and 

therefore in a larger number of attributes, then the negative attributes are given a 

larger weight than the positive ones. The result is that, in uncertain situations, the 

attitude towards the waste facility will be more negative than in less uncertain 

situations. 

 

Heuristics may also have an influence in other ways. It is well known that 

communities that have some experience with siting efforts perform a kind of 

watchdog function (Cable & Degutis, 1997; Lidskog & Elander, 1992). It might be 

that the former experience has a certain influence on the perception of costs, 
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benefits and risks in the present case. This effect is called anchoring or framing 

(Tversky & Kahneman, 1974; Tversky & Kahneman, 1981). 

 

In figure 2.6 the use of this heuristic is illustrated. It shows that the 

anchoring/framing heuristic might result in a negative attitude towards waste 

facilities. It is important to note that the line of reasoning might hold for 

experience with a similar facility, but is also applicable for actual experience with 

a waste facility. 

figure 2.6: Possible effect of experience with a similar installation 

A similar facility in my 
neighbourhood caused a 
lot of noise.

A similar facility in my 
neighbourhood caused an 
awfull smell.

A similar facility in my 
neighbourhood deterio-
rated the landscape.

Therefore these kind of 
facilities are bad.

The municipality wants 
to site a waste facility in 
my neighbourhood.

Therefore the siting inten-
tion of the municipality is 
bad.

Deteriorating the 
landscape is bad.An awfull smell is bad.A lot of noise is bad.

These kind of facilities
are bad.

2.8 The influence of realised waste facilities on attitudes 

In section 2.5 we noted that the attitude towards a waste facility grows more 

positive after having experience with the attitude object. The costs and benefits 

functions in these less uncertain situations apparently are different than these in 

uncertain situations. With respect to infrastructure in general three explanations 

are given for these findings: 

 

(a) Local residents have a daily experience of a lack of perceived costs and 

risks. Therefore risks and costs are not cognitively available. This results in 

a relatively positive attitude (Tversky & Kahneman, 1974); 
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(b) Local residents are uncomfortable with living in a situation associated with 

risk. To reduce these unpleasant feelings they adjust their attitude to the 

situation by adjusting their attitude (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). 

(c) Local residents have a more positive attitude towards facilities that may be 

associated with risk, because those with a negative attitude have migrated 

(Midden, 1986). 

 

With respect to these explanations one should take into account the level of 

concern that is associated with waste facilities. There is evidence that with respect 

to the concern aroused, waste facilities should not be compared with e.g. nuclear 

installations, because the concern aroused is much lower (Elliott, 1998; Galetzka, 

1998). On the basis of these results we do not believe that waste facilities create 

stimuli strong enough to make the last two explanations very likely. With respect 

to the ‘migration explanation’ Hunter (1998) concludes, that areas with 

environmental hazards such as air and water pollution, hazardous waste and 

Superfund sites do not lose residents at greater rates than areas without such 

hazards. However, areas with such risks gain relatively fewer new residents. In 

research to psychosocial effects of waste facilities, Elliot (1992) did not find 

migration either. The first explanation given, based on the availability heuristic, is 

not dependent upon the strength of the stimulus, and is therefore more suited for 

our situation.  

 

Research on the effect of the availability heuristic has shown that this heuristic 

certainly has an influence on the perception of risk (Greening et al., 1996; Van der 

Pligt et al., 1998). Furthermore, this heuristic explanation fits well into the 

theoretical framework that we presented in the preceding sections. 

figure 2.7: Effects of the availability heuristic on the evaluation of a waste facility 

Risky facilities cause (near) 
accidents.

Risky facilities cause com-
plaints about health condi-
tions.

Therefore the facility probably is not very risky.

Risky facilities deteriorate 
the physical environment.

There are no indications 
that this facility does 
deteriorate the physical 
environment.

I can not remember any 
(near) accident for this 
facility.

I can not remember any 
complaint about health 
conditions.



Social psychological theory 

 

50

In figure 2.7 an example of reasoning with the availability heuristic in it is given. 

We presume that local residents who live in the vicinity of a waste facility 

attenuate their systematic information processing about the facility by means of 

heuristics. The availability heuristic is a very plausible one.  

It is also possible to think of an influence of the representativeness heuristic 

(Kahneman & Tversky, 1972). According to this heuristic an installation is 

evaluated as risky because it does have the characteristics that are associated with 

a risky facility. A person is said to be using the representativeness heuristic when 

he or she judges the probability of an uncertain event by the degree to which it: (a) 

is similar in essential properties to its parent population; or (b) reflects the salient 

features of the process by which it is generated (Kahneman & Tversky, 1972). An 

example of the use of the representativeness heuristic with waste facility siting is 

given in figure 2.8. 

figure 2.8: Effects of the representativeness heuristic on the evaluation of a waste facility 

Therefore the facility probably is not very risky.

In the direct vicinity of 
risky facilities are signs to 
warn you.

There are no warning signs 
near this facility.

Risky facilities have extensive
security measures.

There are no extensive
security measures for this 
facility .

Risky facilities have chimneys 
emitting black smoke.

This  facility does not emit
black smoke.

Based on the empirical findings about attitudes towards existing facilities and the 

explanation that we gave by means of the HSM, we formulate the following 

hypotheses: 

 

1) The attitude towards waste facilities at a location with planning experience 

with a waste facility is less positive than the attitude towards waste 

facilities at a location with no experience with a waste facility. 

2) The attitude towards waste facilities at a location with planning experience 

with a waste facility is less positive than the attitude towards waste 

facilities at a location with actual experience with a waste facility. 

3) The reported opposition is larger at a location with planning experience 

than at a location with actual experience. 
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In section 2.4 we mentioned that we presume a relationship between the amount 

of perceived negative consequences and the extent that residents try to shift the 

load on to others (NIMBY inclination). We argued that, on the one hand larger 

perceived negative consequences might lead to a stronger NIMBY inclination. This 

type of reaction was supposed to be due to the egotistical nature of local residents. 

On the other hand, we argued that larger perceived negative consequences might 

lead to a weaker NIMBY inclination. This type of reaction was supposed to be due 

to a conflict with ones personal norms. We mentioned that this last type of 

reaction does not mean that these residents are happy to carry the burden 

themselves. In fact they probably take a NIABY point of view. 

 

If there is a difference in the amount of perceived negative consequences for waste 

facilities that are built and facilities that are only planned, this also effects on the 

NIMBY inclination. In order to formulate hypotheses about the direction of the 

effect, we have to opt for one of the two types of reasoning above. With respect to 

this decision, the level of the perceived negative consequences is very important. 

We consider a NIABY point of view as a consequence of perceived negative 

consequences to be more likely in a situation in which the perceived negative 

consequences are rather large. In a situation in which the perceived negative 

consequences are less serious we assume that up to a certain level larger perceived 

negative consequences will lead to a stronger NIMBY inclination. We think that the 

perceived negative consequences associated with waste facilities belong to this last 

category. 

 

According to the line of reasoning above, we expect that at locations with larger 

perceived negative consequences the NIMBY inclination will also be stronger. When 

we correct for the effect of perceived negative consequences, the differences 

between locations should disappear, however. This results in the following 

hypotheses: 

 

4) After a correction is made for the influence of perceived negative 

consequences, the level of the NIMBY inclination at a location with no 

experience with a waste facility is not larger than that at locations with 

planning experience with a waste facility. 

5) After a correction is made for the influence of perceived negative 

consequences, the level of the NIMBY inclination at a location with planning 
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experience with a waste facility is not larger than that at locations with 

actual experience with a waste facility. 

2.9 The influence of the type of waste facility on attitudes 

In official Dutch environmental policy there is a preference for waste reduction 

over waste processing. Furthermore, within waste management a priority should 

be given to composting over incineration, and incineration should be preferred 

over landfill (Ministerie van VROM, 1992). The three waste management 

techniques have their own characteristics. We will treat the techniques and discuss 

their implications for the attitude towards a facility which uses the technique. 

 

Historically the most frequently used type of waste disposal is landfill. This 

technique appeared to be problematic. In the Netherlands, there have been a 

number of very serious cases of soil pollution in Lekkerkerk (1980), the 

Volgermeer polder (1981) and several other locations. These findings had a severe 

impact on local populations. In Lekkerkerk, for instance, this resulted in the 

evacuation of citizens from their homes. The experiences in Lekkerkerk and the 

Volgermeer polder made clear that landfill is not without consequences for future 

generations (De Boer, 1997). An important difference with the cases we will study 

is that the problems that have given rise to the priority of incineration over landfill 

are a result of landfill in the past. Problems that can arise from landfill for present 

residents include contamination of drinking water, smell nuisance, nuisance 

because of birds and insects, deterioration of the landscape and the increase in 

traffic because of the transport to the waste dump, etc. In October 1995 a decision 

was taken to prohibit local authorities from developing new plans for landfills in 

the Netherlands. 

 

Partly because of the problems experienced with landfill, incineration was thought 

to be a good alternative for landfill. Incineration had been considered before, but 

the increasing amount of waste, the environmental problems associated with 

landfill and the lack of space for new landfills led to a new possibility for 

incineration. However, it soon became clear that incineration caused problems too. 

In 1989 the Lickebeart polder appeared to be severely contaminated with dioxins 

produced by a solid waste incinerator (Houben & Leroy, 1993). The spatial impact 

of incinerators is larger than this of landfills, because dioxins can spread over a 

larger area. Incineration also entails an increase in traffic and deterioration of the 

landscape. 
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The third waste management technique considered in this study is composting. 

Composting is only suitable for fruit, garden, and vegetable waste, however. The 

remaining waste fraction has to be disposed of in an incinerator or dumped on a 

landfill. There are some innovations, however. Perhaps, in the near future, all 

organic household waste can be fermented. The citizens who separate the fruit, 

garden, and vegetable waste fraction from the remaining waste also face the 

problems associated with this technique. This is especially the case in cities where 

housing is small. Questions have been asked in the parliament about the health 

impact of bacteria and fungi on more vulnerable parts of the population (Tweede 

Kamer der Staten Generaal, 1995). Questions have also been asked about health 

conditions for garbage collectors. The problems for residents living near a 

composting plant might be smell nuisance. Traffic and landscape problems are 

also associated with a composting plant. 

 

Based on the characteristics of the waste facilities and the presumed relationship 

between NIMBY and perceived negative consequences, we formulate the following 

hypotheses: 

 

6) The attitude towards incinerators is more negative than that towards 

landfills. 

7) The attitude towards landfills is more negative than that towards 

composting plants. 

8) The opposition to an incinerator is greater than that to a landfill. 

9) The opposition to a landfill is greater than that to a composting plant. 

10) After a correction is made for influence of perceived negative consequences, 

the level of the NIMBY inclination is not different for the various types of 

facilities. 

 

There is some countervailing evidence for the validity of these hypotheses, 

however. Galetzka (1998) found that local residents are more concerned about 

landfills than about incinerators. Elliott et al. (1993) and Eyles et al. (1993) 

compared three solid waste facilities and found that incinerators do not 

necessarily invoke the most concern. These last authors explain their finding by 

referring to the industrialised setting of the incinerator in contrast to the more 

rural setting of the landfills. Galetzka has severe difficulties in explaining her 
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findings. This is especially the case because the incinerator investigated, was 

scrutinised in the media because of a remarkably large incidence of cancer in the 

area (Scholtens, 1999). 

2.10 Presentation of the model 

2.10.1 Adapting an attitude model 

In section 2.6.1 we mentioned that we use the attitude concept according to 

Fishbein in this study. When it comes to predicting behaviour we use Ajzen’s 

(1991) ‘theory of planned behaviour’. In fact this is an adaptation of Fishbein & 

Ajzen's (1975) ‘theory of reasoned action’. In figure 2.9 the theory of reasoned 

action is represented. 

figure 2.9: The theory of reasoned action (Adapted from Eagly & Chaiken, 1993, p.172) 

E
xt

er
na

l v
ar

ia
bl

es

Beliefs behavior 
leads to certain 
outcomes

Evaluation of 
the outcomes

Beliefs what  
referents think I 
should (not) do

Motivation to 
comply with 
referents

Attitude 
toward the 
behaviour

Social norm

Intention Behaviour

According to ‘the theory of reasoned action’ behaviour can be predicted by means 

of the attitude and the social norm. This social norm is obtained by the sum of the 

multiplication of the subjective likelihood that particular significant others 

(referents) think the person should perform the behaviour, by the person’s 

motivation to comply with that referent. In a formula this is expressed as follows: 
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In this formula bj is the normative belief (i.e. subjective probability) that some 

referent j thinks one should perform the behaviour; mj is the motivation to comply 

with referent j; and r is the number of relevant referents (Eagly & Chaiken, 1993). 
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In figure 2.10 the theoretical model used in this study is represented. The original 

Fishbein model is preceded by some HSM components. This has an important 

influence on the attributes. In section 2.3 we mentioned the relevance of the 

personal norm in facility siting situations. In the theory of reasoned action as it 

was formulated in its early years (Fishbein, 1967) a distinction was made between 

the personal and the social norm. The personal norm left the model because there 

was frequently a strong correlation with the social norm. With respect to 

behaviour that has a strong moral component, there are authors e.g. (Beck & 

Ajzen, 1991; Gorsuch & Ortberg, 1983; Pomazal & Jaccard, 1976; Schwartz & 

Tessler, 1972; Zuckerman & Reis, 1978) who persist in making the distinction 

between the personal and the social norm. Parker & Manstead (1995) and 

Manstead & Parker (1995) show that the inclusion of a personal norm is a useful 

extension of the theory of planned behaviour with respect to behaviour that 

carries moral implications. This line of thought we follow in this study. 

figure 2.10: The theoretical model 
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Ajzen (1991) states that the ‘theory of reasoned action’ is appropriate in cases 

where behaviour is fully under the control of a single individual. In cases where 

behaviour is not dependent only upon one single individual the theory requires 

some modification. In section 2.3 we mentioned that the outcome of a facility 

siting process is highly dependent upon contextual factors. Ajzen says that 

behaviour should be seen as a goal, and whether or not this goal will be achieved 
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is dependent upon the extent of control over the situation. In Ajzen’s ‘theory of 

planned behaviour’, the model is extended with a ‘perceived effectiveness’ 

variable. Because opposition in particular is dependent upon co-operation, the 

‘perceived effectiveness’ variable is thought to be relevant. According to Ajzen, the 

perceived effectiveness has an indirect influence via the intention on behaviour. 

This is a relationship worth pondering because it suggests that people tend to 

engage in behaviours to the extent that they believe it is effective (Eagly & 

Chaiken, 1993). We consider ‘perceived effectiveness’ to be a variable that 

probably has direct negative influence on the emergence of opposition. 

 

The various aspects in the model are not equally important for everyone. Snyder 

(1974) showed that people who have a stronger tendency to monitor themselves 

are more sensitive to their social context. This means that the social norm is more 

important with respect to the behavioural intention for these people than for 

people with a lower-self-monitoring tendency. The same applies to the importance 

of the personal norm. 

 

In the theoretical model we consider motivation and information processing to be 

generating the several attributes in the model. The attitude, the personal norm, the 

social norm and the perceived risk are thought to have an influence on the NIMBY 

inclination and the intention to accept the facility. The NIMBY inclination is thought 

to have an influence on the intention to accept. The reported opposition is 

considered to be influenced by the intention to accept and the NIMBY inclination. 

Furthermore, an influence of perceived effectiveness is supposed to be important. 

 

In the model, there are three paths that lead to opposition towards waste facilities. 

The first path goes from the attitude, norms and risks via the intention to accept to 

reported opposition. The second path goes from attitude, norms and risk via the 

NIMBY inclination and via the intention to accept to the reported opposition. In the 

second path there is a possibility (third path) of a direct influence of the reported 

opposition by the NIMBY inclination. These paths do not exclude each other. 

 

The three paths have a very different meaning. If the first path is followed the 

opposition is mainly determined by an evaluation of the waste facility without 

taking the volunteers timing dilemma into consideration. The perceived risks, the 

perceived benefits, the perceived costs and the perceived health consequences 
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have a direct influence on the intention to accept a waste facility. Furthermore, the 

social norm is presumed to have a direct influence. This means that important 

others think that a local resident should (not) oppose a waste facility because of 

the cost, benefits and risks associated with it. There is a direct effect of the personal 

norm because one might have committed oneself with other residents to oppose 

the waste facility. In this case the personal norm reflects the feeling one should act 

according to this commitment. In this direct path the physical aspects of a waste 

facility are supposed to be the mean reason for commitment to oppose a waste 

facility. 

 

The second path runs from the attitude, perceived risk and both norms via the 

NIMBY inclination and the intention to accept to the reported opposition. This path 

represents opposition that is determined by evaluating the volunteers timing 

dilemma. This means that opposition is determined by perceived fairness, feelings 

that others ought to carry the burden of the waste facility, etc. The personal norm 

might be very important in this path because there could be a strong relationship 

between the evaluation of the volunteers timing dilemma and the personal norm 

about equity and reciprocity. According to this path the NIMBY inclination is a 

factor that contributes to the intention to accept a waste facility. It therefore 

indirectly influences reported opposition. The social norm in this path might have 

an influence by important others who think that local resident should (not) oppose 

a waste facility because of the volunteers timing dilemma aspect. 

 

The third path runs from the attitude, the norms and perceived risk to the NIMBY 

inclination and then to the reported opposition. This path creates the possibility of 

a direct influence of the NIMBY inclination on the reported opposition. 

2.10.2 The theoretical model and information processing 

The three paths that lead to opposition will have important characteristics with 

respect to the amount of information about waste facilities on which the 

judgement is based. In the first path described above, it is predominantly 

information about the waste facility that is processed. The volunteers timing 

dilemma aspect should not be taken into account. In order to make this path valid, 

the local residents need a certain knowledge about the waste facility involved. For 

instance, in order to make the path between the perceived risk and the intention to 

accept valid, one has to be able to answer questions about the long-term effects 

and whether or not a waste facility is dangerous. With respect to the path between 
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the attitude and the intention to accept, one has to be able to answer questions that 

address specific attributes of a waste facility. Therefore, in terms of the HSM, the 

direct path between the attitude, the perceived risk, the social norm and the 

intention to accept is suited for residents who have systematically processed 

information related to the waste facility. 

 

In the second path represented in figure 2.10, the reported opposition will 

predominantly be based on the evaluation in the volunteers timing dilemma. Here 

less specific information about the waste facility is needed than for the first path. 

After all, the normative point of view that is implicitly present in the NIMBY 

inclination is not dependent upon factual information about the waste facility. In 

terms of the HSM, the indirect path between the perceived risk, the attitude and the 

both norms via the NIMBY inclination to reported opposition is suited for heuristic 

information processing. 

 

With respect to locations with actual and planning experience we expect that at 

locations with actual experience the local residents are more knowledgeable. This 

has implications for the strength of the paths in our model. Although this 

assumption has large face validity, we want to be certain that this is indeed the 

case. The strength of a path is not enough to draw conclusions about the manner 

of information processing. In order to examine whether residents with actual 

experience have a larger knowledge about waste facilities than residents with 

planning experience, we need to compare the knowledge levels of both groups. 

The comparison of both knowledge levels and the structural model for the two 

groups provides us the information we need to draw conclusions. This leads to the 

following hypotheses: 

 

11) At locations with actual experience with a waste facility, the perceived 

knowledge about waste facilities and the decision-making process is greater 

than that at locations with planning experience. 

12) At locations with actual experience with a waste facility, the direct path 

between norms, the attitude, the perceived risks via the intention to accept 

becomes more important at the expense of the indirect paths via the NIMBY 

inclination to the reported opposition. 
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With respect to the type of facility, it is not possible to hypothesise the exact effects 

on the relationships in the theoretical model. This means that we expect some 

effects from the type of facility, but it is not possible to predict exactly what these 

effects will be. 

 

In the coming chapters we will investigate the hypotheses that we formulated in 

this chapter. Hypothesis 1 upto and including hypothesis 10 will be examined in 

chapter 7. This chapter is predominantly based on analyses of (co)variance. 

Hypotheses 11 and 12 will be examined in chapter 8. In this chapter we will 

predominantly use structural equation modelling to examine the relations 

between the concepts. 



 

 



Chapter 3 
 

Political science theories 

3.1 Introduction 

In chapter 2 we described the problem of waste facility siting and focused on the 

way people perceive waste facilities. In chapter 1 we formulated the aim of the 

research project as not only focusing on local residents, but also on other 

important political actors and on the decision-making process. Local residents’ 

perceptions of the policy actors and the decision-making process are discussed in 

sections 3.4 and 3.5. In order to study the ideas of those responsible for decision 

making, we will use a political science theory. This theory, the Advocacy Coalition 

Framework (ACF) (Sabatier, 1987, 1998; Sabatier & Jenkins-Smith, 1993), will be 

described in section 3.2. In the current thesis the policy belief systems as described 

in the ACF are examined. In the related thesis of Van Baren (2001) there is a more 

detailed elaboration upon the framework. Furthermore, in the thesis of Van Baren 

an effort is made to identify coalitions of policy actors within decision-making 

processes. In section 3.3 we describe the way Cultural Theory (Thompson et al., 

1990) is used. As we see it, it is a helpful tool for distinguishing the different 

perspectives on decision making about waste facility siting. 

3.2 Policy Belief Systems in the Advocacy Coalition Framework 

In order to examine the perspectives of the various policy actors with respect to 

waste facility siting we follow the ideas about the policy process as outlined in the 

latest version of the ACF (Sabatier, 1998). This model presupposes that social and 

political problems are social constructs. Policy actors can define a political 

problem differently and therewith influence the political process. Policy analysis 

has shown that policy processes are influenced by the social organization, cultural 

values and institutional context in which policy actors operate (Hoppe & Peterse, 

1993). 

3.2.1 Description of the ACF 

The ACF focuses on groups of policy actors with similar policy beliefs within a 

clearly defined policy domain. As a consequence of shared policy beliefs there can 
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be allies and opponents within each group of policy actors. This system of 

possibly competing actors is called a policy subsystem. These policy actors all try 

to influence the decision-making concerning a certain subject. In our case this is 

decision-making about waste facility siting. According to the ACF the study of 

policy processes on a single policy level, such as the local, regional or national 

level, might lead to erroneous results. Therefore the ACF presupposes that the 

subsystems mentioned should include policy actors from the several policy levels 

involved in the decision-making process. This implies that for instance local 

residents, municipalities, private actors, the province and the national government 

can all be a part of a policy subsystem. Furthermore, the ACF assumes that the 

policy implemented is represented by the beliefs of the relevant administrative 

bodies. 

 

A policy subsystem consists of possibly competing groups of policy actors with 

different ideas about policy. If the policy actors with similar ideas about policy on 

a certain subject have shown some non-trivial cooperation, the group of policy 

actors is called a coalition. As the members of this coalition all think in a similar 

way about the policy on a certain subject it is called an ‘advocacy coalition’: the 

members of the coalition will try to influence their own group members as well as 

the members of other coalitions. 

 

The policy beliefs of an advocacy coalition towards a certain subject, comprise 

several policy sub domains. The subject of waste facility siting e.g. comprises three 

relevant policy sub domains: (a) the policy sub domain of waste management; (b) 

the policy sub domain of physical planning; and (c) the policy sub domain of 

spatial decision-making. This implies that the policy actors have policy beliefs in 

the three sub domains that are relevant with respect to the subject of waste facility 

siting. In terms of the advocacy coalition framework this constellation of beliefs is 

called a ‘Policy Belief System’ (PBS). 

 

In the policy subsystem there is always a so-called dominant coalition. This is the 

coalition having the PBS that represents the existing implemented policy. Next to 

the different advocacy coalitions with different policy belief systems, the policy 

subsystem can also contain so-called policy brokers. These policy actors will try to 

arrange agreements between the several advocacy coalitions. 
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3.2.2 Levels of the Policy Belief System 

According to Sabatier & Jenkins-Smith (1993) a policy belief system has three 

levels. As the policy belief systems are the most important aspect of the ACF in this 

study we discuss these three levels. 

 

(a) The ‘deep core’ level contains basic normative assumptions. These 

assumptions are not specific for one policy domain. An example of such a 

deep core belief is the idea that all citizens are primarily driven by self-

interest, which should be taken care of by policy. 

 

(b) The ‘policy core’ level contains the general strategy for achieving the 

assumptions of the deep core beliefs within a policy domain. In this second 

level fundamental assumptions about a policy domain itself are also 

represented. With respect to waste facility siting the beliefs about the need 

for waste management facilities like incinerators and the beliefs about the 

way the risks of such facilities can be managed will be part of this level of 

policy beliefs. 

 

(c) The third level of the PBS is a set of ‘secondary aspects’, which are mainly 

about instrumentation and the information needed for implementation of 

the ‘policy core’ within the policy domain. That instrumentation also 

includes the rhetoric, for example the rational justifications in policy 

documents. 

 

The three levels of the PBS represent a decreasing order of resistance to change. 

According to the ACF, cognitive factors will not be sufficient for improvement of 

policy, except as concerning the secondary aspects of policy beliefs. In order to 

improve policy the PBS of the dominant coalition has to change. Herewith we 

mean a change of policy beliefs, at least at the policy core level, and sometimes 

even of deep core beliefs. For fundamental changes in policy the existence of 

competing advocacy coalitions is crucial. Such changes in the deep core and policy 

core levels may only occur as a result of another coalition becoming the dominant 

one, replacing the old PBS by its own. This is not an easy process. 
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Wolsink (1996) has argued that the strengthening of the planning hierarchy, such 

as we described in the first chapter, is a clear example of defending the policy core 

by changing the secondary aspects. With the new judicial instruments the existing 

policy can be defended much better against the challenges from competing 

coalitions with fundamentally different policy beliefs.  

3.2.3 Model of the individual within a policy actor 

Sabatier & Jenkins-Smith (1999) consider that the goals of policy actors are usually 

complex. The ability to perceive the world and process information of the 

individuals that constitute the actors is affected by cognitive biases and 

constraints. First the assumption is that the individual’s ability to process and 

analyse information is limited by time and cognitive constraints. This limitation 

produces substantial incentives to utilize a variety of heuristics as guides to 

complex situations. One of the implications is that policy core beliefs, because they 

are fairly general in scope yet very salient, provide more efficient guides to 

behaviour over a wide variety of situations than do secondary aspects. Secondly, 

the ACF assumes, consistent with prospect theory, that actors weigh losses more 

heavily than gains (Quattrone & Tversky, 1988). A logical corollary is that they 

remember defeats more than victories. 

 

This tendency to overemphasize defeats contributes to the tendency to view 

opponents as more powerful than they probably are (Sabatier et al., 1987). Thirdly, 

the ACF presumes, consistent with cognitive dissonance theories, that on salient 

topics actors' perceptions are strongly filtered by their preexisting normative and 

perceptual beliefs. Pre-existing beliefs constitute a lens through which actors 

perceive the world. This has important implications for coalition dynamics, as it 

produces distrust of people in other coalitions who, since they come to conclusions 

so different from theirs on 'factual' issues, must have questionable motives 

(Sabatier, 1998; Sabatier & Jenkins-Smith, 1999). 

 

With this model of the individual within the policy actor, drawing heavily on 

research in social and cognitive psychology, the theoretical models for the local 

residents and the policy actors come together. The ideas of Sabatier about the use 

of simple decision rules by individuals within policy actors are very much 

congruent with the Heuristic Systematic Model. As in the HSM, more systematic 

information processing by individuals within policy actors is possible. This does 

not imply, however, that the advocacy coalition acquires more knowledge about 
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the subject. If the new information is in conflict with the policy core beliefs the 

individual will probably leave the actor or will interpret the information in such a 

way that the conflict is resolved. This explains why the learning potential of 

advocacy coalitions is rather low. 

3.3 Cultural Theory used to obtain plural rationality 

With respect to waste facility siting, there are three relevant policy sub domains in 

which policy beliefs may be relevant for advocacy coalitions. The policy belief 

systems of the advocacy coalitions represent all the relevant beliefs about waste 

facility siting. The ACF presumes that there are different beliefs, but it does not 

address the question what these beliefs could be. An approach that is very helpful 

in this aspect is Cultural Theory (Thompson et al., 1990). Thompson et al. based 

their theory on the anthropological literature predominantly of Douglas (1970, 

1973, 1975, 1978). Cultural Theory exists in two breeds, and all intermediary 

shades (Mamadouh, 1999). In the ‘soft version’, it is conceived as a theoretical 

framework, a heuristic device, and a classification scheme. The hard variant is a 

full explanatory theory. We will use Cultural Theory in the ‘soft version’. This 

does not imply that we will not test its merits. After all, there are only a few 

attempts known which measure the Cultural types in a quantitative way (Ellis & 

Thompson, 1997), and these are not very convincing.  

3.3.1 The grid-group map 

The basis of Cultural Theory is a proposal by Douglas to identify two basic 

dimensions of sociality: a ‘group’ and a ‘grid’ dimension. The ‘group’ dimension 

concerns the extent in which behaviour is determined by membership of a social 

group. According to Thompson et al. (1990) a stronger incorporation will lead to a 

stronger influence of the group on individual choice. The ‘grid’ dimension 

concerns the extent in which behaviour of individuals is guided by prescriptions. 

For ‘grid’ (perceived as more difficult to grasp than the ‘group’ dimension) 

Douglas (1978) distinguishes four characteristics: insulation, autonomy, control 

and competition. 

 

A combination of the dimensions ‘group’ and ‘grid’ generates a map with four 

types of social environment. The persons (extreme cases) that live in these 

environments are called individualists, hierarchists, fatalists and egalitarians. The 

extreme cases are also referred to as types of rationality. The diagram with the 

extreme cases is represented in figure 3.1. 
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figure 3.1: A grid-group map (Schwarz & Thompson, 1990) 
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3.3.2 A description of the four types of rationality 

With respect to the content of our policy belief systems, we presume that the four 

types of rationality are present within the policy belief systems of advocacy 

coalitions. We think that this is especially the case in the policy sub domain of 

decision making. Mamadouh (1999) gives an accurate description of the types of 

rationality: 

 

The ‘individualist’ located in the lower left quadrant is characterized by weak 

group incorporation and weak regulation or role prescriptions. The individual is 

free to enter transactions with others as (s)he wishes, as in a market. Boundaries 

are provisional and are subject to negotiation. Individuals are relatively free from 

control by others but their ability to control others is a measure of their position in 

the network. This pattern is justified by the pursuit of personal rewards in a 

competitive environment. Fairness consists of equality of opportunity. Blame is on 

personal failure (or lack of competition). This manner of organising is vulnerable 

to lack of cooperation. With respect to waste facility siting an individualistic view 

would be that opposition is a consequence of insufficient compensation measures. 

 

The social environment of the ‘hierarchist’ in the upper right quadrant is 

characterised by strong group boundaries and binding prescriptions. These 

prescriptions are justified by the dominance of the whole over parts, the collective 

over the individuals. Consequently, division of labour, differentiated roles, and 
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hierarchical social relations are typical of these nested groups. Fairness consists of 

equality according to the law. Blame is put on deviants who do not endorse the 

established procedures. This manner of organising is vulnerable to misplaced trust 

in authority and expertise. From a hierarchic point of view it would be very 

important in waste facility siting to act according to current rules and procedures. 

 

The ‘fatalist’ in the upper left quadrant is characterised by binding prescriptions in 

combination with weak group incorporation. Isolation can be imposed or by 

choice (a possibility not always acknowledged). These individuals have little to 

say about the ways they live their lives: it is organised from the outside. They live 

at the margins of the organised patterns discussed above, such as hierarchies or 

networks. Fairness is not found on this earth. Blame is put on fate (bad luck). This 

manner of organising is vulnerable to unwillingness to plan ahead and to inertia. 

A fatalistic view of waste facility siting would be that it is an unpredictable 

process that actually nobody can handle. 

 

The ‘egalitarian’s’ social environment in the lower right quadrant is characterised 

by strong group boundaries coupled with few regulations. The group is 

maintained through intensive relations between group members. Internal role 

differentiation is minimal. Fairness is equality of result. Shared opposition to the 

outside world keeps such an egalitarian bounded group together. Blame is put on 

the ‘system’. This manner of organising is vulnerable to deadlocks because no 

authority is accepted who could resolve internal conflicts. According to 

egalitarians, a facility siting process that emerges with the full agreement of the 

local community, is usually a better facility siting process. 

3.3.3 Myths of nature 

Schwartz and his co-authors (Schwarz & Thompson, 1990; Thompson et al., 1990) 

incorporated another 4-type typology with the grid-group map. Their work 

concerns the myths of nature found by ecologists who studied institutions 

managing ecosystems such as forests, fisheries and grasslands. Although there is a 

certain danger in incorporating another 4-type typology, the two typologies are 

supposed to correspond so well with each other that the myths of nature have 

become an integral part of Cultural Theory (see e.g. Davy, 1997; Grendstad & 

Selle, 1997; Thompson, 1997). The criticism remains, however, that there are no 

strong theoretical reasons for the incorporation. We will treat the myths of nature 
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by their graphical representation in figure 3.2. The myths are represented as a ball 

in the landscape. 

figure 3.2: Myths of nature (Thompson et al., 1990) 

Nature robust Nature ephemeral

Nature capricious Nature perverse /tolerant

Nature ‘robust’ means that it can take experimentation, trial and error, as the 

shape of the landscape will always bring the ball back to the best position. This 

myth corresponds to the individualist’s type of rationality. When nature is 

‘capricious’, it is a lottery, one does not know what to expect, one cannot learn 

from experience. This myth is in line with the fatalist’s type of rationality. When 

nature is ‘perverse/tolerant’ it is robust, but only up to a certain point. The shape 

of the landscape brings the ball back to the best position. But it should at least 

should remain in the safe zone. If it goes too far, things go wrong. Therefore this 

myth justifies the power given to experts as they are the ones who can evaluate the 

safety zone. This myth corresponds with the hierarchist’s rationality. When nature 

is ‘ephemeral’, it is fragile and the ball should be as still as possible. Any 

movement could lead to a fall from the top of the hill. This myth corresponds with 

the egalitarian’s perspective (Mamadouh, 1999). 

 

As we mentioned above, there are no strong theoretical reasons for incorporating 

the myths of nature within the grid-group typology. Why for instance should 

egalitarians always have the nature ephemeral point of view? After all nature has 

different characteristics, as indeed individuals have. Nevertheless we need the 

combination with myths of nature, as decision-making about waste facilities has 

important environmental consequences. Therefore we are also interested in the 

rationality of policy actors from this aspect. 
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3.3.4 Relations between the types of rationality 

With respect to the relations between the types of rationality cultures sharing the 

same score on a dimension have some things in common. This implies, for 

example, that ‘individualists’ would have some understanding of ‘fatalists’ 

because they share the ‘low-group’ position; and that ‘fatalists’ have some 

understanding of ‘hierarchists’ because they share the ‘high-grid’ position. 

Cultural theorists, however, stress the ‘grid’ and ‘group’ position taken on the 

same diagonal. The diagonals link cultural types that share the same position on a 

‘third dimension’ that is called ‘manipulation’ or ‘grip’: it is why one speaks of the 

diagonal of affirmation and the diagonal of withdrawal. Wildavsky (1986), 

Webber & Wildavsky (1986) and Thompson et al. (1990) call the diagonal of 

affirmation (lower left corner to upper right corner) ‘the establishment’. 

 

Another point of concern is that of the type of rationality of individuals. At this 

point there is the rigid interpretation of Douglas (1978) in which the type of 

rationality is a permanent characteristic of the person that applies to all domains 

in life. The opposite point of view, voiced by Thompson et al. (1990), is that 

individuals may use a different type of rationality in different contexts. This is in 

line with the thoughts of other important scholars in social science like Berger & 

Luckmann (1967) and Goffman (1959). In this flexible version, the type of 

rationality can only be determined in a particular context at a certain time. We 

think that this last perspective is the most viable one. In this study the context is 

restricted and therefore only a perspective on waste facility siting will emerge. 

3.4 Perceptions of policy actors by local residents 

So far this chapter has elaborated upon theoretical concepts that focused on the 

policy belief systems of policy actors. At this point the attention of this chapter 

shifts from the policy actors to the local residents. In this section we discuss trust 

in policy actors by local residents. In section 3.5 we discuss the residents’ 

perception of the decision-making process. In section 3.7 a possible influence of 

these perceptions on the NIMBY inclination is elaborated upon. 

 

In the theory about social dilemmas it is known that people with more trust are 

often more willing to cooperate; and so-called low-trusters are more willing to 

contribute to the establishment or maintenance of a sanctioning system that 

imposes sanctions on non-cooperative choices (Van Lange et al., 1992). With 
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respect to facility siting involving a certain risk it has been acknowledged that 

trust in those responsible for the risk management of the facility has a strong 

influence on the acceptance of the facility (Binney et al., 1996; Flynn et al., 1992; 

Kasperson et al., 1992). According to Peters et al. (1997) perceptions of 

trustworthiness and credibility of those in a position of responsibility are 

dependent on three factors: perceptions of knowledge and expertise; perceptions 

of openness and honesty; and perceptions of concern and care. They examined the 

trust in industry, government and citizen groups. The three factors explained 20-

40% of the variance in the trust in these groups or agencies. ‘Concern and care’ 

appeared to be the most important predictor. This factor was followed by 

‘openness and honesty’ and ‘knowledge and expertise’ respectively. 

 

With respect to solid waste facility siting there are some empirical findings that 

trust is a relevant variable for these kinds of facilities. As part of the findings of an 

interdisciplinary study that uses a parallel case study design to investigate 

psychosocial impact in populations exposed to three solid waste facilities in 

Southern Ontario (Taylor et al., 1991), Eyles et al. (1993) noticed that trust in those 

responsible for the siting and the management of the facility varied severely over 

the three solid waste cases investigated. In a landfill case the trust was quite high; 

while in another landfill case, where site approval recently had been granted, the 

trust was low to negative.  

 

Three other articles by the same research group (Elliott, 1998; Elliott et al., 1997; 

Elliott et al., 1993) showed that the perception of risk was the highest at the 

recently approved site. Therefore for the recently approved site a negative relation 

between perceived risk and trust in those who site and manage the facility exists. 

Lober (1995) examined the attitudes and behaviour towards the siting of a 

recycling centre. The survey design was a random sample of the households 

located within one mile of the proposed site. Seventy-one individuals were 

interviewed, from 71 homes selected randomly from the 525 homes in this area. 

Lober found a correlation of .48 between trust in siting institutions and the 

attitude towards the recycling centre. Galetzka (1998) investigated the attitude, 

perceptions and opposition towards an incinerator (N = 567) and a landfill (N = 

305). She found a correlation of -.42 between the perceived risk of a landfill and 

trust in the manager of the facility. Moreover, she found a correlation of -.54 



Political science theories 71 

between trust in the manager of the facility and the perceived risk of an 

incinerator. 

 

These findings show that less trust is associated with less willingness to cooperate 

(volunteer in the volunteers timing dilemma) and a greater perception of negative 

consequences. For our research on waste facility siting this implies that in those 

cases in which less trust in the institutions responsible for siting and management 

is present the perceived negative consequences should be larger. We formulate the 

following hypotheses: 

 

13) The greater the trust in those responsible for the siting and the management 

of the facility, the stronger the intention to accept a waste facility. 

 

14) The greater the trust in those responsible for the siting and the management 

of the facility, the lower the perceived negative consequences. 

3.5 Procedural unfairness 

Procedural unfairness refers to the lack of perceived fairness of how decisions are 

made. Thibaut and Walker (1975, 1978), who introduced the concept, 

hypothesized that the process by which the decision is made influences the 

satisfaction with the decision. The correct treatment of all stakeholders and the use 

of fair procedures will contribute to the acceptance of the policy and the 

appreciation of the policy actors (Lind et al., 1990; Smith & Tyler, 1996). 

 

In the first model of procedural justice1 Thibaut and Walker proposed that fair 

procedures are those that distributed control among the stakeholders with respect 

to the procedures that lead to the ultimate decision. Both control over the decision 

itself and control over the opportunity to present one’s point of view were 

considered important, because having control would lead to more desirable 

outcomes. Other control-based models (e.g. Leventhal, 1976; Vidmar, 1990) 

similarly view procedures as a means to a desired end (Ebreo et al., 1996). 

 

Relational models on the other hand, propose that procedures are important 

because they represent the social relationships between the stakeholders in the 

decision-making process. In the so-called ‘group-value’ model by Lind and Tyler 

(1988) the procedures have implications for the beliefs that stakeholders hold 

about their position in the decision-making arena. In this view, procedures that 
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result in stakeholders believing that they are heard and respected are labelled as 

fair. The perception of procedural fairness enhances their own perceived position 

of stakeholders in the arena. Eventually this will contribute to the acceptance of 

the policy. We formulate the following hypothesis: 

 

15) The greater the perceived procedural fairness, the stronger the intention to 

accept a waste facility. 

 

Lind and Tyler (1988) made an interesting contribution to the relational model in 

social justice theory. Based on a literature study they concluded that very often the 

decision to obey the authorities is based on the belief that the authority has used 

fair procedures. Lind and Tyler offered a theoretical explanation of the influence 

of perception of justice by positing the existence of a fairness heuristic, a 

psychological shortcut used to accept the directives of people in a position of 

authority. Van den Bos et al. (1998a) and Van den Bos et al. (1998b), elaborating 

the findings of Lind and Tyler, state that people very often feel uneasy about their 

relationships with authorities and about the results of a decision-making process. 

In order to know how to react to outcomes of decision-making processes, people 

would like to have information about whether or not they can trust an authority. 

They assume that very frequently people lack this kind of information. The 

authors show that in order to solve the problem, people will refer to the fairness of 

authorities decision-making processes and decide how to react. In situations in 

which definitive trust information is lacking, procedural fairness serves as a 

heuristic substitute. This results in the following hypothesis: 

 

16) The greater the perceived procedural fairness, the lower the perceived 

negative consequences. 

 

17) The greater the perceived procedural fairness, the larger the trust in those 

responsible for the siting and the management of a waste facility. 

 

3.6 Satisfaction with the results and the process 

Closely related to trust in institutions responsible and procedural fairness is the 

satisfaction with public participation, the satisfaction with the ultimate result and 

the perception of the duration of the decision-making process. A possible line of 

reasoning is that the ultimate result influences the trust in the authorities. On the 
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one hand the ultimate result can influence trust in a positive way: for instance, if 

the municipal council decides to stop the siting intention after having heard valid 

arguments from the local residents. On the other hand the result can influence 

trust in a negative way: for instance, if a municipal council despite all valid 

counter arguments continues the siting. Therefore the direction of the influence of 

result on trust cannot be predicted. A similar line of reasoning holds for the 

relationship between satisfaction with the result and satisfaction with the duration 

of the decision-making process. 

 

The perception of procedural (un)fairness, however, is likely to have an impact on 

the satisfaction with the opportunities for public participation. It is likely that the 

perception of a fair decision-making process will result in the impression that the 

opportunities provided in the current system of physical planning are sufficient. 

We formulate the following hypothesis: 

 

18) The greater the perceived procedural fairness, the larger the satisfaction 

with the opportunities for public participation. 

 

The relationship between the perceived procedural (un)fairness and the 

satisfaction with the decision finally made is less clear-cut, as residents can be 

satisfied with the decision finally made despite of an unfair process. 

3.7 Effects between the levels of the volunteers timing dilemma 

In the sections above we saw that trust, procedural unfairness and the acceptance 

of a facility might be strongly interrelated. In chapter 2 we described waste facility 

siting as a volunteers timing dilemma with two different levels. The first level of 

the dilemma was the local level. Characteristic for the facility siting problem is 

that if one municipality agrees to accept a waste facility on its territory, it solves 

the problem for all the other municipalities involved. Herewith it provides a 

solution for the volunteers timing dilemma. The second level in the volunteers 

timing dilemma is the individual level. The local residents also have to ask 

themselves whether or not they want to accept the waste facility. A question that 

arises with respect to the NIMBY inclination is whether or not trust and procedural 

unfairness influence the inclination to shift the burden of a waste facility on others. 

This means that behaviour on the local level of the volunteers timing dilemma 

might have consequences on the individual level of the dilemma. This leads to the 

following hypotheses: 
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19) The greater the procedural fairness, the weaker the NIMBY inclination. 

 

20) The smaller the trust in those responsible for the siting and management of 

a waste facility, the stronger the NIMBY inclination. 

 
Notes 
1 The expressions ‘procedural justice’ and ‘procedural fairness’ will be used interchangeably. 



Chapter 4 
 

Methodology 

4.1 The case study design 

The methodology used in this study and the accompanying study of Van Baren 

(2001) is case study methodology. According to Yin (1994) a case study is an 

empirical enquiry that (a) investigates a contemporary phenomenon in its real-life 

context, especially when (b) the boundaries between phenomenon and context are 

not clearly evident. This type of methodology is eminently suitable for our 

research, as the outcome of a decision process is dependent to a great extent upon 

contextual factors such as the course of the decision making process, previous 

experience with waste facilities, the presence of local action groups etc. 

 

Because we want to generalize our findings beyond a single case we opted for a 

multiple case study design. In a multiple case study design, one should consider 

multiple cases as if they were experiments. Each case should be carefully selected 

so that it either predicts similar results, or produces contrasting results but for 

predictable reasons. This is what is termed replication logic (Yin, 1994). 

 

Another important aspect in our approach is that we study three different units 

within each case. This is what is termed an embedded multiple case study design. 

We study the decision making process (performed by Van Baren), the policy actors 

(performed by Van Baren & Devilee), and the local residents (performed by 

Devilee). In each case the local residents are studied by means of a survey, the 

policy actors by means of a Q-sort and the decision-making process is examined by 

studying documents and actor interviewing. 

 

The social psychological theoretical framework in chapter 2 and the theoretical 

framework by Van Baren feed the replication logic mentioned above. From these 

frameworks, it emerges that we should select continued and not continued cases, 

which differ by the waste processing technology used. Time constraints limit to six 

the amount of cases, in which policy actors and decision-making processes can be 

studied. For the study of the local residents, a control case is included. The 
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replication logic results in the factorial design as represented in figure 4.1. The 

actual case selection will be described in chapter 5. 

figure 4.1: The incomplete factorial model resulting from replication logic 

 Not continued Continued Control 

Landfill Case 1 Case 4 - 

Composting plant Case 2 Case 5 - 

Incinerator Case 3 Case 6 - 

Control - - Case 7 

4.2 The study of local residents 

4.2.1 Sampling local residents 

In section 4.1 we mentioned replication logic as being the most important logic in 

our research. In developing an instrument to study local residents, sampling logic 

becomes a point of concern, since we want to have a sample that is truly 

representative for this local population. We do not pool the data over the cases, as 

the survey is only a part of the case study design. 

 

In order to obtain a sample of the residents who live in the vicinity of a waste 

facility we used a Geographic Information System (GIS). We took a digital map of 

the districts and neighbourhoods in the Netherlands (WBR95) and entered the 

coordinates of the waste facilities that we wanted to examine. Because the WBR95 

map does not contain any zip codes we linked it with an accompanying file with 

zip codes and some other information about districts and neighbourhoods (CBS, 

1997). These zip codes1 had four numbers but no characters. The vicinity of the 

waste facilities was determined by means of a circle-shaped buffer with a radius of 

3 kilometres for areas with an average population density and a radius of 5 

kilometres for less densely populated areas. As the zip code areas are quite large, 

some of them did intersect with our circle-shaped buffer. In order to include only 

those zip codes that were within our buffer, we increased the precision of the zip 

code file and included only those number-character combinations that were within 

the buffer. From the resulting zip code file a random sample was drawn. The 

advantage of using GIS to select the population, from which the residents are to be 

sampled, is that we are familiar with some characteristics of this population. The 

CBS data that are coupled with the WBR95 map give us the opportunity to calculate 

which categories of residents live within the buffered area. This means that we can 



Methodology 77 

check whether the sample is representative of the population or not. These results 

will be presented in chapter 5.  

 

Important within the multiple case study design is that the various groups can be 

contrasted in a reliable way. This means that the chance of rejecting the null 

hypotheses if this is incorrect should be sufficiently high. This chance is dependent 

upon: (a) the criterion of significance; (b) the reliability of the sample; and (c) the 

size of the effect. For the criterion of significance we take the α = .01 level. For the 

effect size, Cohen (1988) developed a number of criteria. According to Cohen, in 

(co)variance analysis an effect of f = .10 is weak, an effect of f = .25 is medium and 

an effect of f = .40 should be considered as strong. In similar research (e.g. 

Wolsink, 1990) weak effects were found. For this reason, the sample size has to be 

large enough for these effects to be detected. By means of the significance level 

chosen, the expected effect size, the degrees of freedom in our design and the 

desired power, it is possible to look up the size of the desired sample in so-called 

power tables (Cohen, 1988, pp. 297-298). This type of table shows that we need at 

least 200 respondents per case in order to distinguish weak effects. This results in a 

power of .55 for weak effects and power values, which are larger than .995 for 

medium and strong effects. The actual sample size of approximately 250 residents 

per case leads to a power of .70 for weak effects. 

4.2.2 The survey 

The respondents in the seven cases are examined by means of a questionnaire, 

which integrates all the relevant aspects that were described in chapter 2. 

Furthermore, we included questions about the decision-making process and about 

political actors. The questions that result from chapter 3 were not asked in the 

control case. The residents in the control case were asked to respond to an 

imaginary waste facility. The type of the facility in question was not specified. In 

order to make controlled comparisons between the cases a number of relevant 

background variables such as gender, age, level of education, political and 

religious orientation were included. 

4.2.3 Building a scale for the NIMBY inclination 

A somewhat novel aspect of the survey was the inclusion of what we term a NIMBY 

scale. There are a few previous efforts know to construct such a scale. Groothuis & 

Miller (1994) perform a factor analysis on 'belief statements that reflect specific 

NIMBY concerns'. In fact this is not an effort to measure NIMBY, but an attempt to 
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understand the motives for opposition to facility siting. Groothuis & Miller treat 

NIMBY as equivalent to opposition. Wolsink (1990, 2000) constructs a strong NIMBY 

scale that more closely resembles the scale we were aiming for. The scale reflects 

the inclination to free ride when it comes to accepting wind farms or solitary wind 

turbines. 

 

The rationale behind our effort to construct a NIMBY scale is that we do not think 

that such an instrument is severely hampered by a social desirability bias. After 

all, there is nothing at stake at the moment that the questions are asked (Rolland, 

1994). Furthermore, we do not think that a ‘Not-In-My-BackYard’ tendency is an 

attitude of which people are deeply ashamed. The items used by Wolsink (2000) 

show reasonable variance. 

 

Because of the limited experience with NIMBY scales, we decided to carry out a 

small pilot study. The purpose was to get an idea about the content of the items. 

Furthermore, we were not sure whether we could use the same scale for the three 

different types of waste processing facilities. The pilot study was done with 137 

respondents, who answered 3 × 17 items for the three different types of waste 

facilities. The items were all variants of asking whether or not one would shift the 

burden of a waste facility on to others. Principal component analysis was used to 

examine the data structure. Component analysis suggested (eigenvalue > 1 

criterion) extracting two components. The similarity of the content in both 

components made us decide to stick with one component. In table 4.1 the items 

and their factor loadings are presented. 

table 4.1: Items and factor loading in the pilot study
A 

Items Factor loading 
- The costs incurred by waste facilities should be borne by all of us. -.54 
- As long as a waste facility is not built in my vicinity I do not object to it. .33 
- I am willing in some way to pay extra in order to compensate the costs of a waste 

facility in another municipality. 
 

-.14 
- Whoever wants to make the profits also has to bear the burden associated: a waste 

facility may cost me something. 
 

-.37 
- It is only common sense not to object to a waste facility in your own neighbourhood 

in advance. 
-.50 

- I do not accept a waste facility in my neighbourhood because I think that somebody 
else would not accept it in his/her own neighbourhood. 

 
.72 

- As far as I am concerned, a waste facility should be sited in somebody else’s 
vicinity. 

.63 

- With respect to the location of a waste facility, I certainly want to contribute in one 
way or another to solve a problem that is also caused by others. 

 
-.43 

- I do not feel like shouldering the burden of a problem that is also caused by others, 
by accepting a waste facility in my vicinity. 

 
.66 
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- Because a waste facility ultimately has to be built somewhere, I do not reject a waste 
facility in my neighbourhood in advance. 

 
-.68 

- It is completely logical for me that a waste facility should be sited in someone else’s 
neighbourhood. 

 
.74 

- As a matter of fact I do not think it is very fair to saddle another municipality with a 
waste facility. 

 
.06 

- Life is competitive: as far as I am concerned a waste facility should be sited in 
someone else’s vicinity. 

 
.60 

- Because I do not think it is very necessary to bear a part of the collective burden, I 
do not accept a waste facility in my neighbourhood. 

 
.78 

- If good arguments can be found to site a waste facility in my neighbourhood instead 
of in someone else’s neighbourhood, I will accept such a facility. 

-.74 

- Accepting a waste facility in your own neighbourhood means that you do not 
represent your own interests strongly enough. 

 
.67 

- It is quite stupid to accept a waste facility in your own vicinity. .85 
ASample Size: N = 134 

The items for the scale were selected from the items above by means of three 

criteria: (a) diversity in content; (b) diversity in the direction of the answer; and (c) 

the results of a reliability analysis. This selection process resulted in a scale of 

seven items with a reliability in our pilot sample of α = .84. The selected items, the 

item means and indications of their contribution to the scale reliability are given in 

table 4.2. 

table 4.2: The items selected to take part in the larger survey
ABC 

Item Mean α if deleted 
- The costs caused by waste facilities should be borne by all of 

us. 
1.85 .83 

- I do not accept a waste facility in my neighbourhood because I 
think that somebody else would not accept it in his/her own 
neighbourhood. 

 
2.37 

 
.82 

- As far as I am concerned, a waste facility should be sited in 
someone else’s vicinity. 

 
2.23 

 
.84 

- I do not feel like shouldering the burden of a problem that is 
also caused by others, by accepting a waste facility in my 
vicinity. 

 
2.95 

 
.82 

- Because a waste facility ultimately has to be built somewhere, I 
do not reject a waste facility in my neighbourhood in advance. 

 
2.50 

 
.82 

- If good arguments can be found for siting a waste facility in my 
neighbourhood instead of in someone else’s neighbourhood, I 
will accept such a facility. 

 
 

2.44 

 
 

.81 
- It is quite stupid to accept a waste facility in your own vicinity. 2.43 .80 
AItem Scale runs from 1 to 5 
BSample Size: N = 134  

CReliability: N = .84 

Comparing the scale means for the different types of facilities and different levels 

of education tested the robustness of the scale. Analysis of variance showed that 

we did not have to differentiate the scale with respect to the type of facility. 

Furthermore, it appeared that the scale did not lose its reliability for different 
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levels of education. We will return to this scale in chapter 6, where we deal with 

the behaviour of the items in the survey. 

4.2.4 The analysis 

The analysis employs standard techniques such as principal component analysis, 

scale analysis, (co)variance analysis and structural equation modelling. One aspect 

that requires more detailed explanation is the way we deal with missing data. 

Huisman (1999) investigated several methods for imputing missing data. He 

concludes that a simple and practical method, which leads to a comparable result 

to that of more complex techniques, is the imputation of the Corrected Item Mean 

(CIM). The method of corrected item substitution imputes an item mean that is 

corrected for the other scores of the respondent. Huisman would term this the 

respondent’s ability. The item mean is multiplied by a weight reflecting the 

difference between the score of the respondent on the observed items and the 

average scores on these items: 
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where ( )� LD

L�
 is the mean score on item i for the nonmissing cases in cells a, and 

obs(va)is the collection of observed items for person v in cell a. Every Likert scale 

constructed in this study is imputed by means of this method. Because we had 

seven different samples we used seven different sample means in the process. As 

we lacked the Gauss statistical package for which Huisman wrote a small 

procedure, we used SPSS for the calculations. 

4.3 The study of policy actors 

4.3.1 Selecting the policy actors 

In the preceding section we explained that a study of local residents required to 

use sampling logic. When studying policy actors, a very different situation 

emerges. Because of the limited number of key actors involved, we are able to 

examine all of them. The type of method we use to examine these policy actors is 

Q-methodology (Stephenson, 1975). The reason for using this technique is that it 
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enables us to identify policy actors with similar policy beliefs about waste facility 

siting. 

 

Examining the entire population is not in line with Q-methodology. According to 

this technique, we should construct a theoretical sample (Brown, 1980; 

Stephenson, 1975). Theory should determine which actors to include in the ‘P-

sample’. As we want to say something about a real-life setting that is not easily 

captured within a theoretical framework, we decided that this prescription is not 

very realistic for the purposes of our research. The P-sample therefore consists of 

all the significant actors that emerged from the document study and actor 

interviewing (section 4.1). 

4.3.2 The Q-sort technique 

Although several authors claim that there is a new paradigm called Q-

methodology (see especially Brown, 1980), it is our belief that the Q-sort technique 

is a nice extension of the social scientists’ toolkit, but nothing more than that. 

Although Q-sorts are used in social scientific research (Asendorpf & van Aken, 

1999; Neyer et. al, 1999; Posada et. al, 1999), we note that many social scientists are 

not familiar with the variant of the method that we use (see however Bacova, 1999; 

Devilee, 1995; McKeown et. al, 1999; Snelling, 1999). Therefore we will devote 

some attention to it. 

 

The basic idea behind the Q-sort is that respondents are confronted with a sample 

of statements that represents the various perspectives upon a certain subject. 

Brown (1980) would term this the ‘concourse’. The respondents are asked to sort 

the statements following the ‘forced-normal’ distribution as this is represented in 

figure 4.2. To accomplish this, the respondents are first asked to sort the 

statements into three piles representing ‘agree with’, ‘do not agree with’ and ‘not 

really relevant’. The second step is fine-tuning this rough division until all 

statements are sorted according to the forced normal distribution. 

 

The next stage in the method is to correlate the Q-sorts. The persons are thus 

correlated with each other.2 Subsequently principal components are extracted in 

order to examine which respondents have similar thoughts about the subject. 
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figure 4.2: The forced normal distribution 

Most in accordance with 
my point of view 

Least in accordance with 
my point of view 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 
            
            
            
            
            
            
            
            
            
            

In our Q-sort variant, which was devised by William Stephenson (1973; 1975; 

1988), we construct a Q-sort distribution, which is typical for the persons that load 

on the same factor. In order to do so we calculate the factor scores. Before we 

calculate these scores we have to take into account that some Q-sorts are closer 

approximations of the typical distribution than others. Therefore a factor weight is 

calculated. The expression for calculating factor weights is given by Spearman 

(1927) as: 

 

�

�
�

�

�−
= , where �  = factor loading and �  = factor weight. 

 

The result is a factor weight for each Q-sort. After obtaining this weight, the scores 

assigned to the statements are multiplied by the factor weight. The weighted 

scores per statement for all persons making up a factor are summarized. These 

totals are normalized in order to take care of the different number of subjects that 

make up a factor. In order to obtain the typical statement distribution for a group 

of persons, the statements have to be ordered from highest factor score to lowest 

factor score (Brown, 1980, pp. 239-243). The content of the (policy) belief is 

obtained by interpreting the statements, which this group of persons considers as 

most or least in accordance with their point of view.  

 

A computer program that is very useful when doing a Q-analysis is PQMETHOD 2.09 

(Schmolck, 1999). We do not completely follow the Q-technique as it is embedded 

in this program, however. The technique used in PQMETHOD to ‘cluster’ the 

persons is principal component analysis. We use hierarchical cluster analysis to 

determine which persons belong to the same group. An advantage of this 
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technique is that it is more decisive about the group to which a person belongs. 

After deciding with the help of cluster analysis, which groups of policy actors exist 

in our data, we decide which number of components to extract with PQMETHOD 

and ‘flag’ the actors that make up the same factor. With the aid of the statistics in 

PQMETHOD the factors are interpreted. The program provides, among other things, 

the normalised factor scores and the differences between these factor scores for the 

different factors. 

 
Notes 
 
1 A Dutch zip code has four numbers and two characters. 
2 In texts about the Q-sort technique Q-sorts and persons are often used interchangeable. 



 



Chapter 5 
 

Selection of the cases 

5.1 Introduction 

In chapter 4 we described the methods used in this thesis. We put forward the 

embedded multiple case study design as our methodological framework. 

Replication logic prescribes that we select diverse types of facilities that are both 

continued and discontinued. Furthermore, we want to include cases in our 

selection that have been controversial. This is necessary because we want to 

investigate the mechanism that causes opposition to waste facilities. Important in 

the selection process is that we prevent confounding of our findings. In section 5.2 

and 5.3 we discuss how we ensured these prerequisites. In section 5.4 we will have 

a closer look at the selection of local residents from the selected cases and 

investigate the representativeness of the samples. Section 5.5 elaborates upon the 

decision-making characteristics of the cases and a short summary of the decision-

making process is given. Here we strongly depend upon the findings of Van Baren 

(2001), who carried out this part of the embedded multiple case study. 

5.2 Preserving validity 

Validity is the extent to which a measure reflects only the desired construct, 

without the contamination from other systematically varying constructs. In this 

case study research there are several threats to validity. The problems we have to 

cope with are: 

 

(a) Maturation: as civil servants may change jobs, some people involved in a 

certain decision-making process are no longer in the same post. They may 

have another job in another organization. This leads to problems because in 

order to answer our questions, this person has to recall the standpoint of 

the former job. Selecting cases that are relatively recent could minimize this 

problem. 

 

(b) History: we should not include cases that have very unique properties 

because of events that coincide with the decision about a certain waste 

facility. This will seriously hamper the use of our replication logic. Events 
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that can cause such problems are major historical events that occur in the 

political, economic or cultural life of the residents and actors who we study. 

In the case of waste facility siting one could argue that the increased 

knowledge about soil contamination and the effect of dioxins (see chapter 

2) are such events. This problem can also be avoided by selecting cases that 

are relatively recent, because the increased knowledge will then be equal in 

all selected cases. 

 

(c) Mortality: we have to be sure that it is possible to question the persons who 

were involved with a certain project. Sometimes important persons have 

died, emigrated or are in other ways not available for our research (Judd et 

al., 1991). In chapter 2 we already mentioned that waste facilities are not 

likely to cause significant migration. Therefore mortality will probably not 

hamper our investigations. 

 

(d) Population density of the area: in order to compare the local residents in the 

several cases we need comparable samples of the local population. If the 

population density is too low we will not be able to sample enough 

residents within the buffer area of 5 km. Therefore there should be a 

sufficiently large population in the area in order to carry out a legitimate 

survey research. Because the Netherlands is a very densely populated 

country, we expect that even in the more remote areas where waste 

facilities are planned or situated, this criterion will be met. 

5.3 The case selection procedure 

5.3.1 The first phase: collecting the raw material 

In the case selection we funnelled from a very large number of cases towards the 

seven cases we will study in this thesis. The initiators of a large waste facility in 

the Netherlands are obliged to make an environmental impact assessment report. 

These assessments are administered, coordinated and evaluated in one central 

administrative body. This body is called the ‘Commissie MER’. This authority 

provided us a list with approximately 300 waste facilities. The list also contained 

information about the stage of every decision-making process. 
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5.3.2 The second phase: reduction to concrete arguments 

We used the stage of the decision-making process as our second selection 

criterion. At the time of the case selection the decision-making about waste 

facilities in the Netherlands consisted out of four phases. The first phase is 

constructing a provincial waste plan and spatial planning at the provincial level. 

The provincial waste plan indicates the amount of management capacity that 

should be realized. In the second phase the municipalities in the province select a 

number of possible sites. After this decision, the suitability for waste processing of 

each site is investigated. This culminates in a final decision about a site. The third 

phase in the decision-making process is the incorporation of a waste facility in a 

municipal zoning scheme. The fourth phase in the decision-making process is the 

assignment of permits. Before a waste facility can be constructed, two permits are 

necessary: the first being a building permit, the second being the environmental 

permit. In the case of waste facility siting, the environmental permit is preceded by 

an environmental assessment report. This report prescribes which requirements a 

facility should fulfil in order to obtain a preliminary environmental permit. It is 

possible to object to this preliminary permit. After all objections have been taken 

into consideration, the final environmental permit is assigned. This final permit 

can be objected to at the highest court.1 In the decision-making process it is 

furthermore possible to object to the provincial waste or spatial plan and to the 

changes in the municipal zoning scheme. We decided only to include projects in 

our selection that survived at least up to the permit stage. We did so because the 

controversy about a waste project is most clearly present at this stage. After all, the 

projects had to be mature enough in order to be able to study explicit arguments. 

This decision resulted in a reduction in the number of projects to 103. 

5.3.3 The third phase: using more detailed information 

In a third phase of our selection process we gathered more detailed information 

about the 103 remaining projects from the 'Commissie MER' (Commissie MER, 

1993, 1994, 1995, 1998). This information was very useful, providing us with a 

clearer picture of the size and characteristics of these waste facilities. Based on this 

increased knowledge, we decided to reduce the number of cases by means of the 

following criteria: (a) the size of the facility; (b) the characteristics of the facility; (c) 

the duration of the decision-making process thus far; (d) the fact whether or not 

the facility was cancelled; (e) the connection with another project; (f) the amount of 
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change that the project entails; and (g) the type of decision that is under 

consideration. In table 5.1 we made these criteria more explicit. 

table 5.1: Criteria to select waste facilities in the third phase of the selection procedure 

Criterion Description 
(a) Size The project should be sufficiently large. This is different 

for the several types of facilities:  
- Incinerators: capacity ≥ 150.000 ton per year. 
- Landfills: capacity ≥ 2 million m3. 
- Composting plants: capacity ≥ 50.000 ton per year. 
- Combined facilities: capacity ≥ 500.000 ton per year. 
- Upgrading and reprocessing plants: no exact criterion 

about the size of the facility can be given because of 
large diversity between plants. 

(b) Characteristics of the facility The type of waste processing and the type of waste that is 
processed mainly determine the characteristics of the 
facility. At this point we want to include all types of 
facilities and do not differentiate between solid waste and 
chemical waste. 

(c) Duration of the process We only include cases that were not started before 1989 or 
are still running currently. 

(d)  (Dis)continuation of the facility Because ultimately we should select three cases that are 
discontinued and three that are continued we should take 
care not to exclude a complete category. 

(e)  Connection with another project Sometimes there is a connection between projects. This 
happens when a project is slightly altered in order to 
continue it. These kinds of projects might be interesting 
and should not be excluded in advance. 

(f) Amount of change implicated Some projects on the list are only small expansions of an 
already existing facility. We only want to include new 
projects or expansions that have the size of a new project 
(see criterion a). 

(g)  Type of decision The list of the committee also included some decision 
procedures about locations. In order to assist 
municipalities in choosing a certain location that is suited 
for a waste facility, environmental impact assessments for 
a number of locations are made and compared. These 
types of decisions should not be seen a concrete start of a 
new project. Therefore these decisions will not be 
considered here. 

The usage of the criteria listed in table 5.1 results in three groups of cases. The first 

group suits the criteria, the second group more or less suits the criteria and the 

third group consists of the cases, which are not suitable for selection. We decided 

only to use the first group that suited the criteria for the continuation of the 

selection procedure. This is a group of 35 projects. A list with the cases in this 

group is presented in appendix A. 
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5.3.4 The fourth phase: making the final decision 

In section 5.1 we mentioned that type of facility, (dis)continuation and amount of 

controversy are important criteria for selecting the cases. Furthermore, in section 

5.2 we mentioned that it is important that we use relatively recent cases. In this 

phase of the case selection, this last criterion will be stricter than in section 5.3.3. 

Although the criteria in section 5.3.3 implicitly met all these demands, these 

criteria were not used in so many words. In the process of further reducing the 

number of cases, we use them more explicitly. 

 

In order to obtain an estimate of the scale of controversy in a case we studied the 

reactions of those involved, as these are registered in the permits needed. 

Furthermore we contacted regional environmental organizations, municipalities 

and provinces by telephone. By means of the controversy criterion, the number of 

suitable cases was reduced to 15 (see appendix A). Using the remaining criteria 

mentioned in this section enabled us to reduce the 15 (see appendix B for their 

properties) cases to six. These cases are presented in table 5.2. 

table 5.2: facilities that emerge from the fourth phase of the selection process 

 Indication of name and 
location of the Facility 

Controversial? Continued? Capacity of the 
facility 

Duration of 
process 

1 Landfill ‘Landgraaf’ Yes Yes Unknown, but 
very large 

1989-1994 

2 Landfill ‘het Klooster’ in 
Nieuwegein 

Yes No 4.8 million m3 1991-1998 

3 Expansion of compsting 
plant ‘VAM-Wijster’ 

Yes Yes 400.000 ton per 
year 

1993-1998 

4 Waste processing 
installation ‘De Marsen’ in 
Zwolle 

Yes No 50 hectare 1989-1999 

5 Municipality waste plant 
in Leiden 

Yes No 100.000 ton per 
year 

1991-1997 

6 Composting plant and 
expansion of AVIRA 
incineration unit in Duiven 

Yes Yes (comp.) 
No (incin.) 

Comp: 40.000 ton 
per year 
Incin: 460.000 ton 
per year 

1992-1995 

When the several categories are evaluated, the sample looks fairly balanced. For 

the control case, we opted for the municipality of Gouda, since Gouda is an 

average-sized Dutch city situated in a neither very urban nor rural environment. 

These characteristics are necessary to make a more or less valid comparison with 

our other cases. Furthermore the archives of the ‘Commissie MER’ assured us that 

there have never been any plans to site a waste facility in its vicinity. In figure 5.1 
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the geographical position of the selected waste facilities with the buffer area and 

the control case is indicated. 

 

Next to the replication logic in order to select the cases, sampling logic is 

important in this study. The reason for this is that in order to study local residents 

we have to obtain samples that are representative for the local residents in a 

certain case. In section 5.4 the results of a comparison of population data with 

sample data are presented. 

5.4 Sampling logic: checking the representativeness 

Now we will check whether or not the characteristics of the samples of residents 

for each case have the characteristic of the population from which they are taken. 

We know some characteristics of the residents because we used a geographic 

information system (GIS) to determine the ‘pool’ from which to sample. The 

characteristics that we will examine are the distribution of age and gender. In table 

5.3 the deviation of the CBS data used by GIS with the sample data is presented. The 

first column in the table presents the difference in percentages of male residents in 

each sample. This tells us whether or not the gender distribution in the samples is 

different from the gender distribution in population. The next four columns in the 

table are the differences in percentages of residents in four fixed age categories. 

WDEOH ���� 'HYLDWLRQ LQ SHUFHQWDJHV RI SRSXODWLRQ GDWD IURP VDPSOH GDWD
$

Case (N) Male 18-24 years 25-44 years 45-65 years 65 year & more 
Duiven (259) + 1.8  + 5.8  - 10.9  + 0.7  + 1.3  
Nieuwegein (281) + 0.4  + 10.2  - 7.7  - 0.6  - 0.4  
Landgraaf (251) - 2.5  + 3.2  - 2.2  - 7.0  + 1.5  
Leiden (259) - 4.8  + 6.6  - 14.5  - 0.8  + 6.2  
Wijster (254) + 0.2  + 7.1  - 7.9  - 11.2  + 6.8  
Gouda (253) - 4.1  + 2.2  - 8.1  - 5.1  + 5.6  
Zwolle (298) - 3.9  + 1.0  - 18.2  + 12.5  + 0.1  

ASource: (CBS, 1997) 

The differences in table 5.3 show that in the sample there is a small shortage of 

women and residents in age categories of 18-24 years and 65 years and older. 

There is a surplus of residents in the age category of 25-44 years. The largest 

deviation of the sample data from the CBS data is in Zwolle in the residents’ age 

category of 25-44 years. For this case and category the number of residents is 18.2 

percent smaller in the actual population than in the sample. 
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Other important sampling errors are in the municipalities Leiden and Duiven with 

respect to the age category of 25-44 years. Furthermore there are some deviations 

for the municipalities Wijster and Zwolle in the age category of 45-65 years and in 

the municipality Nieuwegein in the age category of 18-24 years. 

 

With respect to these sampling errors one should take into account that the CBS 

data represent the characteristics of the local population in 1995. The sample data 

are collected in October and November 1998. Therefore the sampling errors may 

be partly due to the fact that the population characteristics are a little outdated. 

Another possible source of sampling error is that the spatial area we used to 

calculate the population characteristics is slightly different than the spatial area we 

sampled the residents from. This is caused by the fact that the sample is based on 

only these residents that live within a radius of 3 or 5 kilometres of the waste 

facility. The population characteristics are based on residents living in these postal 

zones (four characters) that are within or predominantly within a radius of 3 or 5 

kilometres. 

 

In our analyses we will check whether or not there is an influence of background 

variables like age and gender on the variables under investigation. If this is the 

case we will include age and/or gender as a covariate in the analysis. This implies 

that at the same time is taken care of naturally existing differences between the 

cases and differences that are due to sampling error. 

5.5 Decision-making characteristics of the cases 

The cases all have some decision-making characteristics. The course of the 

decision-making process varies from very smooth to very problematic. Because of 

the multi-disciplinary character of this study it is possible to use this kind 

information. In chapter 4 that describes the methodology is outlined that the 

decision-making process in this embedded multiple case study is examined by 

means of document study and actor interviewing. Van Baren (2001) reports 

extensively about this part of the case study. In the coming sections we will briefly 

describe the course of the decision-making processes. With help of these case 

characteristics we will be able to explain perceptions of the decision-making 

process or perceptions of policy actors. 
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5.5.1 The continued landfill in Landgraaf 

The region east South-Limburg and the province of Limburg made the plans for 

what would result in the landfill in the municipality of Landgraaf (figure 5.1h). 

The municipality of Landgraaf agreed with the proposals of these both authorities 

and was willing to change the zoning scheme. The municipality wants to use some 

former marl pits as a waste dump. 

 

The local residents and environmental interests group were not consulted with 

respect to these decisions made by the municipality council. At first there was no 

opposition with respect to the intention, as the usage of marl pits as waste dumps 

is a widely accepted practice. Opposition against the intention raised however, 

when appeared that there was no intention to provide sufficient measures to 

prevent soil and groundwater contamination. A second source of conflict was that 

the road to the landfill might cause a lot of inconvenience for the local residents. 

 

The enquiry procedures, written objections and appeals to the Council of State 

delayed the decision-making process severely. The initiators of the project started 

to realize themselves that they had to do something with the comments and 

opposition of local residents and an environmental interest group. This change in 

perception was predominantly due to the fact that the waste disposal branch in 

the district east South-Limburg was privatized in this period. Waste disposal 

became the responsibility of AVOZL Inc.2 The board of directors of this 

administrative body realized themselves that they should pay attention to 

environmental stakes and listen to local residents. This change in perspective on 

obtaining public support led to a stronger cooperation with the opponents. This 

resulted in a gradual improvement in the trust in authorities. In the end the 

cooperation between AVOZL Inc. and its critics resulted in a landfill that is one of 

the best, from an environmental point of view, in Western Europe. Furthermore, 

the road to the landfill was redesigned in order to limit the amount of 

inconvenience as much as possible. 

5.5.2 The discontinued landfill in Nieuwegein 

The residents of the municipality Nieuwegein for the first time noticed something 

about the intention to construct a landfill in polder ‘Het Klooster’ (figure 5.1c), 

when they read about it in the newspaper. At this time the province, the 

municipality and a private waste company that would manage the landfill, 
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already signed an official agreement with respect to this intention. An important 

prerequisite of the municipality in this political deal was the connection of 

Nieuwegein to an important highway. In order to increase the speed of the 

decision-making process the municipality tried to get a dispensation for the 

obligatory MER. 3 

 

The local residents and other stakeholders, among them a drinking water 

company, started to oppose the intention. At several occasions they were 

confronted with errors of the involved authorities. One of them is the first zoning 

scheme handed over to the local residents. In this report the intention for the 

waste facility was underpinned with data of the municipality of Vianen instead of 

these of Nieuwegein. The opponents appealed to the highest court against the 

given dispensation with respect to the MER. Moreover, they referred to the fact that 

the soil conditions of the intended location are not suited for landfilling and that 

landfilling in an area used as a drinking water resource causes a health risk for 

those who use this water. As a result of this opposition the dispensation for the 

MER was withdrawn. Moreover, the necessary permits (already granted) were 

declared invalid. 

 

As a consequence of the MER the province of Utrecht was forced to look for other 

possible locations. This resulted in four other possible locations outside the 

borders of Nieuwegein. Despite of this new information Nieuwegein was chosen 

to host the waste facility. This was a consequence of the official agreement with 

the waste company that prevented the province to choose another location. This 

waste company had to be compensated if the agreement was broken. Only when 

the waste company announced that it was willing to refrain from the realization of 

the waste facility, the possibility to discontinue the intention came within reach. 

5.5.3 The discontinued landfill in Zwolle 

The decision making in the municipality of Zwolle was characterized by a very 

long duration. The process started in the early eighties. The reason for the 

initiative was that the two landfills that were used so far would reach their 

maximum capacity in 1988 and 1990. Therefore two new locations were needed. 

One of these locations should be within the municipality of Zwolle. A location 

study by the Heidemij company in 1984 in Zwolle resulted in three possible 

locations: ‘De Marsen’, ‘Sekdoorn’ and ‘De Horst’. In order to choose one of these 
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locations the Heidemij Company got an additional assignment by the Region 

IJssel-Delta. 

 

The local residents of ‘De Marsen’, predominantly farmers, were very worried 

about the developments. Above all they were angry that they were not officially 

informed about the possible allocation of ‘De Marsen’. As a result the farmers 

organized themselves in a foundation. It is this foundation that represented the 

farmers in the enquiry procedures in every phase of the decision-making process. 

The criticism of the foundation was especially aimed at the examination of the 

geo-hydrological characteristics of the intended location. This investigation did 

not provide any information about the risks of soil and groundwater pollution. 

The findings of the foundation were written down in reports in order to provide 

additional information. In none of the phases of the decision-making process the 

arguments of the foundation were used, however. 

 

The additional research by the Heidemij company resulted in two suitable 

locations. These were ‘De Marsen’ and ‘Sekdoorn’. Initially there was no 

preference for one of these locations. A large supermarket chain sent a written 

objection with respect to the ‘Sekdoorn’ location however. The supermarket rather 

saw the facility realized at the ‘Marsen’ location. In a last effort to get their voice 

heard, the farmers decided to occupy a main office of the supermarket chain and a 

bakery in Zwolle. This resulted in rather threatening and fearful situations, which 

did strengthen the already negative relationship between the opponents and the 

proponents. In a meeting of the municipality in December 1986 there was voted 

for ‘De Marsen’ as the ultimate location (figure 5.1d). That the location was very 

controversial appears from the fact that there was a majority of only one vote. The 

foundation of farmers was astonished and thought it was quite remarkable that 

their additional information was not used. Another remarkable aspect was that an 

alderman, which was an important proponent of the location ‘Sekdoorn’ that was 

less controversial, suddenly left the municipality council. Moreover, all former 

opponents of the ‘De Marsen’ location in the municipality council lower their 

voices. The foundation got the impression that both alternatives were not 

evaluated objectively. 

 

In the MER and the procedure with respect to the zoning scheme the region IJssel-

Delta, the province, the municipality and the foundation of farmers organized 
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several meetings. These meetings were not very successful. The foundation of 

farmers noticed that their arguments were not heard and were not taken seriously 

by the administrative bodies. Moreover, vital information was withheld and 

letters asking for additional information were not answered. In the end the 

foundation of farmers decided not to attend the meetings anymore. 

 

The foundation of farmers in the early nineties decided to refrain from further 

opposition despite of the fact that from a concept of the MER emerged that the 

foundation was right with respect to the majority of their arguments. The farmers 

had become divided with respect to the subject. This was a consequence of the fact 

that the municipality of Zwolle had started to offer large sums of money for the 

farms and accompanying land at ‘De Marsen’. 

 

As a consequence of new waste prognosis and the possibility of waste processing 

by the VAM Company in Wijster the location ‘De Marsen’ is never used as a 

location for waste processing. In June 1996 the region, at this moment named 

IJssel-Vecht, decided to stop the decision-making process. The municipality of 

Zwolle decided to allocate the location as an industrial zone. According to the 

region and those responsible for waste processing in the region (ROVA Inc.)4 the 

municipality of Zwolle has by continuously updating the MER and the spatial 

planning procedures, very strategically delayed the decision making. 

5.5.4 The continued combined facility in Duiven 

The decision to build an incinerating and composting facility was made by the 

municipalities within the region of Arnhem that cooperated on waste 

management in an administrative body (the OLRA). 5 With respect to the realization 

of incineration capacity an agreement could be made quite quickly: the most 

suitable location was the industrial zone ‘Roelofshoeve’ in Duiven (figure 5.1g). 

After all there was already an incinerator with the possibility to extend the 

capacity. With respect to the composting capacity one was not sure whether or not 

Duiven was the most suitable spot. Duiven and the neighbouring municipalities 

(Westervoort and Angeren) were not very willing to accept a composting plant at 

‘Roelofshoeve’. They remarked that the amount of possibly controversial activities 

on ‘Roelofshoeve’ had reached their limits. They were concerned about the 

potential environmental impact. Furthermore the municipality of Arnhem had a 

preference to construct a separating and fermenting facility at the location 

‘Koningspley-Noord’ in Arnhem. In the end at the provincial level it was decided 
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to build the capacity in Duiven. After the intention was announced the only option 

for the local residents and environmental interest groups were was to use the 

formal procedures to influence the outcome of the process. This meant writing 

objections and visiting public hearings, in each stage of the process 

 

Something that is quite important in this case is the commotion that arised as a 

consequence of dioxin emission. A lot of research was done, but no relation 

between dioxin and health problems in the vicinity of the incinerator in Duiven 

could be found. It was noticed, however, that the dioxin emission of the 

incinerator was too large. The province of Gelderland and the municipality of 

Duiven took a lot of effort to take away the fears of the local residents. The 

municipality of Duiven tried to inform its citizens about the expansion as early as 

possible. Furthermore, the province provided the incinerator with additional 

prescriptions in order to reduce the dioxin emission. If the incinerator continued 

with exceeding the norms they risked the closure of the facility. The municipality 

and the province decided only to continue with the expansion of the facility if the 

effects on the health of the local residents were clear. 

 

The relation between the authorities and the local residents and the environmental 

interest groups was one of slight distrust. Some actors preferred to define the 

relation as a critical attitude towards other actors and their policy. There was no 

insurmountable tension in the mutual relations between the several actors. 

 

In the end the composting plant was realized and as a consequence of changed 

waste prognosis it was decided to cancel the expansion of the incinerator. Almost 

every actor in the decision-making process considered this to be a good result. In 

the end the course of the processes appeared to be rather smoothly. In these 

processes carefulness was given priority over the speed of the process. This meant 

that temporarily fruit, garden and vegetable waste had to be processed 

somewhere else. 

5.5.5 The continued composting plant in Wijster 

The decision to expand the composting capacity in Wijster (figure 5.1f) was the 

result of the fact that the waste company processed yearly a quantity of fruit, 

vegetable and garden waste that exceeded the permitted quantity. The province 

could not accept this any longer. Therefore a new permit had to be requested. The 
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permit addressed an already existing facility that in practice had a much larger 

capacity than was permitted. 

 

The province and the municipality of Beilen were very positive with respect to the 

initiatives of the waste company. Remarkable detail was that the mayor of Beilen 

and the political actor responsible on the provincial level are both a member of the 

board of directors of the waste company. Furthermore it was remarkable that the 

initiative was continued despite of the fact that there was no absolute need for 

enlargement of composting capacity in the Netherlands. 

 

The opposition against the expansion of the composting plants was mainly due to 

local citizen and environmental interest groups. The main reason for the 

opposition was that these local residents feared for new inconveniences. Existing 

activities already caused some significant nuisance. The local residents therefore 

did not want to accept an enlargement of the capacity. This idea was strengthened 

by the fact that the waste company did not guarantee the absence of future 

nuisance. The opposition of the local residents and environmental interest groups 

was effective. The permit for the already existing composting facilities was 

adapted in order to reduce the nuisance. The province made these adaptations, as 

a result of knew knowledge about the processing technique, counterarguments 

and odour measurements. Furthermore, the province required that before the 

company would start with the expansion, the problems at the earlier permitted 

capacity had to be solved. 

 

During the decision-making process the waste company became more sensitive 

with respect to the complaints of local residents and environmental interest 

groups. The relation between the opponents and the management of the waste 

facility was very bad in the beginning nineties. The opponents were not consulted 

at all, which resulted in a feeling that their counterarguments were not taken 

seriously. Furthermore, their arguments were declared invalid time after time and 

were rarely used in new proposals. Another point of astonishments was that the 

Council of State put aside an appeal with respect to the zoning scheme. A 

beginning with the improvement of the relationship between residents and the 

waste company was made as a result of the intervention of the provincial deputy 

on environmental affairs. Moreover, a change in management at the waste 

company changed the practice of neglecting local residents. The new management 
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anticipated a problematic development of the waste company in the future if the 

resistance against developments remained on the level it had at that time. From 

that moment the communication between both parties was improving. With 

respect to nuisance the focus had shifted to noise, because the nuisance by smell 

had been reduced severely. 

5.5.6 The discontinued composting plant in Leiden 

The decision to realize waste processing capacity for the region was taken by the 

municipality of Leiden and the PROAV.6 The municipalities in the region 

cooperated with respect to waste processing in the so-called GEVULEI.7
 The other 

municipalities had severe doubts about the experimental technique, a separating 

and fermenting facility that the municipality of Leiden and the PROAV intended to 

use. 

 

The intention came across a large amount of objections by local residents and 

neighbouring municipalities as the intended location was situated at less than 200 

meters from urban dwellings (figure 5.1e). The local residents were informed by 

the media about the intended use of a separating and fermenting facility quite 

early in the decision-making process. The choice about the location was already 

made at this stage. The municipality of Leiden was willing to discuss about the 

decision making. After a certain period it appeared, however, that the points of 

view of both parties diverged that much that consensus seemed impossible. The 

municipality wanted to continue the separating and fermenting plant, while the 

local residents were not willing to accept such a facility. 

 

Not only the local residents opposed the planned facility, but also three GEVULEI 

municipalities, Voorschoten, Wassenaar and Leiderdorp, were against the planned 

facility. The objections of these municipalities concerned the unproven 

functionality of the facility, the financial risk involved and the not suitable location 

of the facility. 

 

The municipality of Leiden decided to organize confidential meetings about the 

waste facility. Main reason was that they had to speak about the budget available 

for the waste facility. The GEVULEI municipalities and especially the municipality 

of Leiden wanted to prevent that the developer adapted its offer to the budget. 

This practice caused that local residents got the impression that they were kept 

from important meetings and information. This caused distrust. 
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As the waste company was not communicating in the most fruitful way about the 

new technique towards the other GEVULEI municipalities, the municipality of 

Leiden decided to do this task itself. The waste company tended to exaggerate the 

environmental and financial benefits. As a consequence the waste company was 

not allowed to attend the meetings of the GEVULEI anymore. This gave the waste 

company the impression that its activities were distrusted. Furthermore it got the 

impression that it was kept from important decisions and information. Like with 

the local residents, distrust towards the municipality arose. 

 

Remarkable in this decision-making process was the support of environmental 

interest groups for the ideas of the municipality and the PROAV. These 

organizations had their remarks with respect to possible inconvenience for local 

residents, but in general they were proponents of the facility. This position was 

predominantly based on the ecologically sound characteristics of the technique 

that one intended to use. Another remarkable aspect was that the project was 

largely dependent upon the alderman responsible for environmental affairs in the 

municipality of Leiden. The project was a result of his political ambition and 

personal preferences. During the decision-making process an alderman who had a 

more objective view on the decision-making process replaced this first alderman. 

Eventually the project was cancelled. 

 

After describing the case selection process it is now possible to present the way at 

which the measurement models needed in this study are constructed. We will start 

with the presentation of the measurement models needed for the variables in the 

social psychological framework of chapter 2. The measurement models that are 

needed for the political scientific framework will be presented in chapter 9. 

 
Notes 
 
1 In the Netherlands this is the ‘Raad van State’. 
2 Afvalverwerking Oostelijk Zuid-Limburg [Waste Management Eastern South Limburg] 
3 Milieu Effect Rapportage [Environmental Impact Report] 
4 Regionaal Orgaan Verwijdering Afval [Regional Body on Waste Disposal] 
5 Openbaar Lichaam Regio Arnhem [Public Body Region Arnhem] 
6 Provincial Afvalverwijderingsbedrijf Zuid-Holland [Provincial Waste Management 

Company Zuid-Holland] 
7 Gemeenschappelijke Vuilverwerking Leiden e.o. [Collective Waste Management Leiden 

and surroundings] 



Chapter 6 
 

Measurement of the elements of the 
theoretical framework 

 

6.1 Introduction 

In chapter two, the social psychological theoretical framework with respect to 

waste facility siting was described. This chapter will elucidate the way in which 

the different concepts are put into operation. This frequently entails the 

construction scales for measuring the concept. The type of scale used is 

predominantly of the Likert type. Occasionally, scales of the Mokken type will be 

used (McIver & Carmines, 1981; Swanborn, 1988). In both cases the reliability of 

the scale, the item means and the number of respondents which was used to 

construct the scale is reported. The scale reliability of the scales is calculated with 

data in which the missing data have not been substituted or imputed. This is done 

to avoid an overestimation of the quality of the scale (Huisman, 1999). In section 

6.7 we do not impute items but treat the missing values in a very different manner. 

In this section the difficulty of an item, which is implied by the amount of answers 

in the ‘I do not know’ category, is used to construct a Mokken scale. We will begin 

this chapter with constructing a scale for the NIMBY inclination. In the construction 

of this scale the results of the pilot study in chapter 4 are used. 

6.2 The NIMBY inclination 

A component analysis1 was carried out on the different preferences, which people 

might have in a waste facility siting situation. Consequently, three components 

were extracted. These three components explain respectively 36%, 11% and 8% 

variance. The reliability analysis on the second component and the third 

component will be discussed in section 6.3. 

 

The reliability analysis on the items in the first component showed that a scale 

could be constructed. The second and the third item in the scale are formulated 

positively. Therefore the answers to these items are recoded. The first six items in 

the scale are six of the seven items that resulted from the pilot study as is 

described in chapter 4. The item that stated that the costs of waste facilities should 
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be borne by all of us left the scale as it deteriorated the reliability of the scale. 

Moreover, the last two items in the scale represent more or less the same idea. 

These items were added to the questionnaire in an effort to measure the personal 

norm about equality in social dilemma situations (Kerr, 1995). It appeared that 

they could not be distinguished from the items measuring the preferences in the 

social dilemma. The personal norm of equality prescribes that the input and the 

output in the social dilemma should counterbalance each other. The two items 

match very well with the normative aspect in the social dilemma. Therefore, the 

decision was made to include them in the scale. This resulting scale can be 

considered as very reliable. 

 

The item means of the scale give an impression of what the distribution of the 

preferences in the social dilemma is like. It appears that the respondents slightly 

disagree with most of the statements. The exact item wording of all scales in this 

chapter is presented in appendix B. The statements with the highest means are 

‘Because others would not accept it either’ and ‘I do not feel like shouldering the 

burden of a problem that is also caused by others’. The item ‘Site it in someone 

else’s vicinity’ is the item the respondents strongest disagree with. The overall 

picture is that the item means indicate that the respondents do not prefer to 

volunteer in the social dilemma, but that they do not opt for a situation that others 

shoulder the burden either. 

table 6.1: The NIMBY inclination
ABC

 

Item Mean α if deleted 
- Because others would not accept it either. 2.89 .85 
- I do not reject in advance, ultimately it has to be built 

somewhere. 
 

2.31 
 

.85 
- If good arguments can be found for my 

neighbourhood, I will accept. 
 

2.26 
 

.85 
- Site it in someone else’s vicinity. 1.95 .86 
- I do not feel like shouldering the burden of a problem 

that is also caused by others. 
 

2.68 
 

.84 
- It is quite stupid to accept. 2.35 .83 
- I do not consider it fair. 2.44 .83 
- It is in conflict with my ideas about equality. 2.11 .84 

AItem Scale runs from 1 to 5 
BSample Size: N = 1525 
CReliability: α = .86 
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6.3 The personal norm with respect to commitment 

The items in the second factor were interpreted as representing the personal norm 

about commitment in the social dilemma (Kerr, 1995). The Likert scale for this 

specific personal norm just exceeds the criterion value (α =. 60) for reliability. The 

remaining items representing the personal norm about reciprocity in the social 

dilemma, are in the third factor. These items do not constitute a reliable scale, 

however. The personal norm about commitment implies that one performs the 

actions which one has promised to perform. The low average scores in this study 

illustrate that the feeling that one should contribute to the group in order to 

oppose the waste facility is on a low level. 

table 6.2: The personal norm with respect to commitment
ABC 

Item Mean 
- They expect me to disapprove the facility. 2.09 
- I have promised others to reject the facility. 1.49 

AItem Scale runs from 1 to 5 
BSample Size: N = 1732 
CReliability: α = .63 

6.4 Attitudes and perceived risk with respect to waste facilities 

In order to measure what local residents think of the specific type of waste facility 

that was planned or realised in their vicinity, we wanted to know their score on 

several psychological constructs. To begin with, we asked them about their 

attitude towards the waste facility (section 6.4.1). The measurement of the 

perception of risk associated with waste facilities is dealt with in section 0. 

Furthermore, we wanted to know in what way the different types of sensory 

perception of waste facilities are evaluated. Another question we would like to 

answer is, which waste facility is preferred over the other when it comes to siting 

it one’s own vicinity. The measurement of these last two aspects is treated in 

section 6.4.4. 

6.4.1 The attitude towards the waste facility 

The attitude towards the waste facility was measured by confronting the 

respondents in each case with a list of possible characteristics of the facility that 

was planned in their vicinity. In our case study the attitude towards six different 

facilities was measured. As was expected from previous research into 

controversial facilities, the attitude to waste facilities is not one-dimensional (Eiser 

et al., 1988; Van der Pligt et al., 1986). 
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Principal component analysis showed that three components could be extracted. 

The components explained 18%, 17% and 14% of the total variance. Statements 

indicating the costs that are associated with a waste facility represented the first 

dimension. Statements indicating the benefits that are associated with a facility 

represented the second dimension. The third dimension in the attitude structure is 

concerned with the health consequences. The scales for the perceived benefits, 

perceived cost and the perceived health consequences are presented in table 6.3 

upto and including table 6.5. 

table 6.3: Benefits associated with the waste facility
ABC 

Item Mean α if deleted 
- Prevents us from being inconvenienced by waste. 3.88 .77 
- Is a source of employment. 3.99 .79 
- Is a sound way of taking care of waste. 3.86 .76 
- Ensures efficient use of raw materials. 3.77 .75 
- Is the best economic solution. 3.79 .75 
- Is the best way of using physical materials. 3.82 .75 
- Is a fine technique suitable for use in the years to come. 3.75 .77 

AItem Scale runs from 1 to 5 
BSample Size: N = 1129 
CReliability: α = .79 

The item means of the scale for the benefits associated with a waste facility, show 

that all items are slightly agreed upon. The item that is most strongly agreed on 

states that a waste facility is a source of employment. The lowest mean is for the 

item that states that the specific waste facility represents a fine technique, which is 

suitable for use in the years to come. The difference between these two extremes in 

the scale is rather small. 

table 6.4: Costs associated with the waste facility
ABC 

Item Mean α if deleted 
- Smells. 3.75 .81 
- Causes noise pollution. 2.85 .81 
- Attracts insects. 3.52 .81 
- Causes nuisance from birds. 3.09 .81 
- Has an adverse effect on the landscape. 3.46 .80 
- Disturbs existing flora and fauna. 3.22 .80 
- Causes litter in our environment. 2.82 .81 
- Causes a lot of traffic on our roads. 3.02 .82 
- Is ugly. 3.49 .81 

AItem Scale runs from 1 to 5 
BSample Size: N = 1170 
CReliability: α = .83 
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The item means in the scale for the perceived costs indicate that two items are 

slightly disagreed with, while a small majority agrees with other items. The item 

that is agreed with most strongly states that a waste facility smells. Apparently 

this is thought to be an important negative aspect of a waste facility. The item that 

states that a waste facility causes litter in our environment has the smallest item 

mean. This seems to be the least worse aspect of the costs associated with waste 

facilities. 

table 6.5: Health consequences associated with the waste facility
ABC 

Item Mean α if deleted 
- Emits dangerous gases. 3.10 .69 
- Contaminates our drinking water. 2.96 .74 
- Affects our health. 2.89 .67 

AItem Scale runs from 1 to 5 
BSample Size: N = 1237 
CReliability: α = .78 

According to the item means of the three items making up the scale for the 

perceived health consequences, the local residents agree most strongly with the 

item that states that waste facilities emit dangerous gases. The more general 

statement that waste facilities affect our health is slightly disagreed with. 

 

All three scales, which measure the different aspects of the attitude structure, are 

reliable. In table 6.6 is displayed2 that the correlation of ‘costs’ and ‘health’ is quite 

high. Nevertheless we think it is useful to make a distinction between the two 

constructs. 

table 6.6: Correlation between the three attitude dimensions 

Variables Bivariate correlations Partial correlations 
 Benefits Health Costs Benefits Health Costs 
Benefits 1.00 - - 1.00 - - 
Health -.23 1.00 - -.12 1.00 - 
Costs -.22 .61 1.00 -.11 .58 1.00 

6.4.2 The perception of risk 

The perception is risk is measured because of the special characteristics of waste 

facilities. Perceived risk can create even more uncertainty for local residents 

(Elliott, 1992; Galetzka, 1998). The respondents were confronted with several items 

that phrased a relationship between a waste facility in their neighbourhood and 

risk. The scale, which was constructed and appeared to be very strong, is 
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presented in table 6.7. The first, the fifth, the sixth and the seventh item in the scale 

are formulated positively. Therefore the answers to these items were recoded. 

 

The item means illustrate that the risk perceived as the result of the presence of a 

waste facility is on average of a moderate level. The item one least agrees with is 

the item that states that the installation is a time bomb. The statement that states 

that one is willing to take some risk is most strongly agreed on. Together with the 

item means of the other items in the scale, these are clear indications that solid 

waste facilities are in a completely different risk category than, for instance, 

nuclear installations. 

table 6.7: Risk associated with the waste facility
ABC 

Item Mean α if deleted 
- The installation is not dangerous. 3.17 .78 
- The possibility of accidents frightens me. 2.38 .78 
- The installation is a time bomb. 1.96 .77 
- The installation affects my health in the long term. 3.01 .76 
- It might be that there is some risk involved, but I am 

willing to accept it. 
 

3.47 
 

.81 
- The installation causes predominantly nuisance. 2.91 .79 
- It is not more unsafe here than anywhere else. 2.86 .79 

AItem Scale runs from 1 to 5 
BSample Size: N = 1361 
CReliability: α = .81 

6.4.3 Evaluation of sensory perception of a waste facility 

The evaluation of the different types of sensory perception was measured by 

means of three single items. These items are presented in table 6.8. 

table 6.8: Evaluation of sensory perception
A
 

Item Mean N 
- When I can smell a waste facility, I consider this as…. 1.68 1827 
- When I can see a waste facility, I consider this as…. 2.66 1815 
- When I can hear a waste facility, I consider this as…. 2.02 1821 

AItem Scale runs from 1 (very awful) to 5 (absolutely not awful) 

All item means in table 6.8 are below the middle category of the item scale. This 

implies that all three sensory perceptions are negatively evaluated. The table 

indicates that smelling a waste facility is the worst aspect in perceiving a waste 

facility. A middle position is occupied by hearing a waste facility. Seeing a waste 

facility is considered the least bad aspect of sensing a waste facility. 



Measurement of the social psychological framework 107 

6.4.4 Evaluation of type of waste facility 

The evaluation of the type of waste facility was also measured with single items. 

The items are presented in table 6.9. 

table 6.9: Evaluation of the type of facility
A
 

Item Mean SD N 
- The proposal to site a landfill in my neighbourhood, I 

consider as…. 
 

1.84 
 

.94 
 

1803 
- The proposal to site an incinerator in my 

neighbourhood, I consider as…. 
 

2.34 
 

1.01 
 

1787 
- The proposal to site a composting plant in my 

neighbourhood, I consider as…. 
 

2.94 
 

1.09 
 

1780 
AItem Scale runs from 1 (very bad) to 5 (very good) 

For the item means in table 6.9 it also applies that they are below the middle 

category of the item scale. Therefore all three types of facility siting are evaluated 

negatively. Testing the differences between the item means showed that a 

composting plant is preferred over a landfill (t = 37.17; p = .00), which in turn is 

preferred over an incinerator (t = 18.23; p = .00). These findings are in line with our 

hypotheses 6 and 7 in chapter 2, which stated: 

 

6) The attitude towards incinerators is more negative than that towards 

landfills. 

7) The attitude towards landfills is more negative than that towards 

composting plants. 

 

We based these hypotheses on problems in the past with the three types of 

implementation of the waste management function (De Boer, 1997; Houben & 

Leroy, 1993; Tweede Kamer der Staten Generaal, 1995). The findings in table 6.9 

are valid for the entire sample of residents. For a sub sample of residents with 

experience with a certain type of facility, the findings could be different. This we 

will examine in chapter 7. 

6.5 The intention to accept the waste facility 

In order to measure the intention to accept the facility, we asked the local residents 

to what extent they intended to oppose or propose the planned facility. The item 

mean (table 6.10) appears to be slightly below the middle position of the scale. 

This means that there is a slight tendency to oppose. 
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table 6.10: Intention to accept the waste facility
A 

Item Mean N 
-To what extent were you a proponent or an opponent of 
the planned facility? 

 
2.80 

 
1398 

AItem Scale runs from 1 (strong opponent) to 5 (strong proponent) 

6.6 Reported opposition 

The opposition towards a waste facility was measured by asking the respondents 

whether or not they took certain actions to prevent the planned facility from being 

realised. We assumed that not all actions require the same amount of effort. It can 

therefore be expected that if an action, which demands a certain level of effort, is 

performed, all actions that require less effort are performed too. Items that have 

this cumulative characteristic can be used to construct a Mokken scale. The scale 

we constructed in this way is strong (H = . 50). Mokken (1971) considered a set of 

items to constitute a weak scale if .3 ≤ H < .4. Medium scalability is obtained if .4 ≤ 

H < .5, and a scale is considered to be strong if .5 ≤ H ≤ 1.0. A set of items with H < 

.3 is not considered to constitute a scale. The response on the scale is very 

unevenly distributed, however. Out of the number of 1602 respondents, 86% 

performed no action at all. We elucidated in our theoretical framework that 

opposition has social dilemma characteristics, therefore this percentage of actual 

resistance is not unexpected. 

table 6.11: Reported opposition to the waste facility
ABC 

Item Mean Hi 

- Signed a petition. .09 .62 
- Protested in another way. .09 .43 
- Gathered information. .05 .43 
- Collected signatures. .05 .45 
- Attended a hearing. .04 .55 
- Took part in a protest action. .03 .49 
- Wrote a letter. .02 .52 
- Hired a lawyer. .01 .46 
- Organised a protest action. .01 .58 

AItem Scale runs from 0 to 1 
BSample Size: N = 1602 
CScalability: H = .50 

In table 6.11 is displayed that the actions which require the least effort, such as 

‘signing a petition’ have the highest item mean. ‘Organizing a protest action’ has 

the lowest item mean, and is therefore the action that requires the most energy 

from local residents. 
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6.7 Information processing 

6.7.1 Motives and information processing about waste management 

An important aspect of the theoretical framework is the information processing 

about waste facilities. In the Heuristic Systematic Model of Chaiken (1987) a 

systematic and a heuristic mode of information processing are distinguished. 

People were asked about their motives for processing or not processing 

information about the subject. Items indicating both motives for heuristic and 

motives for systematic information processing were included in the questionnaire.  

 

In the factor structure of the items about motives for information processing this 

distinction in modes of information processing was reflected. Three factors could 

be extracted. The explained variance was 31%, 17% and 13% respectively. 

Inspection of the content of the items made us decide to extract only one factor. 

 

The reliability analysis resulted in a scale indicating motivation to process 

information. The scale is presented in table 6.12. All three item means in the scale 

show that people are quite concerned about what happens in their close vicinity. 

This is considered a valid reason to process information about the subject. 

table 6.12: Motivation to process information about waste facilities
ABC 

Item Mean α if deleted 
- I wanted to know the influence on health. 3.87 .85 
- I wanted to know the influence on nature and the 
environment. 

 
3.95 

 
.81 

- I wanted to know the effects on my living environment. 3.99 .85 
AItem Scale runs from 1 to 5 
BSample Size: N = 1366 
CReliability: α = .88 

Another topic of interest was the way at which local residents gather information 

about waste facilities. In table 6.13 the scale for the usage of sources to obtain 

information about the subject is represented. The items represent three different 

ways at which information about waste facilities might be obtained. We asked 

local residents about the frequency that certain media provided them information 

about waste facilities or the frequency that waste management was a subject in 

their conversations with others. The reliability of this scale is quite strong. 
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table 6.13: Use of sources to obtain information about waste facilities
ABC 

Item Mean α if deleted 
- Read about waste management. 2.78 .59 
- Spoke about waste management. 2.44 .59 
- Saw news on television about waste management. 2.64 .72 

AItem Scale runs from 1 to 5 
BSample Size: N = 1785 
CReliability: α = .73 

The item means indicate that there is not much usage of the three sources to obtain 

information about waste management. All three of the item means are slightly 

below the middle position of the item scale. Reading about waste management has 

the highest item score and speaking about waste management the lowest item 

score. 

 

There is no relationship between the motivation to process information and the 

actual usage of sources to obtain information (r = .02). The absence of this 

relationship indicates that there is an important threshold between motives and 

actual behaviour. This finding is comparable with findings that an attitude often 

does not correspond with actual behaviour (Kokkinaki & Lunt, 1997; Primrose & 

Orford, 1997). 

6.7.2 Direct measurement of information processing 

It is rather difficult to draw a firm conclusion about information processing by the 

local residents on basis of the scales in table 6.12 and table 6.13. Therefore, we 

would like to have a measurement that is more decisive about this aspect. In order 

to quantify the perception of the amount of information residents have about the 

siting process, we would like to use the fact that respondents with a larger 

perceived knowledge will have a smaller number of questions that they think they 

cannot answer. In terms of the HSM, this means that a valid answer will obtained if 

the ‘sufficiency level’ has been reached. As we did with the reported opposition, 

we assumed that not all questions need the same amount of perceived knowledge. 

It can therefore be expected that, if a question which takes a certain level of 

perceived knowledge is not answered, all questions that require more perceived 

knowledge, are not answered either. Items that have this cumulative characteristic 

can be used to construct a Mokken scale. 

 

In table 6.14 and table 6.15 two cumulative scales that we found in our data with 

the MSP program (Molenaar et al., 1994) are presented. 
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table 6.14: Information processing about waste facility siting
ABC 

Item Mean Hi 

- Pro-environment organizations defended the same interests as the 
local population. 

 
.30 

 
.52 

- The waste company was a proponent/opponent. .32 .51 
- Their own residents were the most important for the municipal 

council. 
 

.34 
 

.54 
- The pro-environment organizations were proponents/opponents. .34 .47 
- Protest by residents of other municipalities meant that they have 

saddled us with the facility. 
 

.35 
 

.51 
- The province took insufficient care of the stakes of the local 

population. 
 

.36 
 

.50 
- Because of a lack of protest by the local residents it was quite easy 

to site a waste facility here. 
 

.36 
 

.54 
- The municipality council made the plans public in time. .36 .48 
- It was evident that he plans of the province were more important 

for the municipal council. 
 

.38 
 

.54 
- The municipal council listened more closely to the plans of the 

waste company. 
 

.41 
 

.54 
- Other municipalities have arranged it in such a way that the 

construction of facility here became unavoidable. 
 

.41 
 

.48 
- The province was a proponent/opponent. .42 .46 
- The municipal council immediately involved all relevant parties. .43 .46 
- The local residents who banded together are responsible for the 

duration of the decision making. 
 

.43 
 

.57 
- The municipal council was a proponent/opponent. .44 .43 
- The local residents who did not band together are responsible for 

the duration of the decision making. 
 

.45 
 

.56 
- The municipal council is responsible for the duration of the 

decision making. 
 

.45 
 

.59 
- The waste company is responsible for the duration of the decision 

making. 
 

.45 
 

.59 
- Only when there was no way back did the municipal council 

inform the local residents. 
 

.45 
 

.52 
- The pro-environment organizations are responsible for the 

duration of the decision making. 
 

.45 
 

.59 
- The national government was a proponent/opponent. .46 .43 
- The province is responsible for the duration of the decision making 

process. 
 

.46 
 

.60 
- The municipal council first took the decision together with the 

province and the waste company; we were informed only 
afterwards. 

 
 

.47 

 
 

.49 
- The waste company tried very hard to have the facility here. .47 .48 
- Other municipalities are responsible for the duration of the 

decision making. 
 

.49 
 

.57 
- The national government is responsible for the duration of the 

decision making. 
 

.49 
 

.59 
- The decision-making process took a long time. .56 .61 
- The decision-making process took a too long a time. .57 .62 

AItem Scale runs from 0 to 1 
BSample Size: N = 1602 
CScalability: H = .53 
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We dichotomised the data: we put all ‘I do not know’ answers in one category and 

all other answers in the other category. The ‘I do not know’ answers were coded as 

one and all other answers were coded as zero. The item mean of the first item of 

the scale therefore implies that 30% of the local residents thought they could not 

answer this item. Obviously a high item mean indicates that a larger proportion of 

the local residents thought they could not answer the item. With the program an 

automatized stepwise selection procedure is done. For the exact details of this 

procedure the reader is should consult Mokken (1971), Sijtsma (1988) or Sijtsma & 

Prins (1986). 

 

The scale in table 6.14 is strong. Remarkable is that the local residents consider the 

questions about the duration of the process and the responsibility for this to be 

difficult. These items are all in the lower half of the table.  

 

A second scale that resulted from the stepwise item selection is presented in table 

6.15. Apparently the items about information processing about the stakes taken 

care of are different from the information processing items in table 6.14, which 

concern the waste facility siting process in general. Therefore information 

processing about the stakes taken care of is better measured by means of the scale 

below, which is very strong. The largest item means are on the items about the 

stakes of the local residents. This implies that the residents find it hard to indicate 

whether or not their own stakes have been taken care of. Moreover, the item 

means in this scale are lower than these in table 6.14. This means that a larger 

number of residents thought they could answer these questions. 

table 6.15: Information processing about the stakes that are taken care of
ABC 

Item Mean Hi 

- The stakes of the waste company are taken care of. .04 .83 
- The stakes of the pro-environment organizations are taken care of. .04 .73 
- The stakes of the municipal council are taken care of. .04 .80 
- The stakes of the province are taken care of. .04 .80 
- The stakes of the national government are taken care of. .06 .71 
- The stakes of the other municipalities are taken care of. .07 .61 
- The stakes of the residents who banded together are taken care of. .10 .64 
- The stakes of the residents who did not band together are taken 

care of. 
 

.13 
 

.68 
AItem Scale runs from 0 to 1 
BSample Size: N = 1602 
CScalability: H = .72 
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As we want to use the scale scores resulting from the scales in table 6.14 and table 

6.15 to indicate the amount of information processing, the items in de scales were 

recoded so that a larger scale score corresponds with a larger amount of 

information processing. 

6.8 Social cohesion 

Social cohesion is measured, as when the cohesion is high, it can be expected that 

resistance towards a waste facility can organise itself more easily. We expect that 

in a situation of high social cohesion, the social dilemma with respect to resistance 

can be ‘solved’ more easily. According to Weenig et. al (1990) social cohesion is 

dependent upon two factors. The first is the amount of ‘neighbouring’. The second 

factor is the sense of community. These two factors are included in the scale. 

 

In table 6.16 is shown that the item mean for ‘neighbouring’ is slightly below the 

middle of the item scale, while the items means for the sense of community are 

slightly above the scale middle. 

table 6.16 Social cohesion
ABC 

Item Mean α if deleted 
- Feelings of belonging to the community. 3.20 .64 
- The degree to which neighbours visit each other. 2.90 .70 
- The degree people know each other in the 

neighbourhood. 
 

3.50 
 

.68 
AItem Scale runs from 1 to 5 
BSample Size: N = 1766 
CReliability: α = .76 

6.9 Social Norm 

The social norm in our theoretical model is measured as prescribed by Fishbein 

and Ajzen (1975). We asked people about the opinion of important referents (bj) 

and asked them how important this opinion is for them (mj). 

table 6.17: Opinion of referents and motivation to comply
A 

Item Mean N 
- Friends, family and acquaintances thought I should 

oppose the facility (bj). 
 

1.77 
 

1300 
- I do consider the opinion of friends, family and 

acquaintances as important (mj). 
 

2.46 
 

1480 
AItem Scale runs from 1 to 5 
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The social norm is the product of bj and mj. In table 6.17 is shown that, in the case 

of waste facility siting both bj and mj.are very low. As can be concluded from table 

6.18 this implies that the social norm about opposition towards a waste facility is 

not of a very high level either. 

table 6.18: The social norm with respect to opposing a waste facilityA 

 Mean SD N 
Social Norm 4.67 4.37 1276 

AScale runs from 1 to 25 

The measurement models discussed in the preceding sections are important tools 

for the analyses in the coming chapters. In chapter 8 the scale for information 

processing plays an important part. In the following chapter 7 we will use the 

scale for the NIMBY inclination, the scale for perceived risk and the scales for the 

attitude components in order to perform analyses of (co)variance. In this way we 

will examine the differences in scores on these important variables. 

 

Notes 
 
1 In all factor analyses that are reported in this chapter the Principal Component procedure 

is used. The amount of extracted components is determined by means of the eigenwaarde 
> 1 criterion. Of every factor solution, the Scree plot was inspected. In case the Scree plot 
‘suggested’ another amount of factors, this ‘advice’ was acted upon. The component 
solution is rotated by means of the Varimax procedure. 

2 In order to calculate these correlations, we used the scale scores. 



Chapter 7 
 

Impact of important case 
characteristics 

7.1 Introduction 

This chapter examines the influence of the most important case characteristics. The 

cases investigated differ on two major counts: by the type of facility that was 

planned or built, and whether a waste facility was actually built or not. We will 

start this chapter, by discussing the potential interference of differences in 

background variables in the samples. 

7.2 Potential interference of sample differences 

In our analysis, we want to ensure that the differences between the several groups 

are not blurred by sample variations of background variables. Before discussing 

the differences in background variables, we will first explain how two of these 

variables ‘political orientation’ and ‘socio-economic status’ are constructed.  

 

Political orientation is constructed from two variables. These are ‘left or right wing 

oriented’, and the political party the respondent voted for in the last election. The 

variable ‘political orientation’ was generated using factor scores resulting from a 

principal component analysis. For this purpose, the PRINCALS model was used. 

This model can handle both continuous (left or right wing oriented) and 

categorical data (party voted for). The resulting political orientation variable is of 

the interval type. 

 

Socio-economic status (SES) is also constructed from two variables. These are 

‘household income’ and ‘education’. The new variable also consists of the factor 

scores resulting from a principal component analysis. 1 Because 22% of our 

respondents did not answer the question about their income, these missing values 

were imputed by the category mean of the community in which the respondents 

reside. 
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table 7.1: Differences between cases on background variables 

Variable Source of variation df M. Square F p < .01 
Gender Between Groups 6 .11 .44 - 

  Within Groups 1848 .25    
#children Between Groups 6 10.42 7.67 + 

  Within Groups 1848 1.36    
Age Between Groups 6 22.75 2.98 + 

  Within Groups 1848 7.64    
Pol. Orientation Between Groups 6 3.40 3.33 + 

  Within Groups 1848 1.02    
SES Between Groups 6 13.73 14.24 + 

  Within Groups 1848 .96    

In table 7.1 the differences on background variables between the cases are 

displayed. The table shows that no important differences exist in the distribution 

of gender between the cases. This means that the variable ‘gender’ will not affect 

the results of our analysis. In order to gain further insight into the potential for 

interference among the remaining background variables, the relation between the 

background variables and the dependent variables was investigated. In table 7.2 

the correlations between the variables are presented. 

table 7.2: Correlation between attitude, risk and background variables 

 Costs  Health  Benefits  Risk  NIMBY  Behaviour 
SES -.05  -.15 * -.04  -.15 * -.19 * -.02 

Pol. Orientation -.07 * -.04  .06  -.05  -.07 * -.01 
#children .05  .05  -.04  .04  .00  .02 

Age -.03  .03  .09 * .01  -.08 * .04 
* Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

From the table, we conclude that there is no statistical significant correlation 

between ‘number of children at home’ and the dependent variables. Therefore this 

variable will not distort the analyses either. The finding is rather remarkable as we 

would have expected that residents with children would have different 

perceptions of risk, costs etc. After all their offspring would also be exposed to the 

effects of waste facilities. Apparently, this is not the case. The correlation between 

the remaining variables is very weak. The statistical significance is due to our large 

(N=1855) sample size. Because we want to correct for meaningful correlations, we 

decided to include only ‘Socio-Economic Status’ as a covariate in all analyses we 

present in the following sections. Because we do not want to overlook important 

effects, we will check every analysis regarding whether or not other significant 

background variables influence the effects of ‘type’ and ‘(dis)continuation’. If this 

is the case, we will expand the analysis with this variable. If, on the other hand, 

the effects of the factors are not influenced, we will present the simpler analysis. 
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7.3 Some considerations about the type of analysis 

The analysis used in the coming sections is analysis of variance by means of the 

General Linear Model as this is implemented in SPSS 10.0. This is the regression 

approach of analysis of variance. The use of this model implicates that we look at 

the effects of the all variables simultaneously. A complicating aspect of our 

analysis is that there are some empty cells in our factorial design. As is shown in 

figure 7.1 not all combinations of ‘type’ with ‘(dis)continuation’ are present in our 

study. In the analyses in the coming sections “TYPE IV” sum of squares are used. 

This type of sum of squares computation is especially meant for designs with 

empty cells. 

figure 7.1: Factorial design with ‘type’, ‘(dis)continuation’ and empty cells 

 Discontinued Continued Control 

Landfill Nieuwegein & Zwolle Landgraaf - 

Composting plant Leiden Wijster - 

Combined facility - Duiven - 

Control - - Gouda 

7.4 Perceptions of waste facilities 

7.4.1 The perceived costs of waste facilities 

An important issue in waste facility siting is negative imagery associated with 

waste facilities. The analysis so far has shown that a distinction can be made 

between ‘perceived costs’, ‘perceived risks’ and ‘perceived health consequences’. 

In chapter 2 we formulated some hypotheses about the effects of 

‘(dis)continuation’ (hypotheses 1 and 2) and ‘type’ (hypotheses 6 and 7) on these 

perceptions. First we want to investigate the effects on ‘perceived costs’. We have 

reformulated the hypotheses from chapter 2 so that they reflect the different 

consequences associated with waste facility siting and the types of waste facilities 

we have in our study. For the perceived costs they become: 

 

1a) The perception of costs is higher at discontinued cases than at the control 

case. 

2a) The perception of costs is lower at continued cases than at discontinued 

cases. 

6a) The perception of costs is higher for the combined facility than for landfills. 
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7a) The perception of costs is higher for landfills than for composting plants. 

table 7.3: Effects of factors and covariates
A
 on perceived costs 

Source df M. Square F p < .01 
Type 2 797.44 12.18 + 

(dis)continuation 1 3569.62 54.50 + 
Type * (dis)continuation 1 750.53 11.46 + 

     
SES 1 93.55 1.43 - 

     
Type*SES 2 158.10 2.41 - 

(dis)continuation*SES 1 3.66 .06 - 
A The analysis was also done with ‘political orientation’ in the co- 
 variate list.This did not result in significant effects of the factors. 

In table 7.3 the effects of the factors and the covariates are displayed. Three 

significant effects are distinguished. An effect is present for both factors and an 

interaction effect exists between the factors. The effect of ‘type’ means that not 

every waste facility has the same perceived costs associated with it. However, this 

is much smaller than the effect of ‘(dis)continuation’. This effect implies that a 

difference exists in the perceived costs between the control case, the continued and 

the discontinued cases. The interaction effect between 'type' and '(dis)continuation' 

illustrates that, in addition to the effect of ‘type’ and the effect of 

‘(dis)continuation’ a third effect is present resulting from the combination of 

‘(dis)Continuation with ‘type’. 

 

In figure 7.2 the uncorrected category mean for every type of waste facility and the 

control case is showed.2 The differences between these means were tested with t-

tests for independent samples. Recall that chapter 6 demonstrated that the 

perceived costs of waste facilities are generally moderate. From the figure, one can 

see that, in general, the perceived costs are higher for the discontinued cases than 

for the continued cases. However, the difference between the discontinued 

composting plant and the continued composting plant is not significant. Although 

it is very interesting that the continued landfill has very low perceived costs, the 

difference between the discontinued composting plant and the continued landfill 

is not significant either. Despite these two anomalies we feel that hypothesis 2a 

should be accepted. Hypothesis 1a cannot be accepted completely because only 

the difference between the discontinued landfill and the control case and the 

difference between the combined facility and the control case is significant. 
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figure 7.2: Means
A
 of perceived costs for the categories of facilities 

 
ANot corrected for SES. 

With respect to the effect of ‘type’, figure 7.2 shows that the costs associated with 

landfill are larger than those associated with composting. The continued landfills 

have scores on perceived costs that are almost at the same level as the perceived 

costs in the control case. In the control case, residents were asked about the 

perceived cost of a waste facility in general. The perceived costs of the combined 

facility are significantly lower than perceived costs for landfills. This is remarkable 

because the facility combines incinerating and composting. It was expected that 

the incinerating aspect would cause large perceived costs. Consequently, 

hypothesis 6a is refuted. Hypothesis 7a was not completely accepted because only 

the difference between the discontinued landfill and the discontinued composting 

plant is significant. 

 

In chapter 2 we gave two possible explanations for the difference between the 

continued and the discontinued cases. The first explanation was that because of 

actual experience with a waste facility, the attitude towards waste facilities 

becomes less critical. This results in smaller perceived costs for cases that are 

continued than for discontinued cases. On the other hand, differences between the 
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continued and the discontinued cases might reflect different qualities of the siting. 

With the quality of the siting, we mean the way in which the permit process is 

carried out, the physical prerequisites of the facility, the provision of information 

to local residents, etc. Our findings suggest that the adjustment of the perceived 

costs is larger for landfills than composting plants. This probably means that 

residents have a stronger tendency to overestimate the negative aspects of 

landfills. Another explanation might be that the siting of the discontinued landfills 

was worse than that of the discontinued composting plant. More about the 

causality of our findings will be said in chapter 10, in which a model is constructed 

that displays the relationships between the variables. 

7.4.2 The perceived benefits of waste facilities 

The second variable we want to examine is ‘perceived benefits’. As in section 7.4.1 

we want to investigate the effects of the factors ‘(dis)continuation’ and ‘type’ on 

this perception. Reformulating hypotheses 1, 2, 6 and 7 from chapter 2 results in: 

 

1b) The perception of benefits is lower at the discontinued cases than at the 

control case. 

2b) The perception of benefits is higher at continued cases than at discontinued 

cases. 

6b) The perception of benefits is lower for the combined facility than for 

landfills. 

7b) The perception of benefits is lower for landfills than for composting plants. 

table 7.4: Effects of factors and covariates
A
 on perceived benefits 

Source df M. Square F p < .01 
Type 2 159.98 4.92 + 

(dis)continuation 1 39.76 1.22 - 
Type * (dis)continuation 1 35.41 1.09 - 

     
Age 1 222.72 6.85 + 
SES 1 85.98 2.64 - 

     
(dis)continuation *Age 1 58.63 1.80 - 

Type * Age 2 4.00 .12 - 
Type * SES 2 34.85 1.07 - 

(dis)continuation * SES 1 60.59 1.86 - 
AThe analysis was also done without SES in the covariate list. This 
 did not result in other significant effects of the factors. 
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In table 7.4 the effects of the factors and the covariates are displayed. An approach 

similar to this was followed in section 7.4.1. In table 7.2 we showed that there is a 

significant correlation between ‘age’ and ‘perceived benefits’. 

figure 7.3: Means
A
 of perceived benefits for the categories of facilities 

 
ACorrected for Age. 

Consequently, we performed an analysis with ‘age’ as an extra covariate, like we 

did with ‘political orientation’ in the previous section. The analysis showed that 

the inclusion of age had an important effect on the results. Without the inclusion 

of ‘age’, the effect of ‘(dis)continuation’ would be significant. One can read in table 

7.4 however, that this effect of ‘(dis)continuation’ disappears after ‘age’ is included 

as an extra covariate. With the inclusion of this extra variable, there is only a 

significant effect for ‘type’. This means that the benefits associated with waste 

facilities are slightly determined by the type of installation and age. Apparently 

‘(dis)continuation’ is not an important factor. The most important factor with the 

perceived costs is the (dis)continuation of the facility, so the effects on the 

perceived benefits show a different pattern. 

 

In chapter 6 we found that the benefits associated with waste facilities are quite 

large. One can infer from figure 7.3 that the largest benefits are associated with 
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composting plants and the combined facility. The lowest benefits are associated 

with the landfills. The perceived benefits in the control case are significantly 

higher than in the discontinued landfill cases, but there is no significant difference 

with the discontinued composting plants. This means that we must reject 

hypothesis 1b. 

 

The analysis in table 7.4 shows that hypothesis 2b is refuted. The reason for this is 

the is insignificant effect of (dis)continuation on perceived benefits. Hypothesis 7b 

is confirmed. In figure 7.3 is shown quite clearly that the perceived benefits of 

landfills are lower than that for composting plants. Hypothesis 6b is refuted. This 

does not confirm to our expectations, but it may have been caused by the fact that 

the composting aspect of the facility is more dominant than its incinerating 

characteristics. 

7.4.3 The perceived health consequences of waste facilities 

The third variable we want to examine on the effect of the factors 

‘(dis)continuation’ and ‘type’ is ‘perceived health consequences’. Reformulating 

the hypotheses in chapter 2 that address these effects (hypotheses 1, 2, 6 and 7) 

results for the perceived health consequences in: 

 

1c) The perception of health consequences is higher at the discontinued cases 

than at the control case. 

2c) The perception of health consequences is lower at continued cases than at 

discontinued cases. 

6c) The perception of health consequences is higher for the combined facility 

than for landfills. 

7c) The perception of health consequences is higher for landfills than for 

composting plants. 

table 7.5: Effects of factors and covariates on perceived health consequences 

Source df M. Square F p < .01 
Type 2 136.36 10.05 + 

(dis)continuation 1 166.31 12.26 + 
Type * (dis)continuation 1 112.48 8.29 + 

     
SES 1 266.72 19.66 + 

     
Type * SES 2 55.24 4.07 - 

(dis)continuation *SES 1 3.68 .27 - 
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The effects of the factors ‘(dis)continuation’ and ‘type’ are presented in table 7.5. 

Both factors have a significant effect and there is an interaction effect between 

them. Unlike perceived costs and perceived benefits, no large difference exists in 

the strength of the effects of ‘(dis)continuation’ and ‘type’. The interaction effect 

indicates that part of the perceived health consequences should be attributed to a 

specific installation, like the discontinued landfill. 

 

In chapter 6 we found that the perceived ‘health consequences’ are generally 

moderate. Figure 7.4 shows that the largest health consequences are associated 

with landfill and the combined facility. 

figure 7.4: Means
A
 of perceived health consequences for the categories of facilities 

 
ACorrected for SES 

The difference between the discontinued landfill and the combined facility is not 

significant. The finding that the combined facility has such a relatively high score 

on ‘perceived health consequences’ is remarkable, considering that the benefits 

associated with it are quite large and the associated costs low. This finding is 

probably due to the incinerating aspect of the facility. The lowest health 

consequences are associated with composting plants. Regarding 

‘(dis)continuation’, it is remarkable that the perceived health consequences are at 
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the same level for continued and discontinued composting plants. On the other 

hand, the perceived health consequences of continued landfills are lower than for 

discontinued landfills. This means that the continuation of a landfill has a positive 

effect on the perception of health consequences, while this has hardly any effect on 

the perceived health consequences of composting plants. The first explanation for 

this finding is that local residents become less critical towards landfills after 

becoming familiar with a waste facility. The second explanation is that the 

differences between the continued landfills and discontinued landfills are linked 

to the quality of the siting. 

 

Apparently, composting plants are evaluated differently than landfills with 

respect to perceived health consequences. It seems as if actual experience does not 

diminish the perception of health consequences that were already on a relatively 

low level. 

 

With respect to the hypotheses as we reformulated them, we conclude that 

hypothesis 1c should be refuted due to the important differences with the control 

case in both the continued and the discontinued cases. Hypothesis 2c is not valid 

either because only discontinued landfill has a higher score on perceived health 

consequences. Because composting plants have the lowest scores on perceived 

health consequences hypothesis 7c is accepted. Hypothesis 6c is rejected because 

of the higher perceived health consequences of the discontinued landfill. 

7.4.4 The perceived risk of waste facilities 

The fourth variable examined is ‘perceived risk’. Putting the hypotheses 

formulated in chapter 2 into operational terms results in: 

 

1d) The perception of risk is higher at discontinued cases than in the control 

case. 

2d) The perception of risk is higher at discontinued cases than at continued 

cases. 

6d) The perception of risk is higher for the combined facility than for 

composting plants. 

7d) The perception of risk is higher for landfills than for composting plants. 

 

In table 7.6 the effects of the factors ‘(dis)continuation’ and ‘type’ are displayed. 

There is a significant effect of (dis)continuation and a significant interaction effect 
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between ‘type’ and ‘(dis)continuation’. It is very remarkable that the effect of 

‘type’ is not significant. 

table 7.6: Effects of factors and covariates on perceived risk 

Source df M. Square F p < .01 
Type 2 31.17 .71 - 

(dis)continuation 1 823.01 18.79 + 
Type*(dis)continuation 1 653.91 14.93 + 

     
SES 1 1150.42 26.26 + 

     
Type * SES 2 71.20 1.63 - 

(dis)continuation*SES 1 14.13 .32 - 

The interaction effect indicates that there is an effect of ‘(dis)continuation’ with the 

type of installation. The effect is smaller than the effect of ‘(dis)continuation’, 

however. 

figure 7.5: Means
A
 of perceived risk for the categories of facilities 

 
ACorrected for SES 

The perceived risk is presented in figure 7.5. In chapter 6 we discovered that, in 

general, perceived risk is rather moderate. With respect to ‘(dis)continuation’ the 

‘perceived risk’ is different in the continued than in the discontinued cases. We 

saw this effect earlier with ‘perceived health consequences’. In chapter two we put 
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forward the Heuristic Systematic model as an explanation for a changing attitude 

towards a waste facility. We stated that the need for systematic information 

processing would increase as a result of the siting. Our argument was that 

attitudes towards a waste facility are not static. The findings in this chapter 

illustrate yet another example of dynamism in attitudes towards waste facilities. 

 

The results show that the perceptions towards a waste facility are not only 

dynamic in the planning phase of waste facility siting. This first dynamism is more 

or less illustrated by the differences in the level of perceptions with the control 

case. Moreover, the perceptions of a waste facility will also change as a 

consequence of the actual experience with the facility. An explanation for this is 

that local residents are confronted with unexpected drawbacks, or that expected 

disadvantages never materialized. This suggests that the perceptions in the 

continued cases once were of the same level as the perceptions in the discontinued 

cases. 

 

We end this section by recalling the hypotheses. The results show that hypothesis 

1d is accepted. Reason for this is that there is a large difference in perceived risk 

between the control case and the discontinued landfills. However, the difference 

in perceived risk between the control case and the discontinued composting plant 

is not significant. Hypothesis 2d is rejected because only the discontinued landfill 

has a larger risk perception than that at the continued cases. Hypothesis 6d is not 

accepted because the discontinued landfill has a larger risk perception than the 

combined facility. Hypothesis 7d is not accepted because only the difference 

between the discontinued landfill and the discontinued composting plant is 

significant. 

7.5 Preferences in the Volunteers Timing Dilemma 

The next variable we want to investigate is the NIMBY inclination. Again we will 

examine the influence of the two factors ‘type’ and ‘(dis)continuation’. We put 

hypotheses 4 and 5 (chapter 2) about the impact of '(dis)continuation' in operating 

terms. Hypothesis 10 about the impact of the type of facility did not need 

reformulation. 

 

4) After a correction is made for the influence of perceived negative 

consequences, the level of the NIMBY inclination at the control case is not 

larger than that at the discontinued cases. 
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5) After a correction is made for the influence of perceived negative 

consequences, the level of the NIMBY inclination at discontinued cases is not 

larger than that at continued cases. 

10) After a correction is made for the influence of perceived negative 

consequences, the level of the NIMBY inclination is not different for the 

various types of facilities. 

7.5.1 Correcting for negative consequences 

A regression analysis was performed to determine how the NIMBY inclination 

interacts with perceived consequences and background variables. The 

independent variables used are displayed in table 7.7, which shows that the most 

important variables are ‘perceived risk’and ‘perceived costs’. 

table 7.7: Regression on NIMBY by perceptions and backgroundvariables
A 

Independent variable Beta p < .01 
Risk .45 + 

Costs .17 + 
Benefits -.06 + 

Health .08 + 
   

SES -.09 + 
Political Orientation .10 + 

Age .07 + 
A
N = 1772 

There is some doubt about which covariates to include. Based on table 7.2 we 

chose to include SES and not political orientation. Stepwise regression3 confirmed 

the correctness of this decision. The perceived costs and the perceived risk 

represent negative physical consequences. These two variables will be used for the 

correction mentioned in our hypothesis. 

7.5.2 Preferences influenced by risk and costs 

In order to demonstrate the importance of the correction with ‘perceived risk’ and 

‘perceived costs’ we first show the impact of the two factors without the 

correction. The results of this analysis are shown in table 7.8. The table shows that 

there is a significant effect of ‘(dis)continuation’ and a significant interaction effect 

between ‘type’ and ‘(dis)continuation’. The significant effect of ’(dis)continuation’ 

suggests that the assumptions the NIMBY policy is based on are, in fact, not flawed. 

In figure 7.6 is shown that at discontinued cases a larger level of NIMBY inclination 

exists than at the continued cases. From table 7.8 it can be inferred, however, that 

the effect of SES is twice as large as the effect of ‘(dis)continuation‘. The significant 
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interaction between ‘type’ and ‘discontinuation’ indicates that there is a combined 

effect of ‘type’ and ‘(dis)continuation’. The effect indicates that NIMBY is influenced 

by something that is very specific to a certain facility and as we will see, the 

perceived risk and the perceived costs cause this interaction. 

table 7.8: Effects of factors and SES
A
 on NIMBY 

Source df M. Square F p < .01 
Type 2 166.35 2.62 - 

(dis)Continuation 1 1,320.54 20.79 + 
Type * (dis)Continuation 1 616.01 9.70 + 

     
SES 1 2,986.21 47.01 + 

     
Type* SES 2 72.34 1.14 - 

(dis)Continuation * SES 1 57.36 .90 - 
AThe analysis was also done with political orientation and age in the 
covariate list. This did not result in other significant effects of the 
factors. 

In chapter 6, we found that the level of the NIMBY inclination is generally very 

moderate. The score is just above the middle of the scale. From figure 7.6 it can be 

inferred that the score of the not continued landfill is for a large part responsible 

for the significance of the interaction effect between ‘type’ and ‘(dis)continuation’. 

figure 7.6: Means
A
 of NIMBY for the categories of facilities 

 
ACorrected for SES. 
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When the discontinued landfill is not taken into consideration the remaining 

category means do not differ. None of the other differences are significant. 

7.5.3 Preferences not influenced by risk and costs 

Table 7.9 below shows the results of an analysis similar to that carried out in the 

preceding section. Here, ‘perceived costs’ and ‘perceived risk’ were used to control 

for negative physical consequences. 

table 7.9: Effects of factors, SES
A
, Costs and Risk on NIMBY 

Source df M. Square F p < .01 
Type 2 1.04 .03 - 

(dis)continuation 1 221.99 5.40 - 
Type*(dis)continuation 1 1.52 .04 - 

     
Costs 1 1,909.47 46.48 + 
Risk 1 14,268.62 347.35 + 

SES 1 1,042.75 25.38 + 
     

Type*SES 2 46.57 1.13 - 
(dis)continuation*SES 1 119.91 2.92 - 

(dis)continuation*Costs 1 252.99 6.16 - 
Type*Costs 2 75.00 1.83 - 

(dis)continuation*Risk 1 .08 .00 - 
Type*Risk 2 167.78 4.08 - 

AThe analysis was also done with political orientation and age in the 
covariate list. This did not result in other significant effects of the  
factors. 

As a result of the inclusion of ‘perceived costs’ and ‘perceived risk’, the significant 

effect of ‘(dis)continuation’ and the significant interaction effect have disappeared. 

One can infer from table 7.9 that differences in the NIMBY scores are caused by 

differences in perceived costs and perceived risk. The F value of perceived risk 

indicates that differences in risk perception are more important than the 

differences in perceived costs or SES. 

 

In figure 7.7 is shown that the differences in NIMBY scores between the cases have 

diminished. None of the differences is significant. Furthermore, the interaction 

effect has disappeared completely. This is clearly demonstrated by the parallel 

lines in the figure. With these findings, we have to conclude that hypothesis 4 and 

5 are confirmed. Hypothesis 10 is only partly confirmed because we assumed that 

we had to control for negative physical consequences. In table 7.8 we showed that 

even without the correction for negative consequences the effect of ‘type’ was not 

significant. Apparently the effect of ‘type’ is not significantly moderated by 
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negative consequences. This is in line with our findings that ‘type’ has no 

important effects on ‘perceived risk’ and ‘perceived costs’. 

figure 7.7: Means
A
 of NIMBY for the categories of facilities  

 
ACorrected for SES, risk and costs. 

7.6 Reported opposition towards waste facilities 

The last variable we will investigate in this chapter is ‘reported behaviour’. This 

question about one’s opposition towards the facility was not asked in the control 

case. As in the preceding sections, the effects of the factors ‘(dis)continuation’ and 

‘type’ are examined. Putting the hypotheses about these effects (3, 8 and 9 in 

chapter 2) in operational terms results in: 

 

3) The reported opposition is larger at discontinued than at continued cases. 

8) The reported opposition to the combined facility is larger than that to 

landfills. 

9) The reported opposition to landfills is larger than that to composting plants. 

 

Table 7.10 presents the effects of both factors. Both factors and the interaction 

effect between ‘(dis)continuation’ and ‘type’ are significant. 



Impact of important case characteristics 131 

table 7.10: Effects of factors and covariate on reported behaviour 

Source df M. Square F P < .01 
Type 2 37.59 38.13 + 

(dis)continuation 1 43.06 43.67 + 
Type * (dis)continuation 1 25.44 25.80 + 

     
SES 1 2.27 2.30 - 

     
Type *SES 2 4.07 4.12 - 

(dis)continuation *SES 1 .01 .01 - 

In chapter 6 we found that opposition towards waste facilities is of quite low. In 

figure 7.8 the reported opposition for the different categories is represented. The 

figure shows that the least opposition was reported for the combined facility. It is 

remarkable that except for this facility, the other continued facilities caused more 

opposition than the discontinued facilities. The difference between the continued 

landfill and the discontinued landfill is not significant. The same goes for the 

difference between the discontinued landfill and the combined facility. 

figure 7.8: Reported opposition
A
 for the categories of facilities 

 
AMeans not controlled for SES. 

It is extremely remarkable that the greatest level of opposition was reported for a 

continued composting plant. The effect of ‘type’ is completely contrary to our 
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expectations. We expected that incinerating would cause more opposition than 

landfill, and landfill would cause more opposition than composting. In the 

discontinued cases, the opposition has approximately the same level for both 

types of facilities. All differences between the continued facilities are significant. 

 

With these findings hypotheses 3, 8 and 9 are refuted. A possible explanation for 

the effect of ‘(dis)continuation’ is that the facilities were cancelled before the 

opposition against the facilities had reached its climax. This means that the greater 

opposition against the continued landfill and the continued composting plant 

might be caused by the longer duration of the decision-making process. 

7.7 Conclusions 

When the effects of both factors on perceived risk and perceived costs were 

examined, we found that at discontinued landfill cases these perceptions were 

higher than those at the control case and higher than at the continued landfill 

cases. We interpret these results from a time perspective; the perceptions of risk 

and costs at the continued cases once were on the same level as those at the 

discontinued cases. This means that the perceptions at the continued landfill cases 

were not on the current level when the facility siting at these cases was in the 

planning phase. The higher perceived risk and costs for the discontinued landfills 

probably are the result of decision making under uncertainty. In chapter 2 we 

argued that in such cases disadvantages are evaluated as being more important 

than in more certain situations. With respect to the composting plants, it is 

remarkable that the perception of risk and costs remains at the same level. 

Apparently, actual experience with the facility does not change the already low 

perceived risk and costs. Generally, perceptions seem to be dynamic and these 

dynamics are dependent upon the discontinued context. 

 

The differences in NIMBY preferences are moderated by differences in perceived 

risk and perceived costs. This implies that the NIMBY inclination is not an 

autonomously existing phenomenon. The tendency to shift the burden on others 

coexists with perceived costs and perceived risk. In our study about waste facility 

siting, the perceived costs and perceived risk are not particularly high and the 

NIMBY preferences in our study are also modest. The level of the NIMBY inclination 

found at the discontinued cases could probably have been found at the continued 

cases in an earlier phase of the siting process. There is a significant difference 

between the NIMBY inclination at discontinued landfills and this at the other cases. 
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This is the result of the greater perceived risk and perceived costs and it supports 

our theory that residents react to perceived disadvantages that are associated with 

changes in their physical environment. 

 

Somewhat contrary to our findings that the perception of risks and costs are 

predominantly influenced by ‘(dis)continuation’, is the finding that the perceived 

benefits are not influenced by this factor. The residents’ age and the type of facility 

influence the perception of benefits. As a consequence of the independence of 

‘(dis)continuation‘ this perception is probably not that dynamic as perceived costs 

and risk. 

 

Another perception that is less dynamic than perceived risk and costs, but more 

dynamic than ‘perceived benefits’, is ‘perceived health consequences’. This 

perception is influenced by ‘type’, ‘(dis)continuation’, the interaction between 

them and socio-economic status. The dependence on ‘(dis)continuation’ gives it 

the potential to be dynamic. 

 

We found that, with an exception of the combined facility, the reported opposition 

against waste facilities is larger (or approximately at the same level) at continued 

cases than at discontinued cases. The argument made in this section was that this 

could be the result of a longer decision-making period. Another explanation is that 

the experienced risk and costs for continued composting plants caused the 

opposition. The fact that the composting facility was expanded was noted in 

chapter 5. The local residents therefore had some prior experience with the same 

composting plant and this played a role in the opposition towards it (Van Baren, 

2001). It is important to note that the relatively large amount of opposition 

apparently did not generate the power to stop the siting process. It did change the 

way the waste company operated in the decision-making process. In chapter 5 we 

noted that the process improved when the management of the waste company 

changed its strategy towards more openness and more communication. 

 

Notes 
 
1 The component loadings for ‘Political orientation’ are .89 for ‘party voted for’ and .92 for 

‘left or right wing oriented’. The total fit of these variables is .82. The component loadings 
for SES are .83 for ‘level of education’ and .84 for ‘household income’. The total fit of these 
variables is .70. 

2 The variables are standardized (z-scores) in order to enable comparisons between the 
different perceived consequences. 
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3 R2 with Costs, Risk and SES in the model is .42. Including all seven variables results in a R2 
of .44. 



Chapter 8 
 

Evaluating the social psychological 
framework 

8.1 The theoretical framework in empirical terms 

In this chapter we seek to examine the relationships between the variables in order 

to test our theoretical framework. First we have to consider the fact that the 

theoretical framework is formulated in rather abstract terms. Therefore the 

framework has to be reformulated in the terminology of our measurement models.  

 

The first part of the theoretical framework that we want to consider is the attitude 

towards waste facilities. In chapter 6 we described the way in which the different 

elements of the social psychological framework were measured. The scale analyses 

revealed that the theoretical construct ‘attitude towards a waste facility’ has 

several dimensions. The attitude towards waste facilities could be broken down 

into ‘perceived costs’, ‘perceived benefits’ and ‘perceived health consequences’. In 

the reformulated model we will distinguish these three perception scales and their 

relationships with the other concepts in the model. 

 

A second finding in chapter 6 with respect to the theoretical model was that the 

relationship between personal norm and NIMBY inclination did not entirely match 

expectations. We included three aspects of the personal norm in the questionnaire: 

the personal norm with respect to reciprocity, with respect to equity and with 

respect to commitment. The personal norm with respect to equity could not be 

distinguished from our measurement of the NIMBY inclination, and the items 

representing the norm about reciprocity did not constitute a reliable scale. 

Therefore only the personal norm about commitment remains as a personal norm. 

 

In figure 8.1 the theoretical framework is represented once again, but it is updated 

with the information that was obtained from the analyses in chapter 6. 
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figure 8.1: The theoretical framework represented in empirical terms 
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8.2 Examining the relations in the model 

8.2.1 The relations with the intention to accept 

Before testing the entire theoretical framework we examine some parts of the 

model as it is represented in figure 8.1. Firstly, the relationships with the intention 

to accept are examined. We subsequently examine the relationships with the 

NIMBY inclination. The last sub model we will examine is the model with the 

relationships between the dependent variables. Finally, the three sub models are 

merged in order to gain an overview of all relationships that are empirically valid. 

As some variables did not have indicators in the control case, the models are 

tested for six cases only. 

 

In figure 8.2 the relationships between the independent variables in the empirical 

model and intention to accept are represented. The figure only shows the latent 

variables but in the analysis the complete measurement model of each variable 

was involved. Both the relations between the latent variables, and the relations 

between the indicators and the latent variables are estimated in the LISREL analysis. 

Furthermore the program estimates the error terms of the indicators. Some of the 

correlations between these error terms were left unrestricted. As a rule of thumb, 

we proceeded on the assumption that if the correlation between the error terms 

was higher than or equal to .10 the correlation between the errors terms was freed. 

A second, more important prerequisite was that we only allowed correlations 

between error terms of indicators that represent the same latent variable. 
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figure 8.2: Relationships with the intention to accept
AB 

AFit indices: GFI = .951; AGFI = .939 and RMR = .037 
BSample size: N = 1466 

The parameters in the model show that ‘perceived risk’ has the strongest 

(negative) impact on the intention to accept a waste facility. Furthermore, the 

perceived costs have a substantial negative impact. As was expected there is a 

positive influence of the perceived benefits associated with waste facilities. Quite 

remarkable is the (weak) positive influence of the perceived health consequences 

on the intention to accept. The personal norm about commitment shows that 

agreements of local residents not to accept a waste facility and the personal norm 

to comply with this agreement have a negative influence on the intention to 

accept. The variables in figure 8.2 explain 44% of the variance of intention to 

accept. Furthermore the analysis showed that the ‘social norm’ did not 

significantly explain variance (t = -.93). This is represented in figure 8.2 by means 

of a dotted arrow. The fit indices that are represented as a note below the figure, 

indicate that the fit of the sub model is very satisfactory (Jöreskog & Sörbom, 1993, 

1996; Verschuren, 1991). 

 

The relationships with the perceived costs, the perceived benefits and the 

perceived health consequences in figure 8.2 illustrate that the relationship between 

the attitude and the intention in the theory of planned behaviour is valid. 

However, no empirical valid relationship between the social norm and the 

intention to accept was found. This is not unexpected since, as we noted in chapter 

2, the presence of group norms is not likely. Furthermore, other social scientific 

research has shown that intentions to perform most behaviours are more 
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controlled by attitudes than by subjective norms (Trafimow & Finlay, 1996). The 

inclusion of the personal norm was found to be useful for this type of situation. 

The relationship is rather weak, however. As we will see later, the relationship is 

indirect. The • in this sub model represents a path that will become insignificant 

in the analyses in the coming sections. 

8.2.2 Relations with the NIMBY inclination 

The second sub model we examine is a model with the relationships between the 

independent variables in the empirical model and the NIMBY inclination. This sub 

model is presented in figure 8.3 and the fit of it is reasonable. The dotted arrows in 

figure 8.3 show that the relationship between ‘perceived health consequences’, 

‘perceived benefits’, ‘the social norm’ with ‘the NIMBY inclination’ are not 

significant (t = 1.25; t = -1.20 and t = -1.67 respectively). 

figure 8.3: Relationships with the NIMBY inclination
AB 

AFit indices: GFI = .937; AGFI = .924; RMR = .039 
BSample Size: N = 1466 

Of the relationships between norms and the NIMBY inclination only the personal 

norm appears to be valid. Since we already noted that the social norm is not very 

influential in this context, the absence of a significant relation between the social 

norm and the NIMBY tendency was not unexpected. Chapter 6 showed that the 

NIMBY inclination and the personal norm about equity could not be separated. In 

this chapter we find quite a strong relation between the personal norm about 

commitment and the NIMBY inclination. These two findings indicate that the 

personal norm plays a very important role in the decision whether or not to shift 

the burden of a waste facility on to others. This is in line with the expectations in 
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our theoretical framework. With respect to the influence of norms, Kerr et al. 

(1997) also found that social pressure is not very influential in these kinds of 

situations, but that a personal norm of commitment is more important. 

Furthermore they found that the commitment norm that binds the group member 

to honour such agreements is predominantly an internalised personal norm rather 

than an unquestioning adherence to a prior decision. 

8.2.3 Relations with reported opposition 

The last sub model we want to examine is the model with the relationships with 

‘reported opposition’ in it. This model is represented in figure 8.4 and the fit is 

quite good. 

figure 8.4: Relationships with reported opposition
AB 
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AFit indices: GFI = .974; AGFI = .956; RMR = .035 
BSample Size: N = 1466 

The non-significant relation between the NIMBY inclination and reported 

opposition (t = -1.37) is very important. It shows that those few residents who 

actually oppose a waste facility are not directly motivated by the NIMBY 

inclination. The total variance of reported opposition is hardly explained in the 

model (R
2 = .02). This is due to the fact that the variable ‘reported opposition’ is 

very skewed, since many residents did not oppose a waste facility at all. This 

implies that only a very specific amount of variance, caused by a limited number 

of residents, remains to be explained. It stands to reason that it is hard for a model 

based on covariance to explain variance that is caused by such a small sub 

population. The relation between the intention to accept and reported opposition 

is of a moderate level. The non-significant relationship between the perceived 

effectiveness and the reported opposition indicates that the perceived effectiveness 

does not explain significant variance of the reported opposition. 
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8.2.4 The entire model 

In the last step of our analysis we have merged the three sub models. We omitted 

all non-significant relationships in the sub models.1 In the resulting model in 

figure 8.5 the relationship between the personal norm of commitment and the 

intention to accept a waste facility are omitted because of insignificance (γ = -.03; t 

= -.86). Combining the sub models apparently led the already weak relationship to 

become even weaker. The ‘perceived health consequences‘ left the model because 

it had only a very weak relationship with the intention to accept and it had a 

negative influence on the fit of the model. The explained variance of the 

dependent variables in the model is not lowered by these exclusions. Since the sub 

models do influence each other, the parameters in the sub models are different 

from the parameters in the entire model. The model explains 66% of the variance 

of the ‘NIMBY inclination’, 45 % of the ‘intention to accept’ and 8% of the ‘reported 

opposition’. Additional parameter estimations for the models in figures 8.5, 8.6, 

8.7, 8.9, 8.10 and 8.11 are presented in appendix E. 

figure 8.5: The entire model with all valid relationships between variables
AB 
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AFit indices: GFI = .944; AGFI = .934; RMR = .038 
BSample Size: N = 1511 

In chapter 2 we mentioned that implementing the waste management function 

causes conflicts between local residents and municipalities, because of the 

characteristics of the implementation. In figure 8.5, the content of this conflict for 

all waste facilities in this study is represented. The figure shows that there are two 

paths to reach the intention to accept a waste facility. What is very salient in the 

model is the role of perceived risk with a γ of .48 for the path to the NIMBY 

inclination and a γ of -.30 for the path to the intention to accept. The perceived risk 

has a parameter of .42 for the combination of the direct path of risk and the 

indirect path to risk via the NIMBY inclination. This indicates that ‘perception of 

risk’ is a crucial factor with respect to the intention to accept a waste facility. This 
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is in line with our expectations in chapter 2 that the avoidance of risk is an 

important reason for not willing to accept a waste facility. 

 

The path that has been considered as most evident by policy makers is the path 

from the NIMBY inclination to the intention to accept. According to this line of 

reasoning, it is logical that local residents immediately put the problem in a social 

dilemma context and decide to oppose a waste facility. The decision in this 

dilemma is supposed to be made predominantly by means of personal norms. The 

correctness of this line of reasoning is partly confirmed. The model shows 

however, that most of the impact of the NIMBY inclination is caused by perceived 

negative consequences. 

 

The direct paths in figure 8.5 from ‘perceived risk’ and ‘perceived costs’ to the 

intention to accept represent a reason to oppose a waste facility that had hitherto 

received little attention. The direct paths mean that local residents oppose a waste 

facility for reasons that are directly associated with a waste facility and not with 

the position taken in the volunteers timing dilemma. The γ’s of the direct paths 

show that the total effect of perceived risk, perceived costs and perceived benefits 

of a waste facility is more important with respect to the intention to accept a waste 

facility than the NIMBY inclination. 

 

The personal norm is a variable that plays a rather remarkable role in our 

empirical findings. There is no direct relationship between the personal norm and 

the intention to accept as was expected by the extended theory of planned 

behaviour (Parker et al., 1995). An explanation for this fact is the inclusion of the 

NIMBY inclination in our model. As was shown in figure 8.3 and the scale analyses 

in chapter 6, there is a strong normative component in this variable. 

 

The social norm in our theoretical model proved not to be significant. This implies 

that our assumptions about the social context were correct, and that family and 

friends did not play an important role. In this aspect this research is in line with 

other research that includes normative aspects. Kerr et al.(1997) for instance found 

that the social norm is less important concerning cooperation in social dilemmas 

than the personal norm. Bratt (1999) found that, with respect to recycling 

behaviour, the social norm was dependent upon an intervening personal norm. 

Galetzka (1998) decided not to include the social norm in her investigation of 
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reactions of local residents to waste facilities. The rationale behind this is that this 

type of reaction is assumed not to be very vulnerable to social pressure. For the 

same reasons, Wolsink (1990) did not include the social norm when investigating 

the reactions of local residents to the siting of solitary wind turbines and wind 

farms. 

 

The perceived effectiveness variable does not have a significant relation with 

reported opposition. This indicates that one does not think that opposing is 

ineffective because this is only fruitful when others participate in it. 

8.3 Examining the impact of the case characteristics 

In the coming sections we will look at the impact of the type of facility and the 

impact of whether a decision-making process is continued or not. In sections 8.3.1 

and 8.3.2 we investigate whether or not there are differences in the relations 

between the variables for continued and discontinued cases. This investigation 

will show which variables are most important during the planning phase, and in 

what way the relations between the variables in our model change when more 

experience with the facility is obtained. This will shed some light on the 

information processing by local residents about waste facility siting. In chapter 2 

we formulated two hypotheses with respect to this subject. In the hypotheses 

below we replaced the theoretical terms ‘actual experience’ and ‘planning 

experience’ with the empirical terms ‘continued cases’ and ‘discontinued cases’: 

 

11) At continued cases, the perceived knowledge about waste facilities and the 

decision-making process is greater than at discontinued cases. 

12) At continued cases, the direct path between both norms, the attitude, the 

perceived risks via the intention to accept becomes more important at the 

expense of the indirect paths via the NIMBY inclination to the reported 

opposition. 

 

We further will examine whether the content of the conflict is different for 

different implementations of the waste management function. Therefore we will 

examine the relations between the variables for the types of waste facilities. 

8.3.1 Local residents at discontinued cases  

In figure 8.6 the structural model for local opposition of residents at discontinued 

cases is represented. The dotted line between ‘perceived costs’ and ‘intention to 
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accept’ indicates an insignificant relation (t = -1.87). The model of the sub sample 

of residents at discontinued cases has a good fit. 

figure 8.6: A model of local opposition at discontinued cases
AB 
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AFit indices: GFI = .921; AGFI = .907; RMR = .044 
BSample Size: N = 793 

The model explains 63% of the variance of the NIMBY inclination, 48% of the 

intention to accept and 5% of the reported opposition. There are some important 

differences with the model for the total sample, however. The two most striking 

differences are the non-significant relationship between ‘perceived costs’ and 

‘intention to accept’ and the increased importance of the NIMBY inclination. For the 

content of the conflict about waste facility siting this means that the local residents 

have a rather strong inclination to pass the burden on to others. This inclination is 

predominantly determined by the perceived risk and the personal norm about 

commitment. The importance of the perceived risk reflects a tendency to risk 

avoidance that exists in uncertain situations. The strength of the relation between 

the personal norm about commitment and the NIMBY inclination indicates that the 

feeling one should commit to explicit or implicit agreements in one’s own 

neighbourhood is important. Furthermore, the γ for the relation between 

‘perceived risk’ and the intention to accept has decreased. The γ for the relation 

between ‘perceived costs’ and the NIMBY inclination has increased. This would 

seem to confirm hypothesis 12, which states that at locations with planning 

experience the indirect path becomes more important at the expense of the direct 

path to the intention to accept. The increased importance of the paths via the 

NIMBY inclination means that at discontinued cases there is a stronger tendency to 

rely on normative aspects with respect to the intention to accept. In chapter 2 we 

explained that one does not need specific information about a waste facility in 

order to make a normative judgement. This implies that there is an inclination in 

the discontinued cases to process information in a heuristic mode. 
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8.3.2 Local residents at continued cases 

In figure 8.7 the model, which explains the opposition of our sub sample of 

residents at continued cases, is represented. The relation between the perceived 

costs and the NIMBY inclination is not significant. The same goes for the relation 

between the perceived cost and the intention to accept. Furthermore, the relation 

between the perceived benefits and the intention to accept is not significant (t = -

.32; t = -.68; and t = 1.91 respectively). The fit of the model for this sub sample is 

about equal with the fit for the sample in discontinued cases. 

figure 8.7: A model op local opposition in the continued cases
AB 

Perceived risk

Perceived benefits

Perceived costs

Personal norm 
about commitment

Reported 
opposition

Nimby inclination

Intention to accept

.52

.45
-.43

-.03

-.06

.08

-.14

-.38

 
AFit indices: GFI = .926; AGFI = .912; RMR = .044 
BSample Size: N = 718 

Very prominent in the model is the perception of risk. The negative consequences 

seem to have boiled down to ‘perceived risk‘. Remember that the perceived risk 

concerns safety and accidents, while the perceived costs are negative 

consequences such as smell, attraction of birds etc. The perceived risk contributes 

to the intention to accept in almost equal measure as to the NIMBY inclination. The 

importance of the perceived risk for the residents at the continued cases cannot be 

explained by risk avoidance in an uncertain situation. Therefore the perceived risk 

in continued cases should be seen as a relatively stable factor. The γ for the relation 

between the personal norm about commitment and the NIMBY inclination has 

become larger. Apparently the feeling that one should commit to explicit or 

implicit agreements in one’s own neighbourhood has become more important. A 

very important difference with the model for the total sample and the model for 

the residents in discontinued cases is the decreased contribution of the NIMBY 

inclination to the intention to accept. Apparently the residents in continued cases 

do not want to solve the conflict by imposing the waste facility on others. Together 

with the importance of the perceived risk and the relatively strong relation with 

the reported opposition, this indicates that the local residents have some serious 
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problems with the way the waste management function is implemented. At 

locations with built waste facilities the direct path from the perceived risk via the 

intention to accept to the reported opposition has become more important. 

Furthermore, the indirect path from the perceived costs, the perceived risk and the 

personal norm about commitment via the NIMBY inclination has become less 

important. These findings correspond with our expectations in chapter 2 that the 

amount of information processing by local residents increases during the decision-

making process. Like the model for residents in discontinued cases, the model for 

residents in continued cases supports hypothesis 12. 

8.3.3 The knowledge of local residents about the decision-making process 

In the preceding sections we showed two different routes, which might lead to the 

intention to accept a waste facility. The first route goes directly from the perceived 

consequences to the intention to accept. The second indirect route goes from the 

perceived consequences to the NIMBY inclination, and then to the intention to 

accept. We argued that the second route is more suitable for heuristic information 

processing, since less information about a waste facility is needed. The analysis 

thus far showed that these assumptions seem to be correct. For residents in 

discontinued cases the indirect path is quite important, while for residents in 

continued cases the direct path is the most important one. Although the 

assumption that local residents in continued cases acquired more information 

about the waste facility has large face validity, we have not provided evidence for 

this thus far.  

 

In an effort to quantify the information that local residents have about the waste 

facility we looked at the answers of residents to questions that needed fairly 

specific information about the decision-making process. We used the fact that 

respondents with a larger perceived knowledge will have a smaller number of 

questions they could not answer. In the set of items were seven questions about 

whose stakes are represented best, seven questions about the responsibility for the 

durations of the process, two questions about the duration of the decision process, 

six questions about the behaviour of the several actors, seven questions that 

categorized the actors into opponents and proponents and seven questions about 

the behaviour of their own municipal council in the process. The scale analysis as 

described in chapter 6 resulted in a very strong (H = .53) Mokken scale for 

information processing with 28 items. The idea behind the scale is that only if 

residents think they have sufficient information about the subject, a valid answer 
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is obtained. In terms of the Heuristic Systematic Model a higher score on the scale 

indicates a larger amount of systematic information processing. 

 

In order to investigate whether or not there are differences in information 

processing for the factors ‘(dis)continuation’ and ‘type of facility’ we did an 

analysis of variance. The results are displayed in table 8.1. This table shows that 

both factors are significant, and that there is no interaction effect. The effect of 

(dis)continuation is clearly the largest. 

table 8.1: Effect of factors on information processing
2
 

Source df M.Square F P < .01 
(dis)continuation 1 6617.76 97.58 + 

Type 2 1355.81 16.30 + 
(dis)continuation * Type 1 287.65 3.46 - 

The direction of both effects is showed in figure 8.8. The significant effect of 

‘(dis)continuation‘ indicates that it is correct to assume that residents in continued 

cases have more information about the waste facility siting process. These findings 

support hypothesis 11. 

figure 8.8: Means of information processing for the categories of facilities 
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With respect to the types of facilities, the amount of information processing 

appears to be the largest for those residents who were confronted with 

composting plants. The residents who were confronted with landfills take an 

intermediate position. The residents who were confronted with the combined 

facility show the smallest amount of information processing for the group of 

continued facilities. 

 

In order to check whether or not we should have included the amount of 

information processing in our structural model, we calculated the correlations 

with the variables in the model. These correlations are represented in table 8.2. The 

table shows that there is no correlation with the perceived risk, the perceived 

costs, the perceived benefits, the NIMBY inclination and the personal norm about 

commitment. 

table 8.2: Correlations between information processing and other variables in the model 

  Intention Opposition Risk Costs Benefits NIMBY Commitment 
Corr .10* .21* -.03 -.04 .04 -.09 .02 Info-

processing N 1598 1602 1590 1598 1594 1594 1571 
*Correlation is significant at the α = .01 level. 

In the structural equation analysis in sections 8.3.1 and 8.3.2 we showed that there 

definitely is an influence of information processing on the strength of relationships 

between these variables. The impact of the amount of information processing on 

these variables is on the strength of the relationships and not on the level at which 

a variable is present. Because of the absence of covariance with information 

processing of these variables, there is no reason to include information processing 

in the structural model. 

 

There are two correlations with information processing that are significant. These 

are the correlation with the intention to accept and the correlation with the 

reported opposition. The correlations show that on the one hand those who 

processed more information have a stronger tendency to accept a waste facility. 

On the other hand information processing co-varies positively with stronger 

opposition. This paradoxical finding illustrates quite clearly that information 

processing plays a rather complex role. 

8.3.4 Local residents and landfill siting 

In the coming sections we will examine the influence of the type of facility on the 

model as we developed it in section 8.2.4. In figure 8.9 the sub model with an 
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acceptable fit for the residents who were confronted with a landfill is represented. 

The variables explain 62% of the variance in the NIMBY variable, 42% of the 

variance of the intention to accept and 6% of the reported opposition. The relation 

between the perceived costs and the NIMBY inclination is not significant. The same 

holds for the relation between the perceived costs and the intention to accept (t = 

1.40 and t = -1.22 respectively). This indicates that the negative consequences have 

boiled down to the perceived risks. 

figure 8.9: A model of local opposition towards landfills
AB 

Perceived risk

Perceived benefits

Perceived costs

Personal norm 
about commitment

Reported 
opposition

Nimby inclination

Intention to accept

.29

.58
-.25

.07

-.06

.19

-.30

-.24

 
AFit indices: GFI = .918; AGFI = 903; RMR = .047 
BSample Size: N = 781 

The indirect path from the perceived risk and the personal norm about 

commitment via the NIMBY inclination seems to be the most important 

contribution to the intention to accept. For landfill as type of waste facility the 

local residents have the inclination to solve the conflict by having the waste 

management function implemented in someone else’s neighbourhood. The 

structural model for landfills closely resembles the model for discontinued cases. 

It seems therefore that the effect for the type of implementation is quite small. We 

have to bear in mind that this sub sample consists of two landfills, which are not 

built and one landfill that is continued. In figure 8.8 is represented that the 

residents in the two discontinued landfill cases show the lowest amount of 

information processing of all categories available in our case study design. The 

strength of the indirect path is therefore probably due to heuristic information 

processing. 

8.3.5 Local residents and composting plant siting 

In figure 8.10 the model for composting plants is represented. The fit of the model 

is acceptable. The variables explain 74% of the variance of the NIMBY variable, 50% 

of the variance of the intention to accept and 17% of the reported opposition. 
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figure 8.10: A model of local opposition towards composting plants
AB 

Perceived risk

Perceived benefits

Perceived costs

Personal norm 
about commitment

Reported 
opposition

Nimby inclination

Intention to accept

.58

.21
-.35

.24

-.17

.10

-.22

-.41

 
AFit indices: GFI = .901; AGFI = .883; RMR = .050 
BSample Size: N = 482 

In the conflict about this type of implementation the negative consequences are 

not only the perceived risks. The perceived costs also play an important role. 

Furthermore, the strength of the relationship between the perceived risks and the 

NIMBY inclination is relatively weak. These last two findings should be attributed 

to composting as type of implementation.  

 

The findings that the γ for the relation between the personal norm about 

commitment and the NIMBY inclination and the β for the relation between the 

intention to accept and the reported opposition is quite high should be attributed 

to case specific characteristics. The high γ for the relation with the personal norm 

about commitment is an indication that in these cases, probably because of the 

decision-making process a rather strong feeling that one should contribute to the 

group has become apparent. The high β for the relation with reported opposition 

indicates that there are certain case characteristics that facilitate opposition. 

 

Compared to the siting of landfills, the paths that go directly to the intention to 

accept are slightly stronger. Furthermore, the influence of the NIMBY inclination is 

stronger for landfilling. In section 8.3.3 we showed that the level of information 

processing by the residents who were confronted with composting plants is higher 

than for those residents that were confronted with landfills. Therefore the 

differences in the models for landfilling and composting are probably partly due 

to a difference in information processing. 

8.3.6 Local residents and combined facility siting 

In figure 8.11 the model for the combined facility is represented. The fit for this 

sub sample is poor. The variables explain 58% of the variance of the NIMBY 
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inclination, 27% of the intention to accept and 1% of the reported opposition This 

poor model fit could be explained by the fact that the sub sample on which this 

analysis is based is rather a small sample (N = 249) when compared to the sample 

for the model in section 8.2.4 (N = 1511). Another reason to be cautious in deriving 

conclusions from this model is that the smaller sample size has important 

implications for the significance of the relations. After all, the t-statistic, which is 

used to test the significance of the relations, is highly dependent upon the smaller 

number of degrees of freedom in the model below. This implies that a relation 

should be much stronger in order to be significant. Furthermore the data come 

from only one case, so the impact of case-specific characteristics could be quite 

strong. 

figure 8.11 A model of local opposition towards a combined facility
AB 
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AFit indices: GFI = .857; AGFI = .832; RMR = .062 
BSample Size: N =249 

The relations between the perceived costs, the perceived benefits and the intention 

to accept are not significant (t =.16 and t = 1.82). Furthermore the relation between 

the NIMBY inclination and the intention to accept is not significant (t = -1.78). 

Except for the γ for the relation between perceived costs and the intention to 

accept, this is due to the small sample size. In figure 8.10, which is based on a 

larger sample, similar parameters would be significant. The same holds for the 

relation between the intention to accept and the reported opposition (t = -1.53). 

According to the model, the conflict for the combined facility is predominantly 

determined by the perceived risks. The relation between the NIMBY inclination and 

the intention to accept is relatively weak compared to the relation between the 

perceived risk and the intention to accept. This implies that for this type of 

implementation there is no tendency to solve the conflict by imposing a waste 

facility on someone else. 
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8.4 Conclusions 

A first conclusion about the impact of the case characteristics is that there are 

predominantly two paths that lead via the intention to accept to the reported 

opposition. These paths are valid for all three types of implementation of the 

waste management function investigated. The decision whether to opt for the 

direct path to the intention to accept or the indirect path via the NIMBY inclination 

is highly dependent upon the amount of information processing by the local 

residents. Therefore the indirect path via the NIMBY inclination and the intention to 

accept to the reported opposition seems to be more heuristic than the direct path 

via the intention to accept to the reported opposition. 

 

In both the indirect path and in the direct path, the relationship with the perceived 

risk is the strongest factor. The meaning of this strong relation in both paths is not 

the same, however. Because of the heuristic characteristic of the indirect path, the 

strength of the relation with perceived risk indicates that in uncertain situations 

there is a heuristic tendency towards risk avoidance. This is the same reason why 

the perceived negative consequences in chapter 7 are much higher at the 

discontinued cases than at the continued cases. 

 

The meaning of the strong direct relation between perceived risk and the intention 

to accept is completely different. It shows that, despite the fact that the perceived 

negative consequences are much smaller at continued cases, the manner in which 

the waste management function is implemented is quite controversial. This shows 

that the level of perceptions should not be taken as a single criterion for evaluating 

the controversy of a facility. 

 

An important implication is that the ‘preference’ for the direct or the direct path 

will change with the amount of information processing. In the first phase of the 

decision-making process, local residents will ‘prefer’ the indirect path via the 

NIMBY inclination to the reported opposition, while in a later phase after more 

information processing they are likely to ‘prefer’ the direct route via the intention 

to accept to the reported opposition. This is a very important finding for those 

who want to improve decision-making processes by including more stakeholders. 

 

A second conclusion about the impact of the case characteristics is that there are 

some important differences in the structural models as a consequence of the type 
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of waste management implementation. With respect to landfills and the combined 

facility we found that the perception of risk is very important in the conflict. With 

composting plants, the negative consequences have expanded themselves by 

including ‘perceived costs‘. Furthermore, the relation between the perceived risks 

and the NIMBY inclination is relatively weak for the composting cases. 

 

A third conclusion is that there are some case-specific effects in the structural 

models, which predominantly involve differences in the effect of the personal 

norm of commitment and differences in the relation between the intention to 

accept and the reported opposition. These effects seem to be caused by 

characteristics of the decision-making process or specific social settings that either 

frustrated or facilitated opposition.  

 
Notes 
 
1 We examined whether or not combining the sub models resulted in new significant 

relationships, but this was not the case. 
2 We checked whether or not we had to include SES as a covariate in the analysis. The 

correlation between SES and information processing is only .05. Therefore we decided that 
this was not necessary. 



Chapter 9 
 

Measurement instruments for the 
political process 

9.1 Introduction 

In this study we examine three different elements within each case: the decision-

making process, the policy actors and the local residents. Thus far, we have 

concentrated on the perceptions of local residents with respect to waste facilities; 

at this point the focus of our examination changes. In this chapter we will treat the 

manner in which policy actors and the attitudes of local residents towards 

decision-making and policy actors are studied. In section 9.2 and section 9.3, we 

discuss the way that the beliefs of policy actors are examined. The measurement of 

the public attitudes is dealt with in section 9.4 and 9.5. 

9.2 The construction of the Q-sample 

To study the beliefs of policy actors we use the Q-sort technique. We elucidated in 

chapter 4 that this Q-sort technique requires us to construct what is termed a Q-

sample. This Q-sample is a collection of statements about the subject under 

examination. In this section we will describe the manner in which we constructed 

this sample. 

The Q-sample should be representative of the variety of opinions that may be 

relevant for the subject of waste facility siting (Brown, 1980). In order to achieve 

this plural rationality, the total set of statements was built up from six categories. 

Therefore, we started from two sides. The first side is that we defined the policy 

sub domains relevant for the decision-making process in relation to waste 

facilities. These are the policy sub domains of waste management and physical 

planning. We formulated statements about the content of these policies within 

both sub domains. The second side of our approach is that we needed 

fundamentally different views on policy making. In principle the statements must 

cover all possible approaches, and we therefore decided to use Cultural Theory 

(Douglas, 1992; Thompson et al., 1990) to achieve our goal of pluralism. In fact the 

ideas about decision making constitute a third policy sub domain. 
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Firstly, we formulated two sets of statements based on the practice within two 

policy sub domains relevant for waste facility siting: physical planning and waste 

management. This resulted in twenty-seven statements: 

 

• Fifteen statements on waste management policy, such as: (a) ‘Waste incineration 

is simply recycling, since energy is generated by it’. 

• Twelve statements representing physical planning policy, for example: (b) 

‘Everybody agrees on the realisation of infrastructure, but preferably 

somewhere else’. 

Furthermore we tried to find policy beliefs that can possibly be designated as 

hierarchical, individualistic, egalitarian or fatalistic, the policy styles as 

distinguished by Thompson et al. (1990). This resulted in thirty-three statements: 

 

• Ten statements that indicate a hierarchical approach to policy, in which top-

down planning and procedures are important features. For example: (c) ‘The 

most important point in decision-making is to act in accordance with current 

rules and procedures’. 

• Ten statements representing an egalitarian approach. For example: (d) 

‘Decisions that emerge with full agreement of the local community generally 

are better decisions’. 

• Nine statements representing an individualistic view. (e) ‘Usually opponents of 

infrastructure are opposed because they are not offered sufficient 

compensation for the discomfort that the facility generates’. 

• Four statements indicating a fatalistic worldview. For example: (f) ‘Decision-

making on infrastructure is an unpredictable process that actually nobody can 

control’.  

 

Actually, a fatalistic cultural bias is a contradiction to policy making, since the 

purpose of any policy is to influence the policy domain. For this reason, it is hard 

to formulate consistent statements for a fatalistic policy approach when studying 

actors involved in the policy process. In their efforts to try to measure cultural 

bias, Ellis & Thompson (1997) totally omitted fatalist views. Nevertheless, to 

achieve a complete picture we included the four items.  
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The reader may have noticed that the statements about the policy sub domains 

and the policy styles are not entirely mutually exclusive. We formulated 

statements about one of the two policy sub domains that also reflect the 

perspective of one of the four policy styles. Item (b) is an example of supposed 

NIMBY-feelings among the public, which is part of the assumptions behind the 

NIMBY-policy on physical planning (Wolsink, 1994). At the same time it is an 

expression of the belief that people base their opinion on calculating individual 

benefits and costs, which is basically an indication of an individualistic policy 

approach. In the interpretation of the statements, we categorized this statement as 

individualistic. Furthermore, the policy sub domain of physical planning and the 

policy sub domain of waste management are sometimes intertwined. For example: 

(g) ‘The construction of a waste facility in the Netherlands is a planning problem 

that is difficult to resolve’. We categorized this item as a physical planning 

statement. The complete set with items can be found in appendix C. 

 

9.3 The construction of the P-sample 

According to Brown (1980), the best method of selecting the P-sample for a Q-sort 

is using a stratified sample procedure. The P-sample is the group of persons that 

will sort out the statements. In chapter 4 we noted that our objective was not a 

sample out of all actors, but we tried to cover all relevant key actors through an 

interview. In table 9.1 the relevant policy actors of the cases studied are presented. 

The 49 actors listed are politicians, members of environmental organizations, 

members of local interest groups, representatives of waste facilities etc. What they 

have in common is that, according to document study and interviewing (Van 

Baren, 2001) they played an important role in the decision-making process. 

 

By discussing the Q-sample and the P-sample, we illustrated two very important 

aspects of the Q-sort technique. These aspects are very determining in the 

examination of the beliefs of political actors. In chapter 4 we mentioned that we 

also want to investigate the decision-making process and the local residents as a 

part of our case study design. Van Baren (2001) examines the methodological 

aspects involved with the study of the decision-making process. It remains for us 

to discuss the way in which political relevant perceptions of local residents are 

investigated. 
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table 9.1: Relevant policy actors in the casesM studied 

# Case Actor # Case Actor 
1 D Local pro-environment group 26 Lg Local pro-environment group 
2 D Provincial pro-environment group 27 Lg Municipal politicianD 

3 D Private organisation 28 Lg Municipal civil servantI 

4 D Regional officialC 29 Lg Developer waste facility 
5 D Provincial officialE 30 Lg Local pro-environment group 
6 D Independent administrative body 31 Lg Municipal civil servantC 

7 D Municipal, politicianD 32 Lg Municipal civil servantB 

8 D Municipal civil servantC 33 L Municipal civil servantFL 

9 D Developer waste facility 34 L Developer waste facility 
10 D Provincial politicianC 35 L Local pro-environment group 
11 N Provincial officialJ 36 L Municipal civil servantCL 

12 N Municipal civil servantH 37 L Provincial officialK 

13 N Local pro-environment group 38 L Private organisation 
14 N Private organisation 39 L Municipal politicianL 

15 N Provincial pro-environment group 40 L Municipal politicianC 

16 N Municipal politicianC 41 L Municipal civil servantGL 

17 N Developer waste facility 42 L Municipal politicianC 

18 Z Regional official 43 W Provincial pro-environment group 
19 Z Provincial politicianA 44 W Provincial politicianC 

20 Z Provincial pro-environment group 45 W Municipal politician 
21 Z Municipal civil servantC 46 W Provincial officialC 

22 Z Local pro-environment group 47 W Developer waste facility 
23 Z Regional politicianC 48 W Local pro-environment group 
24 Z Regional authorityB 49 W Municipal civil servantC 

25 Lg Independent administrative body    
A
Dep. of water management 

B
Dep. of legal affairs 

C
Dep. of environmental issues 

D
Dep. of physical planning 

E
Dep. of permitting 

F
Dep. of building affairs 

G
Dep. of finances 

H
Member of a project bureau 

I
Dep. of land use 

J
Dep. of industrial development 

K
Dep. of waste management 

L
Official of another municipality 

M
D = Duiven; N = Nieuwegein; 
Z = Zwolle; Lg = Landgraaf; L 
= Leiden; W = Wijster 

9.4 Public attitudes towards decision making 

9.4.1 Prerequisites for good decision making according to residents 

In order to understand the attitude of residents towards the decision making 

process in their community, we wanted to know what standards they thought the 

decision making should comply with. It was expected that the larger the gap 

between the actual decision making and the opinion that people have about good 

decision making, the larger the incentive to oppose a facility and the larger the 

discontent with the outcome. In the analysis of the items measuring the 

requirements for good decision making, a two-factor structure emerged. The two 

factors explained respectively 36% and 16% of the variance. The first factor 

stressed the importance of the stakes of nature and the environment, the local 
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population and other important actors. According to Schwarz & Thompson (1990) 

who elaborated on Cultural Theory, this aspect is an indication of what is termed 

the ‘egalitarian way of life’. The reliability of this scale is good. Excluding the first 

item in the scale would lead to a slightly improved reliability. Because of the 

content of this first item, we decided not to do so. The resulting scale is presented 

in table 9.2. 

table 9.2: Egalitarian perspective on decision making
ABC 

Item Mean α if deleted 
- Actors should be involved from the start. 4.52 .79 
- The stakes of the local residents should be taken 
care of. 

4.70 .58 

- Nature and environment should be taken into 
account. 

 
4.68 

 
.62 

AItem Scale runs from 1 to 5 
BSample Size: N = 1672 
CReliability: α = .76 

An inspection of the item means in table 9.2 reveals that all three item means are 

approaching the extreme right of the item scale. We conclude therefore that a fair 

degree of egalitarianism is present in the entire sample of residents. 

 

The items in the second factor can be interpreted as more or less hierarchical views 

on decision making. This hierarchical view is another element of Cultural Theory. 

The reliability analysis showed, however, that the items do not constitute a 

reliable scale (α = .47). Because hierarchism is an important concept in this 

research, we decided to use the single items in an index. The items are presented 

in table 9.3. 

table 9.3: Hierarchical perspective on decision making
A
 

Item Mean N 
- The facility should be built in the short term. 3.26 1622 
- The decision shouldn’t be too much of a 

compromise. 
3.60 1652 

- Every section within the municipality should agree 
upon the decision. 

4.10 1663 

- The decision making should run smoothly. 3.88 1682 
AItem Scale runs from 1 to 5 

The item means in table 9.3 show that there is a slight tendency to agree with these 

items. The scores are much lower, however, than the scores on the indicators 

representing egalitarianism.  
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9.4.2 Attitude with respect to environmental issues 

It was expected that with a more positive attitude towards environmental issues 

the amount of resistance would increase. Furthermore a positive attitude towards 

environmental issues is an aspect of the egalitarian way of life, as represented in 

Cultural Theory (Schwarz & Thompson, 1990). The items in the scale are selected 

from a larger scale used by Nelissen et al. (1987). The 'split-half-reliability' of this 

scale was .84. The six best performing items in this scale were selected. 

table 9.4: Commitment to environmental issues
ABC 

Item Mean α if deleted 
- All this talk about environmental problems makes 

people worry too much. 
 

2.76 
 

.60 
- The environment is just the pet topic of a few 

people. 
 

2.57 
 

.59 
- Want to have a good income here; have to take 

environmental problems into the bargain. 
 

2.63 
 

.68 
- If protection of the environment will be felt in my 

wallet then do not continue with it. 
 

1.96 
 

.67 
AItem Scale runs from 1 to 5 
BSample Size: N = 1750 
CReliability: α = .70 

The reliability of the resulting scale is satisfactory. Two items: ‘In my opinion, 

unspoiled nature should be preserved at all costs’ and ‘Only when there is 

certainty about the greenhouse effect, should measures be taken’ were removed 

from the selection of six items, because they severely reduced the reliability of the 

scale. The general tendency is to slightly disagree with the items. The item means 

therefore show that there is a small tendency towards a positive environmental 

attitude. It is striking that there is a relatively large willingness to pay, according 

to the last item in table 9.4. The items in the scale are recoded so that a higher score 

on the scale corresponds with a stronger commitment to environmental issues. 

9.4.3 Perception of the duration of the decision making process 

The perception of the local residents of the duration of the process was measured 

by asking them the single items as these are formulated in table 9.5. 

table 9.5: Perception of the duration of the decision-making
A
 

Item Mean N 
- The decision-making process took a long time. 3.63 703 
- The decision-making process took a too long a time. 2.99 684 

AItem Scale runs from 1 to 5 
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The item means show us that on average local residents think that the decision-

making process took a long time, but they are less certain whether or not this 

period was too long. The column on the right hand side shows the number of 

answers that are not ‘missing’ or not answered with ‘I do not know’. This number 

of answers indicates that these were very difficult questions, which many people 

thought they could not answer. 

9.4.4 Procedural fairness 

According to Tyler & DeGoey (1995) it is important for authorities to establish 

positive attitudes towards policy and voluntary acceptance of their decisions. It 

has been suggested in literature that if local residents perceive that the decision 

procedure is fair, they are more likely to voluntarily accept decisions by 

authorities (Tyler et al., 1997; Tyler & Lind, 1992). Therefore we wanted to 

construct a scale that measures procedural fairness. 

 

From the items formulated about the actions of administrative bodies in the 

decision-making process, two factors could be extracted. The first factor explained 

26 % of the variance and had an eigenvalue of 3.38. The second factor had an 

explained variance of 13 % and an eigenvalue of 1.63. Because both factors had 

aspects of procedural justice as content, we decided to stick to one factor. 

table 9.6: Perceived procedural unfairness
ABC 

Item Mean α if deleted 
- The province took insufficient care of the stakes of 

the local population. 
 

3.25 
 

.78 
- Protest by local residents of other municipalities 

meant that they have saddled us with the facility. 
 

2.66 
 

.79 
- Other municipalities have arranged it in such a way 

that construction here became unavoidable. 
 

2.74 
 

.78 
- It was evident that the plans of the province were 

more important for the municipal council. 
 

3.57 
 

.78 
- The municipality listened more closely to the plans 

of the waste company. 
 

3.41 
 

.77 
- Only when there was no way back did the 

municipal council inform the local residents. 
 

3.02 
 

.76 
- The municipality council first took the decision 

together with the province and the waste company; 
we were informed only afterwards. 

 
 

3.31 

 
 

.77 
- The municipality council immediately involved all 

relevant parties. 
 

3.26 
 

.79 
- The municipality council made the plans public in 

time. 
 

2.99 
 

.77 
AItem Scale runs from 1 to 5 
BSample Size: N = 459 
CReliability: α = .80 
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A reliability analysis resulted in the scale presented in table 9.6. The reliability of 

the scale is very good. The scale has only negatively formulated items, and 

therefore it measures procedural unfairness. 

 

The content of the items representing procedural unfairness is quite diverse. There 

is one item about the behaviour of the province. Two items treat the behaviour of 

other municipalities. Two items discuss the representation of the various stakes by 

one’s own municipality. Furthermore, there are four items discussing one’s own 

municipality and the involvement of local residents. 

 

In discussing this scale, it is very important to note that the number of residents 

that have enough perceived knowledge to answer the questions about the 

decision-making process is rather small (N = 459). An inspection of the item means 

reveals that only the two items about (residents of) other municipalities score 

slightly below the middle of the item scale. All other items in the scale are on or 

above the middle of the item scale. This implies that for those who answered the 

questions, there is a perception that the decision-making process was not fair.  

9.4.5 Stakes attended to and responsibility for the duration 

As a part of the examination of the political process, we wanted to obtain some 

knowledge about perceptions of local residents about this process. The first 

perception was the attribution of responsibility for the duration of the decision 

process. In table 9.7 the means for the attributed responsibility are presented. We 

ordered the various actors in the decision-making process by increasing item 

mean. The number of valid answers per item is presented. These valid answers 

indicate that the questions about attribution of responsibility were thought to be 

very difficult to answer. 

table 9.7: Responsibility for the duration of the decision making
A 

Actor Mean N 
- Residents who did not band 

together 
 

1.83 
 

764 
- Residents who banded together 2.48 848 
- Other opposing municipalities 2.88 776 
- Pro-environment organisations 3.06 850 
- Waste company 3.22 865 
- National Government 3.25 766 
- Municipality council 3.44 869 
- Province 3.46 840 

AItem Scale runs from 1 to 4 
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The greatest responsibility for the duration of the process is attributed to the 

province, the town council and the national government, whereas the least 

responsibility is attributed to the local residents and other municipalities. 

 

A second assessment of the process was the perception of who has benefited the 

most and who has benefited the least from the outcome of the decision-making 

process. In table 9.8 the item means for the extent to which the stakes of the actors 

are attended to, are presented. Again we ordered the various actors by increasing 

item mean, and present the number of answers that were not missing or in the ‘I 

do not know’ category. 

table 9.8: Stakes attended to in the decision-making
A 

Actor Mean N 
- Residents who did not band 

together 
 

2.63 
 

637 
- Residents who banded together 3.10 702 
- Pro-environment organisations 3.21 786 
- Other opposing municipalities 3.50 606 
- Municipality council 3.61 787 
- National Government 3.67 690 
- Province 3.69 752 
- Waste company 3.90 820 

AItem Scale runs from 1 to 5 

According to the number of valid answers in the third column of table 9.8 the 

questions about the stakes attended to are also quite difficult. The item means 

show that the perception is that higher administrative bodies such as the national 

Government and the province benefit the most in the decision-making process. 

The same holds for the waste company. The municipalities and the pro-

environment organisations take a middle position and the local residents benefited 

least from the outcome of the decision-making process. 

9.4.6 Satisfaction with the decision making 

In the Netherlands there are several possibilities in the formal decision-making 

procedure for residents to express their opinions about the plans in their close 

vicinity. We wanted to know whether or not residents are satisfied with the 

arrangements provided. The attitude towards the arrangements was measured 

with a single item. The exact wording and the item mean is presented in table 9.9. 

The variable is approximately normally distributed. The item is slightly below the 

item scale middle. It therefore indicates that for the entire sample there is some 

slight discontent with the resident participation. For the continued and the 
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discontinued cases the means are 2.77 and 2.31 respectively. The difference is 

small but significant (t = 6.99). 

table 9.9: Satisfaction about residents' participation
A
 

Item Mean N SD 
- To what extent are you satisfied about the 

degree that local residents had a say? 
2.54 1074 1.09 

AItem Scale runs from 1 to 5 

The satisfaction with the outcome of the decision-making process was measured 

with a single item (table 9.10). The variable is approximately normally distributed. 

The item mean is approaching the ‘I am satisfied’ point on the item scale. 

Therefore we conclude that for the entire sample there is a slight satisfaction with 

the final result. For the continued and the discontinued cases, the means are 3.42 

and 3.58 respectively. The difference between these means is just significant (t = -

2.78). This difference has hardly relevance, however. For these sub-samples too, it 

holds that there is a slight satisfaction with the final result. 

table 9.10: Satisfaction with the final result
A
 

Item Mean N SD 
- To what extent are you satisfied with the 

decision finally made? 
3.50 1454 1.11 

AItem Scale runs from 1 to 5 

9.5 Public attitudes towards political actors 

9.5.1 Categorization of opponents and proponents 

An important aspect of a social dilemma is who are considered as the other actors 

in the dilemma. In order to investigate in what way opponents and proponents are 

cognitively mapped, local citizens were asked whether residents who banded 

themselves together, residents who did not band together, the municipality 

council, the province, the national Government, the waste company and pro-

environment organisations are opponents, proponents or are not involved. 

 

From table 9.11 raises some doubt as to whether the residents who did not band 

together were involved at all. Furthermore, together with the pro-environment 

organizations, the local residents are thought of as opponents. The national 

Government, the municipality council, the province and the waste company are 

thought to be proponents. The percentages of answers in the ‘Do not know’ 
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category show that the questions were rather difficult, and that the waste 

company and the pro-environmen organizations are relatively easy to categorize. 

table 9.11: Proponents, opponents and those not involved according to local residents
A 

Actor Opponent Proponent Not involved Do not know N 
- Residents who did not 

band together 
 

13.1 
 

6.4 
 

22.6 
 

57.9 
 

773 
- Residents who banded 

together 
 

38.0 
 

3.4 
 

6.9 
 

51.6 
 

675 
- Pro-environment 

organisations 
 

59.1 
 

6.6 
 

.8 
 

33.6 
 

1064 
- National government 1.1 49.5 3.7 45.6 871 
- Municipality council 5.2 49.4 1.4 44.0 897 
- Province 1.8 54.8 1.6 41.8 932 
- Waste company .7 66.0 .9 32.4 1083 
AEntries are percentages 

9.5.2 Trust with respect to opponents and proponents 

When the attitude towards opponents and the attitude towards proponents was 

analysed, in both cases a two-factor structure emerged. In the case of the 

opponents the first and the second factor accounted for 28% and 18 % of the 

variance respectively. In the case of the proponents, these factors explained 30% 

and 18 % of the variance. In both cases, the first factor represented trust in the 

group under consideration. For both the proponents and the opponents the second 

factor could not be interpreted differently; it represented the negatively 

formulated items. 

table 9.12: Trust in opponents
ABC 

Item Mean α if deleted 
- Are skilled. 2.73 .61 
- Are sincere. 3.25 .58 
- Can place themselves in the position of proponents. 2.51 .61 
- Are interested in waste management. 3.04 .62 
- Are clear. 3.47 .59 

AItem Scale runs from 1 to 5 
BSample Size: N = 1153 
CReliability: α = .66 

After recoding the negatively formulated items, a reliability analysis was 

performed. The scale for trust in opponents is presented in table 9.12. A more or 

less similar scale for proponents is presented in table 9.13. 

 

It is obviously important, in order to have trust in both opponents and 

proponents, that they are clear, are capable of seeing the case from a different 
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perspective, and that they are sincere. There are some important differences for 

trust in the two groups of actors. It is important for the opponents to be skilled 

and to be actually interested in waste processing if they want to be trusted. It is 

important for proponents not to contradict themselves. An additional factor is the 

perception of whether or not proponents are only interested in their own stakes. 

table 9.13: Trust in proponents
ABC 

Item Mean α if deleted 
- Contradict themselves. 3.22 .64 
- Are predominantly interested in their own stakes. 2.75 .65 
- Are sincere. 2.91 .58 
- Can place themselves in the position of opponents. 2.64 .63 
- Are clear. 3.09 .59 

AItem Scale runs from 1 to 5 
BSample Size: N = 1023 
CReliability: α = .67 

Because the first two items in table 9.13 are formulated negatively, we recoded the 

answers. This implies that a higher score on these two items is also an indication 

of trust with respect to proponents. On examination of the item means on both 

scales, it appears that opponents are thought of as being slightly more sincere and 

clearer than proponents. Neither party is thought to be particularly capable of 

seeing things from the perspective of the other side. The opponents are thought to 

be only moderately skilled and interested in waste processing. The proponents are 

thought to contradict themselves somewhat. 



Chapter 10 
 

Policy Belief Systems in decision 
making about waste facilities 

 

10.1 Introduction 

As part of our embedded case study design we examine to what extent there are 

similar points of view held by the several policy actors involved in the decision-

making processes we studied. In chapter 3 we discussed this subject in terms of 

policy beliefs (Thompson et al., 1990). With decision making about waste facilities 

three policy sub domains are involved, and policy actors will have beliefs about 

these three sub domains. This complex of beliefs we will call a policy belief system 

(Sabatier & Jenkins-Smith, 1993). We use the Q-sort technique in order to examine 

these policy belief systems. The technique was elaborated upon in chapter 9 in 

which we discussed in what way the Q-sample and the P-sample, two very 

important aspects of the technique, were constructed. In this chapter we will 

discuss the results of the Q-sort technique. 

10.2 Identifying groups with different Policy Belief Systems 

With the Q-sort technique one examines the policy actors included in the P-sample 

by having them sort the statements included in the Q-sample following a ‘forced 

normal distribution’. The next step in the analysis is correlating their sorts and 

determining how many groups of actors with similar points of view are present in 

the data structure. In the traditional approach one uses factor analysis to do this 

job. In order to do so one has to transpose the data matrix. The problem the 

researcher is confronted with then is to decide how many factors to extract. As we 

are using only 60 statements, the quantitative rules of thumb like the eigenvalue > 

1 criterion and the scree plot are not very useful. 

 

As we are looking for policy actors with similar policy belief systems we applied 

hierarchical cluster analysis to determine how many factors to extract. The factor 

analysis was preceded by a hierarchical cluster analysis (within-groups linkage) 

that is based on the same correlation matrix as the factor analysis. The result of 

this analysis is represented in figure 10.1. 
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figure 10.1: Hierarchical cluster analysis with all policy actors 

# Actor Case Dendrogram 
29 Developer waste facility Lg -+-----------------+ 
34 Developer waste facility L -+                 +-----+ 
19 Provincial politician

A Z -------------------+     +-+ 

32 Municipal civil servant
B Lg -------------------------+ +-+ 

23 Regional politician
C Z ---------------------------+ +-+ 

47 Developer waste facility W -----------------------------+ +---+ 
3 Private organisation D -------------------------------+   +-----+ 
7 Municipal politician

D D -----------------------------------+     +---+ 

17 Developer waste facility N -----------------------------------------+   | 
16 Municipal politician

C N ---------------------------+---+             +---+ 

21 Municipal civil servant
C Z ---------------------------+   +-------+     |   | 

31 Municipal civil servant
C Lg -------------------------------+       +-----+   | 

45 Municipal politician W ---------------------------------------+         | 
10 Provincial politician

C D ---+---+                                         | 

20 Prov. pro-environment group Z ---+   +-----+                                   | 
6 Independent administr. body D -------+     +---+                               | 

44 Provincial politician
C W -------------+   +---+                           | 

40 Municipal politician
C L -----------------+   +---+                       | 

27 Municipal politician
D Lg ---------------------+   +-+                     | 

24 Regional official
B Z -------------------------+ +-----+               | 

15 Prov. pro-environment group N ---------------------------+     +-----+         | 
25 Independent administr. body Lg ---------------------------------+     +-----+   | 
37 Provincial official

K L ---------------------------+-------+   |     |   | 

38 Private organisation L ---------------------------+       +---+     |   | 
36 Municipal civil servant

CL L ---------------------+---------+   |         |   | 

49 Municipal civil servant
C W ---------------------+         +---+         |   | 

12 Municipal civil servant
H N -------------------------------+             |   | 

4 Regional official
C D -----------------------+-------+             |   | 

9 Developer waste facility D -----------------------+       +---------+   |   | 
5 Provincial official

E D -------------------------------+         |   +---+ 

14 Private organisation N -----+-------+                           |   | 
42 Municipal politician

C L -----+       +---+                       |   | 

8 Municipal civil servant
C D -------------+   +-----+                 |   | 

33 Municipal civil servant
FL L -----------------+     +-----+           |   | 

1 Local pro-environment group D -----------------------+     +-+         |   | 
41 Municipal civil servant

GL L -----------------------------+ |         |   | 

13 Local pro-environment group N -----------+-----+             |         |   | 
43 Prov. pro-environment group W -----------+     |             |         +---+ 
30 Local pro-environment group Lg ---+-----+       +---+         +-+       | 
48 Local pro-environment group W ---+     +-+     |   |         | |       | 

2 Prov. pro-environment group D ---------+ +-+   |   +---+     | |       | 
35 Local pro-environment group L -----------+ +---+   |   |     | |       | 
26 Local pro-environment group Lg -------------+       |   +---+ | +---+   | 
22 Local pro-environment group Z ---------------------+   |   +-+ |   |   | 
28 Municipal civil servant

I Lg -------------------------+   |   |   +-+ | 

46 Provincial official
C W -----------------------------+   |   | | | 

18 Regional official Z ---------------------------------+   | +-+ 
11 Provincial official

J N -------------------------------------+ | 

39 Municipal politician
L L ---------------------------------------+ 

A
Dep. of water management 

B
Dep. of legal affairs 

C
Dep. of environmental issues 

D
Dep. of physical planning 

E
Dep. of permitting 

F
Dep. of building affairs 

G
Dep. of finances 

H
Member of a project bureau 

I
Dep. of land use 

J
Dep. of industrial development 

K
Dep. of waste management 

L
Official of another municipality 
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The hierarchical cluster procedure attempts to identify relatively homogeneous 

groups of policy actors and combines clusters until only one is left. From the 

figure we distinguish four groups of policy actors with similar policy beliefs in the 

data structure. The first cluster identified starts with actor 29 and ends, following a 

downward vertical line, with actor 45. The second cluster runs from actor 10 upto 

and including actor 12. The third cluster starts with actor 4 and ends with actor 5. 

The fourth cluster begins with actor 14 and ends with actor 39. The hierarchical 

cluster technique combines the two actors with the most similar points of view 

and then in each succeeding step includes the actor that has the strongest 

correspondence. As is illustrated in the figure there are two starting points in the 

first two clusters. This results in two sub clusters that in the end are combined into 

one cluster. For the fourth cluster the technique comes yields a different solution. 

In this cluster there are also two starting points, which results in two sub clusters. 

After combining these sub clusters, actor 18, 11 and 39 are added to the combined 

sub clusters. 

 

At this point in the analysis we could decide to extract four factors in the Q-

analysis. As the third cluster consists of only three actors and is related to the 

fourth cluster, we decided to extract only three factors. Now we have to calculate 

the factor scores in order to determine the content of the policy beliefs of these 

three groups. We include those actors in the calculations that contribute by a 

substantial amount to a factor. Therefore only the actors that have a factor loading 

of .40 or larger were included. For some of the policy actors this implied that they 

contribute to the content of two policy belief systems. In this sense the factor 

analysis is more permissive than the cluster analysis, which always categorizes 

into one category. The characteristics of the factor analysis permit hybrid policy 

beliefs to exist. We think that this is realistic. In appendix C the factor loadings for 

each policy actor are presented. The actors that contribute substantially to the 

content of a policy belief are marked with an X. 

 

An inspection of both the hierarchical cluster analysis in figure 10.1 and the factor 

loadings in appendix C shows that there are no large deviations between the 

results of the factor analysis and the hierarchical cluster analysis as a grouping 

technique. The first cluster corresponds to the second factor. The second cluster 

corresponds to the first factor.  
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The third cluster is rather problematic: two of the three policy actors (4 and 5) do 

not exceed the criterion level of .40 on any of the factors. Furthermore the 

remaining policy actor 9 is categorized differently by the factor analysis than by 

the cluster analysis. These results are more or less as expected because the cluster 

analysis showed that these actors constitute a separate cluster. The fact that the 

cluster is rather small (N = 3) made us decide not to distinguish another policy 

belief from this cluster. The fourth cluster corresponds to the third factor in the 

factor analysis. Next to the already mentioned difference in the categorization of 

policy actor 9 between the two techniques, policy actor 25 and policy actor 11 are 

categorized differently. The policy actors 1, 21, 29, 37 and 39 will not be used in the 

calculation of the factor scores because like policy actors 4 and 5 they do not 

exceed the criterion level of .40 (the factor loadings are rounded). 

10.3 Determining the content of the Policy Belief Systems 

We want to obtain the content of a policy belief by constructing a Q-sort 

distribution that is typical for the persons that load on the same factor. Calculating 

the factor scores leads to these typical distributions. The next step is to interpret 

the statements that these persons consider as most or least according to their point 

of view. The computer program PQMETHOD 2.09 (Schmolck, 1999) calculates the 

several typical distributions and the differences between them. This is an 

important aid in obtaining the content of the policy beliefs. 

 

In the coming sections we will take a closer look at the policy beliefs of the policy 

actors that are in each cluster. This constellation of beliefs is what is termed a 

policy belief system (PBS) (Sabatier & Jenkins-Smith, 1993). For each PBS we will 

indicate what kind of actors have this policy belief system. Furthermore we will 

examine the content of twelve statements that are the most important for the PBS of 

these actors. These are the six statements that these actors most strongly disagreed 

upon and the six statements that these actors most strongly agreed upon. These 

statements can be found at the extreme right and the extreme left of the typical Q-

sort distribution. When discussing the content of the policy beliefs within the three 

policy belief systems we will present the number of the statement used between 

brackets. 

10.4 The first Policy Belief System (PBS 1) 

The actors holding the first policy belief system are the actors in the second cluster 

in figure 10.1 (actor 10 upto and including actor 12). These actors are 
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representatives of provinces, regional authorities, wastewater treatment boards 

and provincial (environmental) interest groups. According to Van Baren (2001), 

from the study of the decision-making processes it emerges that the actors in the 

second cluster are positive with respect to the realization of waste management 

capacity, but are very critical with respect to the decision-making process. Their 

criticism primarily concerns the manner in which the project fits within the 

existing waste policy and the manner in which local residents and (environmental) 

interest groups are involved in the process. Furthermore the actors with this PBS 

have a certain distance towards the decision-making process and are not directly 

responsible for the decisions made. 

 

Exceptions to this rule are actor 40, a municipal politician with respect to 

environmental issues, and actor 38, who is a representative of an agency that was 

previously controlled by the Government. Both actors actually had a lot of 

influence on the decision-making process in the municipality of Leiden. These two 

actors were responsible for the initiative for the waste facility. Their presence 

among the types of actors mentioned in the previous section can be explained by 

the fact that they wanted to introduce a new type of waste processing. The reason 

for introducing this new type of waste processing is based on criticism of the 

already existing types of waste management. Therefore their ideas fit rather well 

with the beliefs of the other actors in this PBS. 

 

The policy belief system of the actors in this cluster is predominantly based on the 

policy belief about waste and waste management in the Netherlands. The statements 

most strongly (dis)agreed upon deal with many different aspects of waste and 

waste management. With respect to the separation of fruit, garden, and vegetable 

waste from the remaining waste, the views are quite positive: it is thought to be 

useful for composting or biogas purposes (10). Separation of waste is thought to be 

desirable, despite the fact that this implies that expensive incinerating capacity is 

not used but nevertheless paid for by means of the waste collection tariffs. After 

all, separated collection means that less waste will be landfilled or incinerated. 

 

As positive as the actors with this PBS are about composting plants, as negative 

they are about incineration. The production of new energy by incineration of 

waste does not imply that incineration should be seen as a type of recycling (21). 
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Furthermore one does not consider incineration as the most desirable way of 

waste management from an environmental point of view (22). 

 

Moreover it is considered that, within the framework of waste policy, not enough 

effort is put into preventing waste. The most important reason for this is that not 

enough money can be made from waste prevention. According to these actors, 

predominantly financial stakes impede waste prevention (39). Furthermore it is 

considered that the possibilities for waste prevention should first be looked at 

before a decision is made about a new waste facility (41). One presumes that this 

could have a positive effect on the reduction of the amount of waste produced in 

the Netherlands (46). 

 

The fact that local residents take part in decision making is thought to be something 

positive. Decisions made in agreement with local residents are in general thought 

to be better decisions (4), since these residents can make a competent contribution 

(32). Furthermore one believes that stakeholders, and therefore also local 

residents, should be involved at an early stage in the decision-making process, 

even if there is only a vague intention to site a waste facility (34). 

 

Regarding physical planning the policy actors with this PBS think that the state, 

province and municipalities should ask themselves more often whether certain 

infrastructure is really needed. If certain needs have to be fulfilled, then the 

responsible authorities should ask themselves how to fulfil the need and use as 

little space as possible (19). With regard to environmental stakes, the actors should 

strengthen themselves on the local level, despite the fact that at a higher 

administrative level environmental stakes have been balanced against other stakes 

(29). 

10.5 The second Policy Belief System (PBS 2) 

The actors in the first cluster in figure 10.1 (actor 29 upto and including actor 45) 

hold the second policy belief system. What is remarkable is that a lot of waste 

companies and actors who are held politically responsible (aldermen, 

administrative bodies), and herewith predominantly the initiators of the waste 

facilities, are gathered in this cluster. All actors are strong proponents of the 

realization of new waste disposal capacity. Except for two municipal civil servants 

in the Landgraaf case (actor 32 and actor 31), these actors could strongly influence 

the course of the decision-making process. That these two civil servants bunch 
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together with the other actors can be explained by the fact that they were strong 

proponents, confined themselves stringently to putting the plans made into effect 

and in this process left little space for the contributions of local residents and other 

actors (Van Baren, 2001). 

 

With respect to waste and waste management there are two statements at the extreme 

ends of the typical distribution for this group of actors. To begin with the actors 

disagree with the statement that the construction of new landfills should be 

prohibited (9). Furthermore these actors think that the development of policy 

plans to reduce the growth of waste in the Netherlands might indeed be effective 

(46). This reflects a conservative and instrumental view on waste and waste 

management. 

 

The beliefs of these actors in the policy sub domain of decision making are more 

prominent than in the policy sub domain of waste management. The actors with 

this PBS consider the contributions of local residents to be problematic as these 

contributions are for the most part based on emotion (2). Moreover, local 

opposition is hardly content related (49). Local opposition is usually nothing more 

than defending their own stakes. Besides it is obvious that everybody would 

rather not have an infrastructural project, such as new railroads or incinerators, 

constructed near their own homes (17). Despite this it is necessary that new 

infrastructure is realized. As waste facilities are a part of national policy, the 

construction of a waste facility is more important (a higher stake) than the 

disadvantages that such a facility creates for local residents (59). Therefore one 

should not refrain from taking a decision about a waste facility just because there 

is no assent by the local residents to the exact location (56). We have to conclude 

that this PBS is predominantly hierarchical. 

 

According to the actors having this second PBS the decision making about 

infrastructure in the Netherlands proceeds much too slowly and is much too 

laborious (18). Moreover a sufficient amount of time and effort is invested in 

fitting a waste facility into the existing environment (47). The actors in this PBS 

consider decision making about waste facilities to be a subject that can be 

managed properly by administrative bodies (15) and that spatial planning indeed 

influences actual spatial development (45). From these beliefs can be concluded 
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that these actors consider authorities to be competent, but they are not satisfied 

about the progress of physical planning in the Netherlands. 

10.6 The third Policy Belief System (PBS 3) 

The policy actors in the fourth cluster (actor 14 upto and including actor 39) hold 

the third policy belief system in this study. These actors predominantly opposed 

the waste facilities. These policy actors are for the most part local (environmental) 

interest groups. Besides these actors there is a private actor (actor 14) that holds 

this PBS. This can be explained by the fact that this actor has close ties with a local 

(environmental) interest group in the decision-making process. There was a joint 

effort by the private actor and the (environmental) interest group to oppose the 

planned waste facility. Another type of mutual cooperation in the cluster was 

found between a provincial (environmental) interest group (actor 43) and a local 

(environmental) interest group (actor 48). 

 

Furthermore, some provincial and local civil servants hold this third policy belief 

system. These are actors that as a consequence of their professional position did 

oppose the waste facility. Not all civil servants with this PBS completely opposed 

the projects. Actor 8 and actor 28, for instance, are positive with respect to the 

project involved, but they are very critical with respect to the environmental 

consequences and the contributions of other stakeholders like local residents in the 

decision-making process (Van Baren, 2001). 

 

With respect to the policy sub domain of waste and waste management the beliefs of 

the actors with this policy belief system are rather 'environmental conscious'. 

About the separate collection of fruit, garden, and vegetable waste there are very 

positive attitudes among the actors holding this third policy belief system. It is 

useful to collect fruit, garden, and vegetable waste separately. After all it can be 

processed to make compost or it might be used to produce biogas (10). According 

to the actors with this PBS separate collection is desirable, even if this implies that 

expensive incineration capacity that is paid for by collecting tariffs will not be 

used. This implies that less waste has to be landfilled or incinerated (50). With 

regard to waste prevention it is considered that these possibilities should first be 

looked at before one starts thinking about constructing new waste facilities (41). 

 

Regarding the policy sub domain of decision making the actors with this third PBS 

think it is important to act according to the current rules and procedures (31). In 
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contrast to the line of thinking in PBS 2 about commitment to rules and procedures 

in order to serve administrative bodies, the actors with this third PBS stress the 

obligation to provide information and provide opportunities to argue against a 

project. The actors think that participation procedures do not make the decision-

making process more complex than necessary (60). They consider decisions made 

with the assent of local residents in general to be better decisions (4). Moreover, 

decision making without the opportunity for local residents to influence the 

process is not considered proper (4). According to the policy actors with this PBS, 

local residents have a significant amount of expertise (32). They think that all 

stakeholders, including the local residents, should be drawn into the decision 

making at an early stage in the process, even if the intention to site a waste facility 

is not completely elaborated (34). 

 

The actors with this PBS consider with respect to physical planning that decision 

making about infrastructure can be directed well by administrative bodies (15). 

Municipalities, however, should not always cooperate in order to realize facilities 

whose function exceeds the local level (higher stake) (30). According to these 

actors, environmental stakes should be defended at the local level (29). This results 

from a lack of trust that these stakes have been balanced against others stakes at a 

higher level. 

10.7 Differences between Policy Belief Systems 

The first and the third PBS show many similarities. The first policy belief system 

focuses predominantly on waste and waste policy in the Netherlands. The third 

PBS also focuses on waste and waste policy, but addresses more vigorously the 

contributions of local residents and the decision-making process in general. In 

order to make the differences between the three policy belief systems more 

prominent we will look at those statements that represent the largest differences 

between the two policy belief systems. In each comparison we will use the 16 

statements with the largest differences in z-scores between the two typical Q-sort 

distributions. 

10.7.1 Differences between PBS 1 and PBS 2 

The largest differences between the two policy belief systems are presented in 

table 10.1. In order to keep the tables simple we chose not to use z-scores, but 

symbols for them. There are important differences in all three policy sub domains. 

For some statements the contrast is quite evident as the statement is evaluated 
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positive in one PBS and evaluated negative in the other PBS. This goes, e.g., for 

statements 11, 21, 23 and 53 with respect to waste policy. These statements show 

that the policy actors with PBS 2 are more conservative regarding waste 

management than the actors with PBS 1. They do not consider incineration an 

undesirable technique. 

table 10.1: The statements representing the largest differences
1
 between PBS 1 and PBS2 

# Statement Policy sub domain PBS 1 PBS 2 
2 The problem with the contributions of local residents 

is that these are often based on emotion. 
Decision making: 
hierarchical 

- +++ 

59 Waste disposal is part of national waste policy and as 
a result the construction of a waste facility has greater 
importance than the disadvantages this facility has for 
the local population. 

Decision making: 
hierarchical 

+ +++ 

4 Decisions that emerge with full agreement of the local 
community are generally better decisions. 

Decision making: 
egalitarian 

+++ - 

34 Already in the planning and the discussion stage of 
decision making about waste facilities, all stakeholders 
should be involved. 

Decision making: 
egalitarian 

++ - 

9 Landfilling should be prohibited. Waste policy + --- 
11 Waste prevention is insufficiently striven for as this is 

no source of income. 
Waste policy + - 

21 Waste incineration is, from an environmental 
perspective, the best way of treating waste. 

Waste policy --- + 

23 One would try reducing waste more seriously if there 
was less capacity for waste disposal. 

Waste policy ++ - 

39 Financial stakes in waste disposal impede the 
treatment of waste in the best possible way. 

Waste policy +++ + 

41 Before one starts thinking of new disposal plants, the 
possibilities for waste prevention should be 
considered. 

Waste policy +++ + 

50 Separated collection is sometimes not desirable, as it 
results in expensive incineration capacity not being 
used, and people have to pay for the latter by means of 
collection tariffs. 

Waste policy --- - 

53 Since techniques of waste incineration have improved 
and are less environmentally burdening there is no 
reason any more to be resistant to these waste 
facilities. 

Waste policy - + 

17 Everyone prefers not to have infrastructure, such as 
new railroads or incinerators, constructed close to 
their residence. 

Spatial planning/ 
Decision making: 
individualistic 

+ +++ 

18 Decision making about infrastructure in the 
Netherlands is much too laborious and much too slow. 

Spatial planning + +++ 

47 Municipalities and provinces in the Netherlands take 
too little time and effort to fit a waste facility in the 
already existing landscape. 

Spatial planning + -- 

49 Local resistance to new infrastructure has little to do 
with the subject; it is nothing more than striving for 
one’s own interests. 

Spatial planning/ 
Decision making: 
individualistic 

- ++ 

1'---' means that z ≤ -1.5; '+++' means that z ≥ 1.5; '--' means that -1 ≥ z > -1.5; '++' means that 1 ≤ z < 
1.5; '-' means that 0 ≥ z > -1; and '+' means that 0 ≤ z < 1. 
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For other statements there is also a contrast but this is caused by a difference in 

strength of the evaluation in the same direction. The statements 39, 41 and 50 

show a less critical attitude to the current policy of waste treatment by the policy 

actors with PBS 2. 

 

Moreover there is a contrast between PBS 1 and PBS 2 in the policy beliefs about 

decision making. This concerns especially the part that local residents and other 

stakeholders should have in the process. PBS 1 strongly affirms that "Decisions that 

emerge with the full agreement of the local community generally are better 

decisions". The actors with PBS 2 disagree with this statement, however. 

Furthermore, the actors with PBS 2 consider the contributions of local residents to 

be problematic as these are predominantly based on emotion (2). These actors also 

presume that local opposition has little to do with content, as it is nothing more 

than local residents striving for their own interests (49). The policy actors with PBS 

1 consider it important to include local stakeholders at an early stage in the 

process (34). For the actors in PBS 2 this is perpendicular to the way they would 

like to design the decision-making process. These actors strongly agree with the 

statement that “Waste management is part of national waste policy and as a result 

the construction of a waste facility has greater importance than the disadvantages 

this facility has for the local population” (59). The conclusion is that hat the actors 

with PBS 2 prefer a hierarchical style of decision making, do not sympathise with 

egalitarian ideas, and support some individualistic views. 

 

Another contrast between the two policy belief systems can be found in the 

statements covering the policy sub domain of physical planning. The actors in PBS 

2 disagree with statement 47 and their opinion is that in the Netherlands sufficient 

time is taken and effort made to fit a new waste facility into the already existing 

scenery. This is in contrast to the opinion of the actors with PBS 1. A smaller but 

significant difference between the two policy beliefs is constituted by the 

evaluations of the duration of the process (18) and the idea of egoistic free-rider 

behaviour (17). 

10.7.2 Differences between PBS 2 and PBS 3 

The differences between PBS 2 and PBS 3 are presented in table 10.2. What is 

remarkable is that there are eight statements in it that are also present in table 10.1 

Clearly there is a strong contrast between PBS 2 and PBS 1 and between PBS 2 and 

PBS 3, but PBS 1 and PBS 3 resemble each other partly. 
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In order to examine the differences we focus on the statements that are evaluated 

differently by the actors with PBS 2 and PBS 3, but we mainly look at the statements 

that were not already mentioned in table 10.1. 

table 10.2: The statements representing the largest differences between PBS 2 and PBS 3 

# Statement Policy sub domain PBS 2 PBS 3 
2 The problem with the contributions of local residents 

is that these are often based on emotion. 
Decision making: 
hierarchical 

+++ - 

29 When infrastructure will be constructed, one should 
not be concerned about the environment at the local 
level, as at a higher level the importance of 
environmental aspects has been weighed against other 
aspects. 

Decision making: 
hierarchical 

- --- 

30 A municipality should always cooperate with the 
placement of facilities that are of more than local 
importance. 

Decision making: 
hierarchical 

+ -- 

59 Waste disposal is part of national waste policy and as 
a result the construction of a waste facility has greater 
importance than the disadvantages this facility has for 
the local population. 

Decision making: 
hierarchical 

+++ - 

60 Enquiry procedures make decision making more 
complicated and more laborious than necessary. 

Decision making: 
hierarchical 

- --- 

4 Decisions that emerge with the full agreement of the 
local community are generally better decisions. 

Decision making: 
egalitarian 

- +++ 

5 Decision making without the decisive influence of 
local residents is incorrect. 

Decision making: 
egalitarian 

+ ++ 

26 Local residents have the best insight into the 
environment and as a consequence of this their input 
into the decision-making process is of great 
importance. 

Decision making: 
egalitarian 

- ++ 

27 If the contributions of the enquiry procedures would 
not be put aside so easily, this would lead to better 
decision making. 

Decision making: 
egalitarian 

- + 

34 Already at the planning and the discussion stage of 
decision making about waste facilities, all stakeholders 
should be involved. 

Decision making: 
egalitarian 

- +++ 

56 A decision about waste facilities should only be made 
with the consent of the local residents. 

Decision making: 
egalitarian 

-- + 

7 According to local residents, a waste facility should be 
sited in the neighbourhood of others. 

Decision making: 
individualistic 

+ -- 

9 Landfilling should be prohibited. Waste 
management 

--- - 

18 Decision making about waste facilities in the 
Netherlands is much too laborious and much too slow. 

Spatial planning +++ + 

47 Municipalities and provinces in the Netherlands take 
too little time and effort to fit a waste facility in the 
already existing landscape. 

Spatial planning -- + 

49 Local resistance to new infrastructure has little to do 
with the subject; it is nothing more than striving for 
one’s own interests. 

Spatial planning/ 
Decision making: 
individualistic 

++ - 
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These remaining statements are predominantly a confirmation of the conclusion 

already drawn. PBS 2 is predominantly hierarchical (2, 29, 30 and 59) and the 

contributions of local residents are considered problematic. These policy actors 

combine this hierarchical perspective with a more or less individualistic 

perspective on opposition by local residents. After all this opposition has little to 

do with content but a lot with striving for one’s own stakes (49). The local 

residents are not considered to have the best environmental insight and therefore 

they should not play an essential part in the decision-making process (26). For 

these reasons the actors with PBS 2 do not agree with the statement that there 

would be better decision making if the contributions of local residents were not 

put aside so easily (27). Moreover, it is not the case that a decision about a waste 

facility could only be made with the consent of the local residents (56). 

 

The hierarchical beliefs of the actors with PBS 2 are also represented by their ideas 

about the cooperation of local administrative bodies. A municipality should 

always cooperate with the provision of facilities that are of a higher importance 

than just the local one (30). 

 

Some smaller but nevertheless significant differences are those between the 

evaluation of statement 5 and the evaluation of statement 60. The actors with PBS 2 

disagree less with the idea that enquiry procedures make the decision-making 

process more complicated than necessary. Moreover, they agree less than the 

policy actors with PBS 3 with the idea that decision making without the decisive 

influence of local residents is improper. 

 

A big difference between PBS 2 and PBS 3 is that the policy actors with PBS 2 think 

that local residents are calculating citizens that would rather see a waste facility 

constructed in the neighbourhood of others (7). The actors with PBS 3 strongly 

reject this individualistic idea. 

10.7.3 Differences between PBS 1 and PBS 3 

The most important difference between PBS1 and PBS3 (table 10.3) is indicated by 

three statements that represent the individualistic perspective in decision making. 

Statements 7 and 37 are evaluated positively by the actors with PBS 1 and 

negatively by the actors with PBS 3. The actors with PBS 1 have a rather strong 

conviction that local holders of a stake in a waste facility siting initiative think that 

this facility is better sited in the vicinity of somebody else (7). The same goes for 
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municipalities, who would rather have a waste facility sited on the territory of 

another municipality (37). 

 

Another important contrast we find in beliefs on waste management (9, 21, 22 and 

39). In particular there is an important difference in opinion about statement 9. 

The actors with PBS 3 do not support the idea that the construction of new landfills 

should be prohibited. The actors with PBS 1 think this is a good idea. From the 

other statements a more critical view of the policy actors with PBS 1 towards the 

current waste policy emerges, especially concerning incineration. 

table 10.3: The statements representing the largest differences between PBS 1 and PBS 3 

# Statement Policy sub domain PBS1 PBS3 
29 When infrastructure will be constructed, one should 

not be concerned about the environment at the local 
level, as at a higher level the importance of environ-
mental aspects has been weighed against other 
aspects. 

Decision making: 
hierarchical 

-- --- 

31 The most important thing in decision making is to act 
according to current rules and procedures. 

Decision making: 
hierarchical 

+ ++ 

60 Enquiry procedures make decision making more 
complicated and more laborious than necessary. 

Decision making: 
hierarchical 

- --- 

5 Decision making without the decisive influence of 
local residents is incorrect. 

Decision making: 
egalitarian 

+ ++ 

26 Local residents have the best insight into the 
environment and, as a consequence of this, their input 
in the decision-making process about a waste facility is 
of great importance. 

Decision making: 
egalitarian 

+ ++ 

56 A decision about waste facilities should only be made 
with consent of the local residents. 

Decision making: 
egalitarian 

- + 

7 According to local residents, a waste facility should be 
sited in the neighbourhood of others. 

Decision making: 
individualistic 

+ -- 

8 If good arguments exist for siting a waste facility in 
one particular municipality instead of on the territory 
of another municipality, municipalities would accept 
such a facility. 

Decision making: 
individualistic 

+ ++ 

37 Every municipality prefers a waste facility to be sited 
in another municipality. 

Decision making: 
individualistic 

+ - 

46 The expansion of waste production cannot be limited 
by policy. 

Decision making: 
fatalistic 

--- - 

9 Landfilling should be prohibited. Waste policy + - 
21 Waste incineration is, from an environmental 

perspective, the best way of treating waste. 
Waste policy --- - 

22 Waste incineration is simply recycling, since energy is 
generated with it. 

Waste policy -- - 

39 Financial stakes in waste disposal impede waste from 
being treated in the best possible way. 

Waste policy +++ + 

42 The construction of a waste facility in the Netherlands 
is a planning problem which is difficult to resolve. 

Spatial planning + - 

48 Physical planning in the Netherlands does not pay 
enough attention to the question how to fulfil certain 
needs and herewith use as little space as possible. 

Spatial planning ++ + 
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The statements with a predominantly egalitarian content like statement 5 and 

statement 26 are more strongly agreed upon in PBS 3 than in PBS 1. In both policy 

belief systems the policy actors think that local residents should be able to 

influence the decision-making process because they live at the intended location 

and therefore have important knowledge. This is in contrast to the evaluation in 

both policy belief systems of statement 56, which is also egalitarian in content. 

Moreover, statement 60 that concerns a hierarchical style of decision making, but 

above all addresses the enquiry procedures and the contributions of all 

stakeholders in the decision-making process, is more strongly agreed upon in PBS 

3. The actors with this policy belief system are strong advocates of inclusion of 

local residents in the decision-making process, as these have important knowledge 

about their own environment. Therefore they should be able to influence the 

decision-making process at an early phase. 

 

Statement 46 is a statement that is evaluated negatively in PBS 1 as well as in PBS 3. 

The actors with both policy belief systems think that the growth of the 'waste 

stream' can be limited by means of policy. The trust in policy is greater for the 

actors with PBS 1, as these actors disagree about the statement more strongly than 

the actors with PBS 3. 

10.8 Consensus about statements 

In section 10.7 we discussed the differences between the three policy belief 

systems. There are eight statements, however, that are evaluated in the same way 

in all three policy belief systems. An example of such a consensus statement is 

statement 20: "Before a start is made with the realization of new waste plants, it 

should be checked whether there is spare capacity in already existing plants." This 

statement is evaluated positively and at the same strength in all three policy belief 

systems. Another example is statement 52: "If a municipality has an appropriate 

location to incinerate, it does not have to stick with what is termed the Ladder van 

Lansink." The actors in all three policy belief systems reject this statement equally. 

Despite the fact that incineration techniques have improved, in the 

implementation phase of Dutch waste policy, waste prevention, recycling and 

composting techniques should be given priority. 

10.9 Conclusions 

Among the policy actors examined three policy belief systems can be 

distinguished. The fatalistic perspective was not very prominent in these systems. 
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There is only one statement with a fatalistic content that had a significant 

contribution. Fatalistic statement 46 was used to delineate the differences between 

PBS 1 and PBS 3. At this point we will make a final conclusion about the content of 

the policy belief systems. In table 10.4 their characteristics are summarized. 

 

In the first policy belief system there is a strongly critical view on waste management 

policy. In the current waste management policy the realization of a sufficient 

amount of waste disposal capacity is stressed. In this policy sub domain this PBS is 

in line with the 'incineration-prevention coalition' that was found by Eberg (1997). 

The policy actors with these beliefs are strong advocates of new developments in 

waste management. This implies a less traditional treatment of waste. An example 

of such a development is the separate collection of waste components such as fruit, 

garden, and vegetable waste. The actors with this first PBS are even stronger 

advocates of waste reduction. They consider that the opportunities for waste 

reduction are not exploited completely because of financial stakes. 

table 10.4: Characteristics of the three policy belief systems 

Policy sub domain PBS 1 PBS 2 PBS 3 
Decision making Moderately egalitarian 

and moderately 
individualistic. 

Hierarchical and 
moderately 
individualistic. 

Strongly egalitarian. 

Waste policy Focused on waste 
prevention and type 
of waste management. 

Focused on the 
construction of a 
sufficient amount of 
waste disposal 
capacity. 

Focused on the 
impact of waste 
prevention on the 
(living) environ-ment. 

Physical planning Should be careful but 
decisive. 

Speed is important. Should be careful, 
stressing speed has an 
adverse effect. 

The actors with this policy belief system act and think from a moderately 

egalitarian point of view. They consider the public acceptance of political 

decisions to be an important issue. The contributions of local residents to the 

decision-making process therefore are considered as very important. They 

presume that local residents have a certain expertise as they live in the area that 

the decision-making process concerns. These policy actors think that the quality of 

the decision-making process and the ultimate result of this process will be 

improved by including stakeholders such as local residents. 

 

Despite their egalitarian point of view, these actors think that those who are 

responsible politically should be watchful for opponents that thwart the decision-
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making process because of the NIMBY inclination. They consider that there will 

always be residents and other stakeholders who rather see the project realized 

somewhere else. This kind of opposition should not result in a political deadlock. 

They feel that the responsible authorities should be sufficiently decisive to 

continue the decision-making process. Therefore it is crucial that in a decision-

making process the expertise of local residents is used, but only up to a certain 

level, as opponents might have individualistic reasons to oppose a facility. 

 

The second policy belief system is predominantly hierarchical and is tending to the 

realization of the current waste management policy. Herewith the realization of a 

sufficient amount of waste disposal capacity is stressed. According to the policy 

actors with this second PBS the contributions of the authorities responsible are 

crucial for the course of the decision-making process. These authorities have to 

make decisions and shape the process in order to obtain a final result. These 

actions have to be taken within the existing framework of rules and procedures. 

Other stakeholders like local residents and environmental interest groups are 

allowed to contribute within this existing framework of rules and procedures. The 

policy actors with this second policy belief system refrain from an egalitarian 

policy belief on decision making. 

 

Moreover, these policy actors have a slightly individualistic perspective on 

opposition by local residents. This opposition has little to do with content and 

much more with defending one’s own stakes. According to these policy actors, in 

the decision-making process already too much attention is given to the stakes of 

local residents and environmental interest groups, which results in often laborious 

and slowly evolving decision-making processes. They admit that the stakes of 

local residents are important, but nevertheless the general interests should be 

served. One cannot and should not always comply with the local stakes: the 

responsible authorities will pay attention to all stakes, will evaluate the emotional 

opposition of local residents and environmental interest groups and in the end 

will take a firm decision. 

 

The manner of thinking and acting by the actors with the third policy belief system is 

egalitarian. Moreover, these actors strongly reject the individualistic perspective. 

According to these policy actors the contributions of local residents to the 

decision-making process are very important. They would like to see the local 
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residents involved in the decision-making process in at an early a stage as 

possible. They consider the contributions of the local residents to be so important 

because of the expertise about the area. Furthermore, they would like to involve 

residents because these acquire a certain expertise in the course of the decision-

making process, and could introduce this to the discussion. They want to get rid of 

the label that local residents only oppose waste facilities on the basis of emotion 

and the NIMBY inclination. The actors with this third PBS are often severely 

annoyed by the way that the authorities try to structure the decision-making 

process and put their contributions aside. 

 



Chapter 11 
 

Public attitudes towards decision 
making and political actors 

11.1 Introduction 

In chapter 10 we reported on the policy belief systems of the actors that are 

important in the six decision-making processes studied. These policy belief 

systems are the perceptions of political actors with respect to three policy sub 

domains. We also wanted to examine the perceptions of local residents of the 

decision-making process and the political actors. The results of this investigation 

are presented in the current chapter. We will first take a look at the so-called 

political culture of local residents in section 11.2. In section 11.3 upto and 

including section 11.5 we will test the hypotheses about trust in authorities, 

satisfaction and procedural unfairness that we formulated in the second part of 

our chapter about political science theories. In section 11.6 the conclusions are 

drawn. 

11.2 The policy preferences of local residents 

In chapter 9 we developed two measurement models for local residents’ policy 

preferences in decision making. We distinguished measurement models for an 

egalitarian and a hierarchical view of decision making. Furthermore, we presented 

a measurement model for the involvement with environmental issues. With these 

measurements it is possible to examine some aspects of cultural theory. The first 

question to be answered is whether it is a good idea to incorporate the ‘myths of 

nature’ in cultural theory. The second question is whether or not the two policy 

preferences are independent.  

 

In order to perform these examinations correlations are presented in table 11.1. 

‘Commitment to environmental issues‘ correlates positively with egalitarianism. 

Furthermore, there is a small but significant negative correlation with hierarchism. 

Hence, those residents with a hierarchical point of view do not consider 

environmental issues very important, while those with an egalitarian point of 

view do tend to consider them important. This is in line with the theoretical ideas 
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about Cultural Theory elaborated by Schwartz & Thompson (1990). According to 

these authors people with a hierarchical tendency consider nature to be tolerant, 

with strong recovery capabilities. In contrast, people with an egalitarian tendency 

consider nature to be delicate, and it should be treated cautiously. 

table 11.1: Correlations between hierarchism and egalitarianism
A 

 Hierarchism Egalitarianism 
Egalitarism .32* 

(1463) 
1.00 

(1508) 
Environmental issues -.15* 

(1459) 
.14* 

(1821) 
A

N is presented below the coefficient between brackets 
*Correlation is significant at the α = .01 level 

The correlation of .32 between egalitarianism and hierarchism shows that the 

concepts are not independent. It is not possible to draw a firm conclusion about 

the dependency of both concepts, however. We have to keep in mind that it was 

not possible to construct a reliable scale for hierarchism. We used an index with 

limited consistency to calculate a score for hierarchism. 

11.3 Trust in proponents and opponents 

In the second part of chapter 3 we discussed the effects of trust in those 

responsible for the siting and the management of the facility on willingness to 

cooperate in a social dilemma. Based on empirical findings reported in waste 

facility siting literature we formulated hypotheses 13 and 14. In our research we 

made trust in those responsible for the siting and the management of the facility 

operational by measuring the trust in the proponents of the waste facility. 

According to local residents, these are the waste company, the province, the 

municipality council and the national Government. The reformulated hypotheses 

are: 

 

13) The greater the trust in the proponents of a waste facility, the stronger the 

intention to accept a waste facility. 

 

14) The greater the trust in the proponents of a waste facility, the lower the 

perceived negative consequences. 

 

In order to test these hypotheses the correlations between the relevant variables 

were calculated. These are presented in table 11.2. As we also have measured trust 

in the opponents of a waste facility, for this variable the correlations are calculated 
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as well. This serves only illustrative purposes. According to local residents, the 

opponents are the local residents that banded together, the local residents that did 

not band together and the environmental organizations. 

table 11.2: Correlations between trust and the intention to accept
A 

 Intention 
to accept 

Trust in 
proponents 

Risk Cost Health 

Trust in 
proponents 

.33* 
(1428) 

1.00 
(1446) 

-.36* 
(1423) 

-.29* 
(1427) 

-.25* 
(1383) 

Trust in 
opponents 

-.19* 
(1446) 

.04 
(1399) 

.26* 
(1441) 

.18* 
(1445) 

.21* 
(1403) 

A
N is represented below the coefficient between brackets 

* Correlation is significant at the α = 0.01 level 

In table 11.2 is displayed that there is no correlation between trust in the 

proponents and trust in the opponents. Distrust of the proponents does not imply 

that the opponents are trusted. Moreover, the table shows that there is a moderate 

positive correlation between trust in the proponents and the intention to accept a 

waste facility. There is a weak negative correlation between the intention to accept 

a waste facility and trust in the opponents. Although hypothesis 14 is confirmed, 

the strength of the correlations implies that trust has a limited relevance with 

respect to the intention to accept a waste facility. Furthermore, trust in the 

opponents is even less important with respect to the intention to accept a waste 

facility than trust in those who are proponents of the waste facility. 

 

With respect to the idea that trust is of limited relevance for waste facility siting, 

the correlations with the perceived negative consequences show more or less the 

same picture. The directions of these correlations all confirm the validity of 

hypothesis 15. The strength of the correlations is not very impressive, however. 

The highest coefficient is between the perceived risk and trust in the proponents. 

This indicates that the perception of risk is the most sensitive variable in the case 

of lack of trust in the authorities. 

11.3.1 Differences in trust in proponents and opponents 

In order to examine whether or not there are differences in trust in proponents and 

opponents in the several cases we did an analysis of variance1 on both concepts. 

The effect of the factor ‘waste facility case’ on trust in the proponents is not 

significant (F(5, 1422).= 1.67; p > .01). This means that in all waste facility cases 

studied trust in the proponents is more or less on the same level. 
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The effect of the factor ‘Waste facility case’ on trust in the opponents is significant 

(F(5, 1440) = 11.32; p < .01). The analysis showed that there is a difference in trust in 

opponents between the several cases. 

 

In figure 11.1 the direction of the effect is represented.1 From the figure it emerges 

that in Nieuwegein the trust in the opponents is significantly larger than in the 

other cases. The skilful opposition against the planned landfill in Nieuwegein 

probably causes this effect. 

figure 11.1: Trust in opponents at the waste facility cases 

 

In Nieuwegein and in Zwolle those who opposed the spatial developments 

stressed the fact that the soil conditions of the intended locations were not suitable 

for landfilling. In Duiven (the combined facility), trust in the opponents is also 

relatively large. It is remarkable that trust in the opponents of the discontinued 

composting plant in Leiden is very low. The coalition of proponents in this case 

holds different policy beliefs than in the other cases, as the proponents had non-

hierarchical beliefs and were proponents of a waste processing facility, whereas in 

all other cases the proponents advocated waste disposal. Hence, the opponents in 

Leiden opposed to a different kind of coalition. 
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11.4 Procedural fairness 

11.4.1 Introduction 

Especially in the course of the decision-making process in Nieuwegein, Wijster 

and Zwolle there were many reasons for distrust and perceived procedural 

unfairness on the part of local residents towards those responsible for the siting 

and the management of the waste facility. In Nieuwegein the province, the 

municipality and a waste company signed an official agreement, which forced 

them to stick to the not very suitable ‘Het Klooster’ location. An important part of 

this agreement was the realization of a road connection of Nieuwegein with an 

important highway. In the Wijster case the decision-making process is 

characterized by the categorical neglect of the stakes of the local residents, 

particularly in the past. Furthermore, the mayor of Beilen and the actor 

responsible on the provincial level were members of the board of directors of the 

waste company. In the Zwolle case the proponents were not very vigorous with 

regard to the development of the ‘De Marsen’ location. Therefore the residents 

liable to be affected were kept in uncertainty for a very long time. Moreover, the 

information provided about the soil conditions by the local residents was 

neglected. In the end an industrial area was developed at the location originally 

intended for waste management. 

 

In the Leiden, Duiven and Landgraaf cases the course of the decision-making 

process was also with difficulty. In general, however, we consider the process in 

these cases to be more balanced than in Nieuwegein, Wijster and Zwolle. In 

Duiven the decision-making process was extremely complex as a consequence of 

the dioxin issue that came up. Nevertheless, the province and the municipality 

managed the process rather well without excluding important actors. In Landgraaf 

after some initial problems the process was handled well. This was a consequence 

of a change in the board of directors of the AVOZL Inc., the waste company in this 

case. This board had a stronger inclination to listen to and cooperate with 

opponents of the facility. In Leiden there was no clear neglect of the stakes of the 

local residents. The planned facility was rather controversial because it was 

proposed to use a new ecologically sound technique at a very short distance of 

some urban dwellings. In the end, other municipalities that also had a stake in the 

waste facility supported the protest of the local residents. Moreover, when an 

alderman with a different perspective on the spatial development replaced the 
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alderman responsible for environmental affairs, the plan to realize the facility at 

this specific location was cancelled. 

11.4.2 Relationships with procedural unfairness 

According to Lind and Tyler (1988), procedures have implications for the beliefs 

that stakeholders have about their own position in the decision-making arena. In 

this view, procedures that result in stakeholders believing that they are heard and 

respected are labelled as fair. This may contribute to the acceptance of the policy 

and the appreciation of the policy actors. Moreover, we stated that in uncertain 

situations procedural fairness serves as a heuristic substitute for information about 

trustworthiness. As we measured procedural unfairness, we have to reformulate 

the hypotheses of chapter 3. This results in: 

 

15) The lower the perceived procedural unfairness, the stronger the intention to 

accept a waste facility. 

 

16) The lower the perceived procedural unfairness, the lower the perceived 

negative consequences. 

 

Making hypothesis 17 operational by replacing ‘those responsible for the siting 

and management’ with ‘the proponents’ results in: 

 

17) The lower the perceived procedural unfairness, the larger the trust in the 

proponents of a waste facility. 

 

In order to examine these hypotheses the correlations with procedural unfairness 

are presented in table 11.3. The correlation between procedural unfairness and the 

intention to accept a waste facility is moderately negative. Therefore we conclude 

that there is a limited negative influence of procedural unfairness on the intention 

to accept. Herewith hypothesis 15 is confirmed. 

 

The correlation coefficients indicate that procedural unfairness is a more 

important variable with respect to perceived negative consequences than trust in 

the proponents of the waste facility (table 11.2). The correlation coefficients show 

moderate negative relationships between procedural unfairness and the 

perception of risk, costs and health consequences. This suggests that the course of 

the decision-making process has a clear impact on the perception of negative 
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consequences. A possible explanation for this finding is that procedural unfairness 

causes a greater amount of uncertainty, which contributes to higher perceptions of 

negative consequences. This confirms hypothesis 16. 

table 11.3: Correlations with procedural unfairness
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Procedural 
unfairness 

-.30* 
(1121) 

.41* 
(1117) 

.33* 
(1120) 

.34* 
(1084) 

.15* 
(1040) 

-.33* 
(1022) 

-.21* 
(1049) 

-.56* 
(883) 

A
N is presented below the coefficient between brackets 

*Correlation is significant at the α = .01 level 

A theoretical issue that came to the surface in chapter 3 is the fairness heuristic 

theory by Van den Bos et al. (1998a; 1998b). These authors assume that because 

people very often lack information about whether or not they can trust the 

authorities, they use procedural fairness as a heuristic substitute. In table 11.3 a 

correlation coefficient of -.33 is presented for the relation between procedural 

unfairness and trust in proponents, so hypothesis 17 is confirmed. 

 

Satisfaction with public participation and the ultimate result are closely related 

with trust in the authorities and procedural fairness. It is likely that the perception 

of a fair decision-making process will result in the impression that the 

opportunities provided in the current system of physical planning are sufficient. 

Reformulating the hypothesis in chapter 3 results in: 

 

18) The lower the perceived procedural unfairness, the larger the satisfaction 

with the opportunities for public participation. 

 

The correlation of -.56 between procedural unfairness and satisfaction with 

participation in table 11.3 shows that there is a strong relationship between both 

concepts. This relationship is only valid for those that thought they could evaluate 

the fairness of the decision-making process, however. Hypothesis 18 is accepted. 

11.4.3 The combined influence of trust and procedural fairness 

As both hypothesis 13 about the influence of trust in proponents and hypothesis 

15 about the influence of procedural unfairness on the intention are accepted, we 
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want to know which concept has the strongest influence. Therefore a regression 

analysis of the ‘intention to accept’ was performed. In the analysis we included 

those variables that significantly influence the intention to accept, according to our 

structural analysis (figure 8.5). In table 11.4 the result of the regression analysis is 

presented. 

table 11.4: Regression of ‘intention to accept’
AB 

Independent variable Beta p < .01 
Risk -.36 + 
Costs -.18 + 
Benefits .15 + 
Procedural unfairness -.04 - 
Trust in the proponents .12 + 
Trust in the opponents -.04 - 

A
N = 1006 

B
R

2 = .41 

From table 11.4 emerges that regarding the relationship with the intention to 

accept the trust in opponents is more important than procedural unfairness. 

11.4.4 Differences in procedural unfairness and satisfaction 

figure 11.2: Perceived procedural unfairness for the waste facility cases 

 

In order to examine the differences in procedural unfairness between the several 

waste facility cases an analysis of variance was performed. There is a significant 
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effect of ‘waste facility case‘ on the procedural unfairness (F(5, 1116) = 32,57; p < 

.01).  

 

In figure 11.2 (above) the direction of the effect is represented. The figure shows 

that in Nieuwegein the perceived procedural unfairness is significantly larger than 

in the other waste facility cases. The differences between the other cases are not 

significant. Nevertheless, the figure reflects the actual course of the decision-

making process as we have summarized it. This implies that local residents are 

able to make quite an accurate estimation of the fairness of the decision-making 

process. 

 

In order to examine the effect of the waste facility case on the satisfaction with the 

final decision another analysis of variance was performed. There is a significant 

effect of ‘waste facility case’ on the satisfaction with the result of the decision 

making (F(5, 1448) = 20.69; p < .01). 

figure 11.3: Satisfaction with the ultimate result for the waste facility cases 

 

In figure 11.3 (above) the direction of the effect is represented. The satisfaction 

with the decision finally made is clearly the largest for the discontinued landfill in 

Zwolle. Probably this is the result of the fact that the plan was cancelled. A similar 

reaction can be noticed in Leiden. Taken into account that the presence of a waste 
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facility may have a severe impact on the physical environment this result is not 

surprising The satisfaction with the final decision is remarkable high in Duiven. 

That satisfaction is not fully dependent upon the fact that a facility is discontinued, 

is illustrated by the low satisfaction with the decision in Nieuwegein. It is very 

likely that both the findings in Duiven and Nieuwegein are the result of the course 

of the decision-making process. The correlation between the satisfaction with the 

final result and the intention to accept is .08 (N = 1454). This implies that this 

relationship is hardly relevant. 

 

In order to examine the effect of the ‘Waste facility case’ on the satisfaction with 

the degree that local residents had a say in the decision making, once again an 

analysis of variance was performed. There is an effect indeed (F(5, 1068) = 16.04; p < 

.01). 

 

In figure 11.4 (below) the direction of the effect is represented. The highest 

satisfaction with the opportunities for public participation is in Wijster and the 

lowest satisfaction is in Nieuwegein. The results for Wijster are remarkable 

because of its history of unfair decision making. The satisfaction with the degree 

that local residents had a say in the decision-making process in Duiven, 

Landgraaf, Zwolle and Leiden is more or less in line with what could be expected.  

 

A possible explanation for the low satisfaction with the opportunities for resident 

participation in Nieuwegein is that the discontinuation was not caused by resident 

participation, but by changes external to the decision-making process such as 

developments in waste policy. In Nieuwegein this external event was a change in 

the business plan of the waste company. As a consequence a stronger salience of 

the impossibility of influencing the decision-making process could be present. The 

correlation between the satisfaction with public participation and the intention to 

accept a waste facility is .33 (N = 1074). This implies a clear association, but it is not 

possible to make a strong statement about the direction of this relationship. 
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figure 11.4: Satisfaction with public participation for the waste facility cases 

 

11.5 The Volunteers Timing Dilemma 

A final question in chapter 3 was whether or not trust and perceived fairness are 

determinants of the NIMBY inclination. We argued that the decision-making 

process at the local level of the Volunteers Timing Dilemma influences the 

behaviour of local residents at the individual level of the dilemma. We called this a 

carry-over effect between the levels of the dilemma. About the influence of 

procedural unfairness we decided to test the following hypothesis: 

 

19) The greater the procedural unfairness, the stronger the NIMBY inclination. 

 

On trust we formulated hypothesis 20, and we make it operational by replacing 

‘those responsible for the siting and management’ with ‘the proponents’, which 

results in: 

 

20) The smaller the trust in the proponents of a waste facility, the stronger the 

NIMBY inclination. 
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The correlations between trust in proponents, trust in opponents, procedural 

unfairness and the NIMBY inclination are presented in table 11.5. It shows that there 

is a moderate positive correlation between the NIMBY inclination and trust in 

proponents and a moderate negative correlation between trust in proponents and 

the NIMBY inclination, so hypothesis 19 and 20 are accepted. 

table 11.5: Correlations between trust, procedural unfairness and NIMBY
A 

 Trust in 
proponents 

Trust in 
opponents 

Procedural 
unfairness 

NIMBY  
inclination 

-.30* 
(1426) 

.24* 
(1445) 

.39* 
(1118) 

A
N is represented below the coefficient between brackets 

*Correlation is significant at the α = 0.01 level 

We performed a regression analysis in order to examine whether ‘trust in 

proponents’ or ‘procedural unfairness’ has the strongest influence on the NIMBY 

inclination. In the analysis we included those variables that significantly influence 

the NIMBY inclination, according to our structural analysis (figure 8.5). The results 

of the analysis are presented in table 11.6. 

table 11.6: Regression of NIMBY on perceptions of consequences and decision making
AB 

Independent variable Beta p < .01 
Risk .36 + 
Costs .18 + 
Procedural unfairness .12 + 
Personal norm about commitment .30 + 
Trust in the proponents -.05 - 
Trust in the opponents .07 - 

A
N = 1000 

B
R

2 = .56 

Apart from the influential variables we know of from the models in chapter 8, 

only procedural unfairness makes a significant contribution to the NIMBY 

inclination. It is remarkable that the contribution of trust in proponents is not 

significant. This means that for those residents that thought they could evaluate 

the decision-making process, procedural unfairness leads to a stronger tendency to 

shift the burden on others. Regarding the intention to accept it was the trust in 

proponents that was significant and not the procedural unfairness. In the 

perspective of our earlier findings in chapter 8 this means that in an uncertain 

situation procedural unfairness has a stronger impact. In a more certain situation 

the trust in proponents is more influential. This supports the idea that in 

uncertainty about trustworthiness, procedural unfairness becomes a heuristic 

substitute. 
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11.6 Conclusions 

In this chapter we reported relationships between variables concerning the 

political process and the actors involved, in particular the quality of the decision-

making process as perceived by the local residents. We suppose that these 

relationships represent a complex of relationships, which we will summarize. In 

figure 11.5 this complex is represented in a scheme. The status of the figure 

represented is exploratory; its empirical basis is not as strong as the structural 

equation models we presented in chapter 8. 

figure 11.5: A model of the relationships between the politically relevant variables 

Fairness

NIMBY

Perceived 
negative 
consequences

Acceptance

Trust

Uncertainty

Satisfaction with 
public 
participation

We noted that perceived procedural fairness is clearly linked to what actually 

happened in the decision-making process. From figure 11.5 emerges that 

perceived fairness is a key variable in the exploratory model. The presented 

relations in the scheme are predominantly restricted to those that thought they 

could make an assessment of the fairness of the process. Consequently, 

perceptions of the quality of the decision-making process do not play a significant 

role for the remaining part of the public, as they were not able to make 

assessments of it. Another key aspect of the model is the moderating influence of 

uncertainty. 

 

Procedural fairness contributes to larger perceived negative consequences and a 

larger NIMBY inclination. There is a direct effect and an indirect effect via the 
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perceived negative consequences of procedural fairness on the NIMBY inclination. 

As we have seen in the structural models (chapter 8) the NIMBY inclination and the 

perceived negative consequences are strongly influenced by the uncertainty of a 

situation. Because of the relationships between NIMBY and unfairness on the one 

hand and perceived negative consequences and NIMBY on the other hand, we 

conclude that procedural unfairness generates uncertainty. This is plausible as in 

unfair situations one cannot refer to the own value system to predict what the 

outcome of the process will be. 

 

There is a direct relationship between trust in proponents and the acceptance of a 

waste facility. Regarding the relationship between the procedural unfairness and 

trust in proponents, we presume that procedural fairness influences trust 

positively. This is caused by the fact that local residents take procedural fairness as 

heuristic substitute for trust in proponents if they have no information (are 

uncertain) about the trustworthiness of these actors. 

 

Finally, the perceived fairness of the process is clearly positively associated with 

the satisfaction of local residents with the opportunities for public participation. 

Apparently those residents who witnessed an unfair decision-making process 

have the impression that an improvement of the opportunities for public 

participation will lead to fairer decision-making. There is also a clear association 

between the satisfaction with public participation and acceptance, although we 

cannot be certain about the direction of this relation. Nevertheless it suggests that 

an improvement of public participation opportunities may result in improved 

acceptance, eventually. 

 

The central role played by 'procedural fairness' and uncertainty as a moderator 

implies that the course of the decision-making process is of crucial importance 

with respect to acceptance of a waste facility. A fair course of the decision-making 

process will increase the chances of acceptance of a waste facility significantly. In 

such a fair process serious opportunities for public participation are provided. The 

outcomes of such a process may be different from the results that are intended by 

the dominant coalitions that often operate in these decision-making processes. In 

the concluding chapter we will discuss these consequences of the study in more 

detail. 
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Notes 
 
1 The variables are standardized (z-scores) in order to enable comparisons between the 

different politically relevant concepts. 



 



Chapter 12 
 

Conclusions 

12.1 Introduction 

In the first chapter we introduced the topic of physical planning in the 

Netherlands. As the aim of research we formulated: 

 

In this research project we aim to acquire knowledge about waste facility siting. 

The research limits itself to facilities that are built primarily to process municipal 

solid waste. In order to acquire this knowledge, the decision-making process, the 

local residents and key political actors will be investigated. The societal relevance 

of this research is that the acquired information can be used to evaluate current 

physical planning policy and that recommendations may be made to improve 

physical planning as well as waste management policy. 

 

An inspection of the discussion about Dutch physical planning and waste policy 

provided us with the study objects in waste facility siting. These appeared to be 

the attitudes of local residents, the course of decision-making processes and the 

attitudes/beliefs of policy actors. Moreover, we studied the NIMBY inclination, 

which is the tendency to shift the burden of waste facilities onto others. We 

formulated the following research questions: 

 

1) What are the perceptions and attitudes of the local residents and political 

actors that play a part in the decision-making process about waste facilities? 

2) Existing policy presupposes that opposition to waste facilities is 

predominantly due to the NIMBY inclination. Does such a NIMBY inclination 

exist and to what extent is it an antecedent of opposition? 

3) Is there any influence of the decision-making structure and the course of the 

decision-making process on perceptions, attitudes and opposition? 

4) Is there any influence of the decision-making structure and the course of the 

decision-making process on the result of the process? 

5) In what way do the results of this interdisciplinary research project 

contribute to an improvement of decision-making processes? 
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In order to answer these research questions the results of the social psychological 

as well as the political science parts of the multiple case study will be merged. In 

section 12.2 we start with a discussion about advocacy coalitions. This information 

about the advocacy coalitions in the investigated decision-making processes 

provides the last bit of information to complement the multiple case study. A 

discussion about advocacy coalitions and their relation to procedural unfairness, 

to satisfaction with the result and to satisfaction with the opportunities for 

participation is given in section 12.4. 

 

The first research question is answered in the chapters 7, 8 and 10. The second 

research question is answered with respect to the individual level in chapters 7 

and 8. We have not provided an answer concerning the NIMBY inclination on the 

local level yet. In section 12.5 the conclusion with respect to this subject is drawn. 

In section 12.2 upto and including section 12.4 the fourth research question about 

the influence of the decision-making structure and the course of the process on the 

results of the process will be answered. Their influence on perceptions, attitudes 

and opposition is discussed in sections 12.3 and 12.6. In section 12.6 upto and 

including section 12.9 a discussion is provided about the way that decision-

making processes about infrastructure (especially waste facilities) can be 

improved. 

12.2 Advocacy coalitions 

In chapter 3 we provided a short account of the ACF
1 (Sabatier & Jenkins-Smith, 

1999). According to this framework the influence of policy belief systems exists 

because they are a feature of advocacy coalitions. The members of an advocacy 

coalition will try to influence their own group members as well as the members of 

other coalitions with respect to waste facility siting. If policy actors with a similar 

policy belief system about waste facility siting have shown some non-trivial 

cooperation, the group of policy actors is called a coalition. The information about 

the non-trivial cooperation by policy actors results from the actor interviewing 

and document study by Van Baren (2001). The combination of policy belief 

systems and non-trivial cooperation results in the coalitions as presented in table 

12.1. The content of the policy belief systems is summarized in the notes below the 

table. 
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table 12.1: Policy belief systems and non-trivial cooperation resulting in advocacy coalitions 

Case (Dis)continued PBS 1A 
PBS 2B 

PBS 3C 

Duiven Continued No coalition No coalition No coalition 
Landgraaf Continued No coalition Dominant coalition Coalition 
Wijster Continued No coalition Dominant coalition Coalition 
     
Leiden Discontinued Dominant coalition No coaltion Coalition 
Nieuwegein Discontinued No coalition Dominant coalition Coalition 
Zwolle Discontinued No coalition No coalition No coalition 
A

PBS 1: Moderately egalitarian and moderately individualistic. Focused on waste prevention and type of waste 
management. Physical planning should be careful but decisive. 

B
PBS 2: Hierarchical and moderately individualistic. Focused on the construction of a sufficient amount of 

waste disposal capacity. Speed in physical planning is important. 
C

PBS 3: Strongly egalitarian. Focused on the impact of waste prevention on the (living) environment. Physical 
planning should be careful; stressing that speed has an adverse effect. 

According to the ACF in a policy system the dominant coalition is that with the PBS 

which represents the existing implemented policy. These coalitions are indicated 

in table 12.1. From the table it emerges that coalitions tend to evolve with actors 

that are either strong proponents or strong opponents of the waste facility. 

Moreover, the table shows that the dominant coalitions in Landgraaf, Wijster and 

Nieuwegein have the policy belief system that was typified as ‘hierarchical and 

directed towards waste disposal capacity’. This reflects the hierarchical view on 

planning that is dominant in the physical planning and waste management policy 

in the Netherlands. 

 

A remarkable exception is the dominant coalition in Leiden. In Leiden the policy 

actors in the dominant coalition have PBS 1. This policy belief system is moderately 

egalitarian and moderately individualistic. Moreover, these actors are directed 

towards waste prevention and waste reduction through recycling. The waste 

facility in Leiden is a facility for waste processing instead of waste disposal. This 

means that the type of facility corresponds with the policy beliefs of the dominant 

local coalition. In the other cases there was some cooperation with the actors 

having PBS 1, but this never exceeded the normal procedural level. Therefore in 

these cases the cooperation can be typified as trivial. 

 

Regarding the non-existence of coalitions in Duiven and Zwolle Van Baren 

mentions a few possible reasons. In Duiven there were no clear-cut preferences in 

policy belief systems. Furthermore, there was non-trivial cooperation only with 

regard to the planned expansion of the incinerating capacity and not with regard 

to the composting plant. This absence of clear-cut policy beliefs and non-trivial 

cooperation was thought to be due to the relatively smooth decision-making 
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process. In the Zwolle case we found no non-trivial cooperation either. 

Cooperation never exceeded the normal procedural level. 

 

A remarkable finding in table 12.1 is the paired emergence of coalitions with 

contrasting policy belief systems. The existence of the dominant coalitions was 

apparently a reason for other actors (with PBS 3) to organise opposition and 

cooperate. This is caused by the use of heuristics by individuals within a policy 

actor. The impact of heuristics in this situation is twofold: on the one hand the 

relevant policy actors are perceived more evil and powerful than they probably 

are; on the other hand heuristics are responsible for the fact that the perception of 

negative consequences in a planning situation is rather high. This last aspect is 

especially true for local and environmental interest groups. Therefore the existence 

of a dominant coalition is very likely to result in efforts to block the decision-

making process by a coalition with (among others) local and environmental 

interests groups in it. 

12.3 Advocacy coalitions and their influence on perceptions 

In table 12.2 the information about the type of coalitions in the six decision-making 

processes is put together with the information about the perceptions of policy 

actors and the decision-making process. 

table 12.2 Coalitions and perceptions of policy actors and the decision-making process 

 
Case 

 
Coalitions 

Procedural 
unfairness 

 
Satisfaction 

Continued PBS 1 PBS 2 PBS 3  Result Participation 
Duiven No No No Low High Moderate/high 
Landgraaf No Dominant Yes Low Low Moderate 
Wijster No Dominant Yes Moderate Low High 
Discontinued       
Leiden Dominant No Yes Moderate High Moderate 
Nieuwegein No Dominant Yes High Low Low 
Zwolle No No No Moderate High Moderate 

In Duiven the satisfaction with the results and participation is high, the procedural 

unfairness is low and there are no advocacy coalitions found. As a consequence of 

no advocacy coalitions in Duiven the debate did not polarize. In the absence of 

polarization a broader range of ideas than just the policy beliefs of the two 

competing coalitions are allowed to enter the decision-making process. This is 

very likely to result in decision making that is perceived as more legitimate and of 

a high quality. This quality and legitimacy of the decision is reflected in the 

procedural unfairness and the satisfaction with the result and the participation. 
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The other end of the continuum is the Nieuwegein case. The table shows that in 

Nieuwegein satisfaction with the result and the participation was the lowest and 

the perceived procedural unfairness was the highest. Moreover, in Nieuwegein a 

dominant coalition with a hierarchical/moderately individualistic policy belief 

system was found. In this case the decision-making process became strongly 

polarized. This resulted in qualitatively poor decision making that could not be 

legitimised. This is again reflected in the procedural unfairness and the satisfaction 

with the result and the participation. That this impact is quite severe is shown by 

the fact that despite of the fact that the planning process was aborted, the 

satisfaction with the result is low. 

 

According to Van Baren (2001), an important factor in the decision-making 

processes studied, is the presence of a 'policy broker'. According to Sabatier (1987), 

a policy broker is an actor whose principal concern is to find some reasonable 

compromise that will reduce intense conflict. In Landgraaf as well as in Wijster 

such a policy broker was present. In chapter 5 we noted that in Landgraaf waste 

processing became the responsibility of AVOZL Inc.,2 which led to a stronger 

cooperation with the opponents. AVOZL Inc. is a cooperative body of 

municipalities, which has a private legal status. In Wijster the intervention of the 

provincial deputy on environmental affairs resulted in a better relationship with 

the local residents. The moderating activities of these policy brokers are reflected 

in the satisfaction with participation, which is high in Wijster and moderate in 

Landgraaf. The prerequisite for the intervention of a policy broker is that this actor 

has a policy belief system that is not hierarchical. In Landgraaf and Wijster both 

policy brokers had a moderately egalitarian/moderately individualistic policy 

belief. The validity of this argument can be illustrated with the Leiden case. In 

Leiden the dominant coalition has PBS 1, which is moderately 

egalitarian/moderately individualistic. The presence of this coalition results in the 

coalition with PBS 3, which is strongly egalitarian. An intervention by the policy 

actors with a hierarchical/individualistic policy belief is not very likely because 

that would antagonize the local residents even more. 

12.4 Advocacy coalitions in physical planning 

The emergence of two contrasting advocacy coalitions is strongly moderated by 

the decision-making structure in physical planning. In this structure the possibility 

of influencing the decision-making process is predominantly in the hands of 
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administrative bodies and those private organisations they cooperate with. These 

policy actors often constitute a dominant coalition. The opposing coalition evoked 

by the existence of this dominant coalition does not have much opportunity to 

influence the decision-making process in a constructive way. This influence is 

often limited to power to obstruct. As the opposing coalition defends its policy 

core they will actually try to use this power. As a result a conflict between the 

coalitions arises and the debate gets polarized. This polarization has a negative 

influence on the quality and legitimacy of decision making. 

 

In chapter 1 we noted that the WRR
3 proposed to introduce stakeholder planning in 

order to improve the quality and legitimacy of decision-making processes in 

physical planning. The paired emergence of contrasting advocacy coalitions in the 

current decision-making structure shows that this is indeed a sound idea. In 

stakeholder planning, in particular when it is shaped to the concept of 

collaborative planning, policy actors other than administrative bodies and their 

allies are given the means to influence the decision-making process in a 

constructive way. On the one hand this prevents the emergence of coalitions, as a 

platform is created where all relevant policy actors interact. In Duiven the absence 

of advocacy coalitions prevented polarization and thereby positively influenced 

the quality and legitimacy of the decision-making process. On the other hand, if, 

despite collaborative planning, advocacy coalitions emerge, the opposing coalition 

does not need to block the process, as it is given the means to constructively 

influence the decision-making process. Moreover, the debate is less likely to 

become polarized, as policy actors who are not part of a coalition will be able to 

contribute and thereby may function as policy brokers. 

 

Despite the beneficial influence of collaborative planning, there is a serious doubt 

whether this approach will be realized in the short term. This doubt is caused by 

the policy belief system that we identified in three dominant coalitions in our case 

study. This policy belief system is hierarchical and directed towards the 

realization of waste disposal capacity. To make a stakeholder approach possible 

the policy beliefs of the dominant coalition have to change. Herewith we mean a 

change of policy beliefs, at least at the policy core level, and sometimes even of 

deep core beliefs. However, this is not an easy process as, according to the ACF, the 

policy core is defended vigorously, as dominant coalitions only change their 
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policy beliefs on secondary aspects. A change in policy beliefs requires a dominant 

coalition to be replaced by a coalition with a different PBS. 

12.5 NIMBY and opposition in physical planning 

The results of the multiple case study provide some significant knowledge about 

the importance of the NIMBY inclination in physical planning. In chapter 2 we 

delineated the situation as a layered volunteers timing dilemma. This includes a 

volunteers timing dilemma on the local level and an indirect volunteers timing 

dilemma on the individual level. From the results of the study by Van Baren (2001) 

it emerges that we could not identify a NIMBY inclination on the part of the 

municipalities in the six cases studied. They did not try to transfer the burden to 

other municipalities. In almost all cases the municipalities were prepared to accept 

a waste facility on their territory. The reason for this is that a conditional 

acceptance of a waste facility provided them with the opportunity to take 

advantage of compensation measures. Examples of this principle are the 

negotiated connection with a highway in Nieuwegein and the provision of 

employment opportunities in Landgraaf. In general municipalities are interested 

in the landfill fees. 

 

The Leiden case illustrated that if municipalities do not want to accept a waste 

facility, they may do so on the basis of valid arguments. The arguments in Leiden 

were that the facility was relatively expensive and that the waste management 

technique was still in an experimental phase. Although we did not observe it in 

the cases studied, we do not exclude the possibility that municipalities used the 

timing aspect in the volunteers timing dilemma to maximize the compensation 

package associated with waste facility siting. 

 

With respect to the NIMBY inclination on the individual level we found that it is 

hardly present among local residents. The same holds for actual oppositional 

activities against waste facilities. Oppositional activities against waste facilities 

come predominantly from local interest groups. The local residents in these 

interest groups represent a larger group and in this way contribute to a significant 

amount of opposition. The findings in the social psychological part of the multiple 

case study shed light on the perceptions of the members of these local interest 

groups. The fact that the number of residents that oppose a waste facility is rather 

limited does not imply that this opposition is not important. In chapter 2 we noted 

that oppositional behaviour against facility siting has second order social dilemma 
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characteristics: residents have to ask themselves whether or not they want to 

invest time and energy in opposing a waste facility. This mechanism importantly 

reduces the number of people that oppose a waste facility, despite negative 

perceptions associated with waste facilities. 

12.6 Local residents and waste facility siting 

A remarkably large amount of public perception research (Ehrenfeld et al., 1989; 

Lober, 1993; Petts, 1992, 1994, 1995; Rabe, 1991; Wolsink, 1994) has identified the 

failure to involve the public early in fundamental discussions about necessity and 

alternatives, as an important cause of opposition to infrastructure. According to 

these authors, the fundamental issue in waste management is concerned with the 

extent to which the objections of residents are actually taken into consideration 

during decision making. In section 12.4 we showed that collaborative planning 

positively influences decision-making processes by preventing the polarization of 

the debate between two advocacy coalitions. The findings in international 

perception research provide a second argument for implementing collaborative 

planning. In fact, collaborative planning is a logical continuation of the broad 

conception of risk communication as is for instance advocated by Kasperson et al. 

(1992). Building on the work of Sandman (1985) these authors argue that local 

residents should be involved in all negotiations from the beginning and 

throughout the process, and all plans and positions should be presented as 

provisional. They state that the traditional approach to siting - decide, announce 

and defend - will serve only to generate conflict, anger and distrust. 

 

Collaborative planning in this context goes beyond the ideas that are formulated 

under the heading of ‘Groen Poldermodel’. This is a environmental friendly 

variant of the socio-economic ‘Poldermodel’, the consultation model that helps 

employers and employees to solve (potential) conflicts. In chapter 1 we noted that 

in the green variant environmental stakes are represented too. This representation 

is taken care of by stakeholders such as national environmental interest groups. In 

effective collaborative planning, local residents need to play an important part in 

the decision-making process. Soeterbroek & Tom (1999) remark that at the Dutch 

national level a decreasing attention is paid to local residents as stakeholders in 

the decision-making process. Too easily is it assumed that other administrative 

bodies and interest groups will represent local residents. That they do not do so is 

illustrated by the fact that in our case studies there was often no opposition from 

municipalities, but there was significant oppositional behaviour of local residents 
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and other policy actors. Municipalities were aiming at a package deal, but this 

package deal, an acceptable solution for municipalities, did not imply an 

acceptance of the facility by local residents and other policy actors. This is 

congruent with the finding by Spies et al. (1998) that leaders of a community were 

more supportive of local waste facility siting than other community residents. The 

major determinant of leaders' acceptance of waste siting was their perception of 

the economic benefits of a facility to the community. Although this was also 

important to residents, perceptions of health, safety, and environmental 

contamination risks had stronger effects on their acceptance of such facilities. 

 

The results in the social psychological part of the multiple case study provide 

important insight into the mechanism behind the findings of international 

perception research. Although the NIMBY inclination is in general moderate to 

weak, the level of the NIMBY inclination is higher in uncertain situations. 

Moreover, only in uncertain situations is the NIMBY inclination relevant to not 

accepting a waste facility. This uncertainty is caused respectively by: (a) the 

planning process; and (b) the type of waste facility to be sited. Furthermore, there 

are indications that the level of procedural unfairness influences the uncertainty of 

a situation. According to this line of reasoning procedural unfairness decreases the 

predictability of the outcome of a decision-making process and herewith increases 

uncertainty. The antecedents of the NIMBY inclination are personal norms, the 

perceived risk and the perceived costs. The personal norm has a relatively stable 

contribution, but the perceived risk and the perceived costs increase in uncertain 

situations. Moreover, the larger perceived risk and perceived costs completely 

explain the larger NIMBY inclination in an uncertain situation. 

 

The impact of collaborative planning on uncertainty and negative consequences 

associated with waste facilities is three-fold. The first effect is that by directly 

including local residents in the planning process the effect of uncertainty as the 

result of inexperience with a waste facility is reduced as much as possible. We 

think that with respect to the taking away of these kinds of uncertainties the 

current policy in physical planning is highly inadequate. The current practice 

often is that, as a result of a surpassed sufficiency level of the HSM, 4 local residents 

start to gather information. In chapter 2 we described that the sufficiency level 

refers to the amount of information processing a person considers sufficient for 

holding an attitude towards a certain subject. As is known from the literature 
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(WRR, 1998), this happens in a phase of the decision-making process when plans 

have become more explicit. A frustrating aspect for administrative bodies is that in 

this phase a lot of time, money and effort have already been invested. If the 

interaction between local residents and administrative bodies embarks at this 

point in the decision-making process it is already too late, as uncertainty and 

perceptions of negative consequences have grown already. 

 

As a second effect of collaborative planning, the perception of procedural 

unfairness can be reduced. In open plan processes the actions of those politically 

responsible are visible and the lines of reasoning become explicit. It this way 

decision-making processes are no 'black boxes' anymore. The direct verifiability of 

the processes therefore is likely to have a positive influence towards diminishing 

the uncertainty of the situation. 

 

A third effect is that in open plan processes only those implementations of the 

waste management function will be accepted that create as few uncertainties as 

possible. With respect to the type of facility the analyses showed that for the 

various facilities there are different kinds of uncertainties and thus different 

perceptions of negative consequences involved. The highest perception of risk, 

especially in the planning phase, was with landfills. The risk associated with 

composting plants is much lower: therefore these facilities have a better chance 

than landfills in open plan processes. We return to this subject in section 12.9, 

where we discuss the implications for waste policy. 

12.7 Recommendations for further research 

A remarkable aspect about the field of planning is that a lot of those who practise 

and study it have little understanding of those who are affected by it. In order to 

support collaborative planning, the study of perceptions and opposition should 

get much more attention than it is currently given. The myth of the NIMBY 

syndrome that has managed to flourish for several years (and despite this study 

probably will continue to flourish) indicates that the field lacks empirical results 

about the perceptions and opposition of local residents whose local environments 

are subject to planning processes. As a consequence, accumulating assumptions 

that appeal to a certain logic, but are not necessarily true, hamper necessary 

growth in knowledge in the field of planning. Critical, empirical studies of all 

relevant objects in planning processes should prevent this. Moreover, in this study 

the combination of political science and social psychology has appeared to be 
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quite powerful. From the field of network analysis (Granovetter, 1981) we know 

that new ideas often enter the field from a ‘marginal area‘. Therefore it could be 

fruitful for the field of planning to be more susceptible to ideas from other 

disciplines. 

 

With regard to nuclear power stations it is known that the attitudes of neighbours 

become more positive, compared to the attitudes of others, as a consequence of 

familiarity with the facility. The explanation of these findings can be found in 

behaviour as well as in changed attitudes. People who do not accept the risk can 

move out of the region and others who are less rejective replace them. The average 

acceptance level rises this way, although the psychological stress for the ones who 

cannot move, for example because they cannot afford it financially, may be worse. 

Another explanation for decreased levels of risk perception is dissonance-

reduction. This phenomenon is part of the theory of cognitive dissonance 

(Festinger, 1957). When people hold beliefs and views which do not correspond 

with their behaviour and their perception of the situation, these people are in a 

state of dissonance between their cognitions, which is causing feelings of 

discomfort. To reduce the stress-feelings the cognitive dissonance should be 

reduced, which can be done by two strategies: anyone perceiving their situation as 

risky because they are living near a nuclear reactor could either move out (change 

of behaviour) or repress his risk perceptions. Ester et al. (1983) suggested that 

people living near a nuclear power station are repressing the significance of the 

negative consequences, motivated by a lack of cognitive consonance. 

 

A process model of attitude formation can provide important knowledge about 

the mechanism behind the reduction of cognitive dissonance. The findings in this 

study are quite clear about the relevance of prospect theory, which predicts that in 

uncertain situations the perceived negative consequences will be larger. This 

implies that in a planning situation the cognitive dissonance is the largest. We 

showed that the representativeness heuristic and the availability heuristic might 

be reasons for smaller perceived risk in situations of experience with a waste 

facility. These heuristics are likely to influence uncertainty and therefore lower 

perceptions. We did not show which heuristics played an intermediary part with 

regard to cognitive consonance, however. A more detailed study is necessary to 

bring this into the limelight.  
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The present study shows that decision-making processes increase uncertainty. The 

way that social processes create uncertainties and larger risk perceptions is 

therefore a factor that needs closer examination. From a more pragmatic point of 

view, the effectiveness of collaborative planning on the reduction of perceived risk 

would be an interesting subject for study. This means that several approaches in 

process architecture should be compared with respect to their ability to decrease 

uncertainties among local residents and other stakeholders. 

 

Other areas that deserve more research effort are social dilemmas in a real-life 

context. We showed that these are often multi-layered, with a different dilemma in 

each layer. This implies that the set-up of a lot of experimental social dilemma 

research is too simple to have external validity. The complexity of a real-life multi-

layered social dilemma is not very viable for the idea of the rational actor. It makes 

more sense to choose for a model in which heuristics are attenuated with 

systematic processing in order to deal with the situation. Ostrom (1998) showed, 

based on empirical findings, that in social dilemmas individualists can achieve 

results that are ‘better than rational’. She argues that reciprocity, trust and 

reputation can help to overcome the temptation of short-run self-interest. 

Therefore she proposes to develop ‘second-generation models of rationality’ in 

which the thin model of rationality is expanded with heuristics, norms and rules. 

 

Another point of consideration for further research is that our findings about the 

NIMBY inclination in waste facility siting possibly cannot be generalized to other 

types of infrastructure. Associated with different infrastructure there might be 

different risks and a different personal norm about shifting these risks onto others. 

In this study we found that the NIMBY inclination at a relatively low risk level 

plays only a small part in the planning phase. As low risk levels are not 

uncommon in planning processes this is an important finding. In order to find out 

whether or not this is also the case at different risk levels additional research is 

needed. 

12.8 Implications for physical planning 

In this study we found that the NIMBY inclination is hardly present on the local and 

the individual level. On the individual level the NIMBY inclination is 

predominantly moderated by the perceived risk of local residents. This perceived 

risk results from uncertainties that can be severely reduced in the decision-making 

process. Therefore the assumed NIMBY inclination cannot be considered a 
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legitimate foundation for the ‘Tracéwet’5 and the ‘NIMBY-wet’.6 Moreover, this 

implies that the critics that we mentioned in chapter 1 - on the continuing 

redistribution of responsibilities and competences over the last ten years - seem to 

have been right. 

 

In the first chapter we discussed the current developments in physical planning. 

One of the most recent developments is a plan to change the WRO
7 fundamentally. 

This plan is predominantly a result of the ‘Spatial Development Politics’ report by 

the WRR. The new WRO will be in line with the ideas of the WRR about ‘national 

projects’, ‘development areas’ and ‘basic areas’. This will again imply a 

redistribution of responsibilities and competences. Another pillar under the 

proposals of the WRR to improve the quality of physical planning policy was 

stakeholder planning. The plans to implement this second recommendation of the 

WRR were much less explicit, however. When we combine the plan to change the 

WRO with our doubt whether stakeholder planning will be realized in the short 

term, the WRR report will work as a Trojan horse. In the context of dominant 

coalitions with a policy belief that is hierarchical and directed at the realization of 

waste disposal capacity, it is likely that the stakeholder approach will be neglected 

and the importance of a new WRO will be stressed. This is a result of defending the 

hierarchical policy core by changing some secondary aspects, but at the same time 

strengthening the planning hierarchy. For the decision-making structure in 

physical planning this implies that it remains incompetent to deal with different 

perspectives in an efficient way. A quote from the green paper (VROM, 2000) with 

respect to waste facility siting that illustrates the hierarchical character of the act 

under discussion: 

 

“The specific responsibility of national and provincial government in the 

development of their respective areas can become manifest in the indication of 

locations. Examples of such an indication are: to indicate on the provincial level a 

location for waste management in order to execute the provincial waste policy, 

and to indicate on the national level a location for storing waste that results from 

deepening waterways and harbours. The controversial character of this last 

example underlines the need for other implementation instruments than those 

present in the current WRO.” (VROM, 2000, p. 35) 
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The new WRO - with a not fully elaborated stakeholder approach - is likely to have 

a negative impact on perceived uncertainties. This is in fact a step away from the 

involvement of the local residents. As a result the uncertainties about the 

consequences of waste facility siting will increase. These uncertainties result from 

the fact that in ‘development areas’ and ‘national projects’ authorities at a higher 

level will take decisions. It is likely that this results in a decrease in the provision 

of information to local residents. Moreover, we expect that the perceived 

legitimacy of higher authorities to decide on the physical environment of local 

residents is lower. Another point of concern is again that local residents have no 

say in the type of waste facility that will be created in their vicinity. This subject 

will be dealt with in the next section. 

12.9 Implications for waste policy 

In a comparison of waste management in the Netherlands and Bavaria, Eberg 

(1997) concluded that there are two important coalitions in the Netherlands that 

support the incineration of municipal solid waste. These are the Thermal 

Recycling Coalition, which consists of waste companies, the VVAV
8 and other 

actors in the waste management sector; and the Incineration Supervision 

Coalition, which consists of VROM,9 the provinces, the municipalities, the AOO
10 and 

the RIVM.11 The latter one is the dominant coalition. In the current study, which 

does not explicitly focus on the incineration of waste, in the six cases studied we 

identified three dominant coalitions on the local level that strive for the creation of 

waste disposal capacity. These coalitions make an effort to comply with the waste 

policy of the AOO. This shows that the beliefs of the nationally dominant 

Incineration Supervision Coalition can be retrieved at the local level. The attention 

paid to waste reduction, waste processing and recycling of waste in the locally 

dominant coalitions is relatively small. 

 

The analyses showed that there are also policy actors who want to stress waste 

reduction and the type of waste processing. These actors have the ‘waste policy 

from an egalitarian/individualistic perspective’ policy belief system. The conflict 

in waste facility siting is predominantly between the two coalitions with 

hierarchists and egalitarians in them. This is a typical example of a polarized 

debate in which ideas about waste reduction and waste processing get less 

attention, because the dominant coalition is directed at creating waste disposal 

capacity. This polarization is the consequence of the characteristics of the current 

planning system in which administrative bodies are led into the temptation to use 
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the planning hierarchy to achieve their aims. Hence, in order to prevent the 

emergence of dominant coalitions and polarization, the hierarchical traits of the 

planning system should be discarded. 

 

Waste policy in the Netherlands has grown to the national level. In the creation of 

the LAP
12 a ‘sounding-board’ has been established. Nevertheless, waste policy has 

rather strong top-down characteristics because there are no real opportunities for 

local residents to influence the type of waste facility that will be created in their 

vicinity. In other words: environmental problems become manifest primarily at 

the local level, but at this level discussion about the technology producing these 

problems is no longer allowed (Wolsink, 1994). Gore (1992) recognises that 

environmental awareness, also of global environmental problems, begins with the 

concerns about local environmental impact. He even calls the NIMBY inclination a 

healthy trend for this reason. Wolsink (1994) notes that the Dutch authorities are 

trying to improve environmental awareness and behaviour with comprehensive 

mass-media campaigns, but when people have that awareness and defend their 

environment they are supposed to have a NIMBY inclination. This implies that the 

hierarchism in current physical planning discourages environmental awareness. In 

order to create more opportunities for local ideas about waste management, Dutch 

waste policy has to become less hierarchical. In this less hierarchical system the 

part played by the AOO in waste policy has to become more modest. 

 

As an alternative to the current centralistic approach, the way in which waste 

management is implemented should be left to the collaborative planning process. 

In this view the role of administrative bodies should shift from ‘centralistic 

planner’ to director of local decision making about waste management projects. In 

fact this is a specific type of process architecture. In process architecture the 

process starts with the identification of the stakeholders. In a process of 

negotiation these actors bring in their interests and start to look for a problem 

definition and acceptable solutions. The product of the process often has the 

characteristics of a package deal: a set of agreements that is appealing to all the 

actors involved (De Bruijn & Ten Heuvelhof, 1998). An important agreement is 

that about the commitment to the outcome of the process. One can agree for 

instance that administrative bodies will not ask higher bodies to overrule the 

outcome, or that the outcome of the process will not be a subject for a referendum, 

or that stakeholders will accept the outcome even when it is not completely theirs. 



Conclusions 214 

 

These ideas about waste management and therewith ideas about how to deal with 

environmental risks are congruent with the ideas about ‘sub politics’ of Beck 

(1992). Beck introduces the concept of the ‘risk society’ as a successor of the 

industrial society. His theory is based on the idea that social conflicts in our 

society are becoming less about the distribution of prosperity, and more about the 

distribution of risks. In a risk society the focus shifts from the ‘distribution of 

goods’ to the ‘distribution of bads’. According to Beck it is not possible to control 

societal risks from a central level. What are needed are new types of direct, 

decentralized politics – ‘sub politics’. Beck calls this a politicising from below. He 

wants to create opportunities for different kinds of expertise and perspectives. 

Pertaining to waste facility siting collaborative planning processes and process 

architecture provide these opportunities. In a real collaborative planning process 

all stakeholders should have the opportunity to set the agenda. No actor should 

have the opportunity to create barriers that prevent other actors from entering the 

arena and bringing their issues to the attention (Van Baren, 2001). In this way 

different perspectives inevitably become part of the policy discourse. 

 

It should be noted, however, that a more or less hybrid solution between 

hierarchical planning and process architecture at the local level is not likely to be 

effective for stakeholder inclusion. The reason for this is that local residents and 

other stakeholders are not very eager to join abstract, time-consuming planning 

processes that only indirectly influence the local environment. In order to facilitate 

stakeholder inclusion, stakeholders should be given improved opportunities to 

enter the planning process. This means that stakeholders, who earlier were not 

motivated to enter the process, are allowed to enter after all. Moreover, these 

stakeholders, who were not in the process from the start, should be allowed to 

deal with fundamental issues. This means that all relevant subjects are kept open 

for discussion. 

 

A prerequisite for a less centralistic approach in waste management and physical 

planning is that the hierarchical aspects in the plan for the new WRO, as it is 

proposed in the Green Paper, will not be implemented. An aspect in the current 

Green Paper that will probably frustrate collaborative planning is the idea to give 

provinces and national government the possibility to create their own zoning 

schemes for important policy (VROM, 2000). Moreover, the proposal should be 
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adapted in such a way that the new WRO will facilitate collaborative planning 

processes. In order to do so the right to enter a decision-making process at any 

time the stakeholder perceives that its interests are at stake should be incorporated 

into the new WRO. Furthermore, there should be no formal barriers for setting any 

fundamental issue on the agenda: that is the most frequent strategic move for 

excluding actors that want to add new perspectives to the discourse and to the 

agenda of the decision-making process. 

 
Notes 
 
1 Advocacy Coalition Framework 
2 Afvalverwerking Oostelijk Zuid-Limburg [Waste management Eastern South Limburg] 
3 Wetenschappelijke Raad voor het Regeringsbeleid [Scientific Council for Governmental 

Policy] 
4 Heuristic Systematic Model 
5 Bill on Trajectories 
6 NIMBY Bill 
7 Wet op de Ruimtelijke Ordening [Town and Country Planning Act] 
8 Vereniging van Afvalverwerkers [Association of Waste Disposers] 
9 Ministerie van Volksgezondheid, Ruimtelijke Ordening en Milieu [Ministry for Housing, 

Regional Development and the Environment] 
10 Afval Overleg Orgaan [Waste Management Council] 
11 Rijksinstituut voor Volksgezondheid en Milieuhygiëne [National Institute for Public 

Health and the Environment] 
12 Landelijk Afvalbeheer Plan [National Waste Management Plan] 
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Appendix A 
 

Intermediate case selection results 

table A-1: The list of 35 projects resulting from the third phase in the selection procedure 
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lo
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ti
on

 o
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he
 

fa
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lit
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C
on
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ov
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A
 

1 Afvalverwerkingsinstallatie ‘De Marssen’ te Zwolle [Waste disposal facility ‘De 
Marssen’ in Zwolle’] 

Y 

2 Afvalberging ‘Lickebaert; te Vlaardingen [Waste storage ‘Lickebaert’ in Vlaardingen] Y 
3 Stortplaats ‘Landgraaf’ [Landfill ‘Landgraaf’] Y 
4 Stortplaats ‘Spinder’ [Landfill ‘Spinder’] Y 
5 Afvalberging ‘Schinnen/Spaubeek’ [Waste storage ‘Schinnen/Spaubeek’] Y 
6 Afvalverwerking regio Oost-Veluwe te Voorst en wijziging composteerinstallatie ‘VAR’ 

te Voorst [Waste disposal region ‘Oost Veluwe’ in Voorst and modification of 
composting plant ‘VAR’ in Voorst] 

Y 

7 Compostfabriek ‘Noord-Limburg’ [Compost factory ‘Noord-Limburg’] N 
8 Huisvuilcentrale AVI ‘Boekelermeer’ te Alkmaar[Municipality waste incinerating plant 

‘Boekelermeer’ in Alkmaar] 
Y 

9 Afvalverwijderingsinrichting ‘SOW-CAW’ te Wieringermeer [Waste disposal facility 
‘SOW-CAW’ in Wieringenmeer] 

Y 

10 Composteringsinrichting ‘Moerdijk’ [Composting facility ‘Moerdijk’] Y 
11 Nieuwe Roosteroven ‘AV-Rijnmond’[New Roasting furnace ‘AV-Rijnmond’] N 
12 Integrale Huisvuilcentrale te Leiden [Municipality waste plant in Leiden] Y 
13 GFT-vergistingsinstallatie ‘AV Rijnmond’ [Fermentation facility for Fruit- Garden and 

Vegetable waste ‘AV-Rijnmond’] 
N 

14 Draaitrommeloven 10 ‘AVR-Chemie’ [Tumble drum furnace 10 ‘AVR-Chemical’] N 
15 Berging van chemisch afval op ‘Bovenveld’ te Hardenberg [Storage of chemical waste at 

‘Bovenveld’ in Hardenberg] 
N 

16 GFT-composteringsinrichting en ‘AVIRA’ verbrandingslijn te Duiven [Fruit, Garden and 
Vegetable waste composting plant and expansion of ‘AVIRA’ incineration unit in 
Duiven] 

Y 

17 Afvalverwerkingsinstallatie ‘Boeldershoek’ [Waste disposal facility ‘Boeldershoek’] N 
18 Stortplaats ‘’t Klooster’ [Landfill ‘’t Klooster’] Y 
19 Opslag en verwerking van chemisch afval bij ‘Ecoservice’ te Dordrecht [Storage and 

processing of chemical waste at ‘Ecoservice’ in Dordrecht] 
N 

20 Vuilverwerking ‘Aanschoterweg’ te Barneveld [Waste disposal ‘Aanschoterweg’ in 
Barneveld] 

N 

21 ‘BFI’ Overlaad- en verwerkingsinrichting voor afvalstoffen te Delft [‘BFI’ Transshipping 
and processing unit for waste in Delft] 

N 

22 Uitbreiding ‘Hoogers Chemisch Afval’ te Geldrop [Expansion ‘Hoogers Chemical 
Waste’ in Geldrop 

N 

23 Afvalverwerking ‘De Jong Gorcum’ te Gorinchem [Waste disposal ‘De Jong Gorcum’ in 
Gorinchem] 

N 

24 Vliegassilo’s op de Maasvlakte [Fly ash silos at the Maasvlakte] N 
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25 Scheidings- en composteringsinstallatie ‘Wateringen’ [Separating- and composting 
facility ‘Wateringen’] 

N 

26 Bewerkingseenheid voor afgewerkte olie ‘Paktank/Texaco’ te Botlek [Processing unit for 
used oil ‘Paktank/Texaco’ in Botlek] 

N 

27 Behandelingsinstallatie voor AVI-slakken te Dordrecht [Processing facility for 
Incineration slags in Dordrecht] 

N 

28 CBE voor afgewerkte olie en oliehoudende afvalstoffen te Lelystad [Processing unit for 
used oil and oil-containing waste in Lelystad] 

N 

29 Uitbreiding GFT-composterings-capaciteit ‘VAM-Wijster’ [Expansion of Fruit, Garden 
and vegetable waste composting capacity ‘VAM-Wijster’] 

Y 

30 Be- en verwerking van fotografische reststoffen bij ‘Van Vlodrop’ te Bergen op Zoom 
[Processing and disposal of photographical residues at ‘Van Vlodrop’ in Bergen op 
Zoom]  

N 

31 CBE voor afgewerkte (smeer)olie van ‘North Refinery’ te Delftzijl [Processing unit for 
used (lubricating)oil of ‘North Refinery’ in Delftzijl] 

N 

32 Ophoging regionale stortplaats ‘Nauernasche Polder’ [Heightening regional landfill 
‘Nauernasche Polder’] 

N 

33 Vuilstortplaats ‘Braambergen’ te Almere [Landfill ‘Braambergen’ in Almere] Y 
34 GFT-bewerkingsinrichting ‘Koningspleij-Noord’ [Fruit- Garden- and Vegetable waste 

processing facility ‘Koningspleij-Noord’] 
Y 

35 Oprichting metaal-recycling installatie te Rotterdam-Europoort [Starting up metal 
recycling facility in Rotterdam Europoort] 

N 

AY = Controversial; N = Not Controversial 

table A-2: The list of 15 projects resulting from the fourth phase of the selection procedure 
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1 Afvalverwerkingsinstalla-
tie ‘De Marssen’ te Zwolle 
[Waste disposal facility ‘De 
Marssen’ in Zwolle’] 

Pc Ru Zwolle, 
Dalfsen, 
Hasselt, 
Loonhorst 

R 2  D 50 
hectare 

1989-
present 

2 Afvalberging ‘Lickebaert; 
te Vlaardingen [Waste 
storage ‘Lickebaert’ in 
Vlaardingen] 

Pc Ur Vlaardingen, 
Schiedam, 
Maassluis 

R 0.5-1  D 9.4 
million 
m3 

1988-
1991 

3 Stortplaats ‘Landgraaf’ 
[Landfill ‘Landgraaf’] 

Pc Ru Landgraaf. 
Nieuwen-
hagen, 
Waubach, 
Abdischen-
bosch 

R 2-5 C Not 
known 
but very 
large 

1989-
1994 

4 Stortplaats ‘Spinder’ 
[Landfill ‘Spinder’] 

Pc Ru Tilburg, Loon 
op Zand 

R 1-2 C 4.4 
million 
m3 

1990-
1993 
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5 Afvalberging 
‘Schinnen/Spaubeek’ 
[Waste storage 
‘Schinnen/Spaubeek’] 

Pc Ru-
Ur 

Schinnen, 
Nuth, Beek 

R 1-2 C Schin: 7.3 
million 
m3 

Spau: 3.3 
million 
m3 

1990-
1993 

6 Afvalverwerking regio 
Oost-Veluwe te Voorst en 
wijziging composteer-
installatie ‘VAR’ te Voorst 
[Waste disposal region 
‘Oost Veluwe’ in Voorst 
and modification of 
composting plant ‘VAR’ in 
Voorst] 

Pt Ru Voorst, 
Apeldoorn 

R 4-8 C Landfil1: 
5 million 
ton 
Comp: 
200.000 
ton per 
year 

1995-
present 

7 Huisvuilcentrale AVI 
‘Boekelermeer’ te Alkmaar 
[Municipality waste 
incinerating plant 
‘Boekelermeer’ in Alkmaar] 

Pc-
Pt 

Ru Alkmaar, 
Schermer, 
Heiloo 

R 1 C 385.000 
ton per 
year 

1990-
1992 

8 Afvalverwijderingsinrich-
ting ‘SOW-CAW’ te 
Wieringermeer [Waste 
disposal facility ‘SOW-
CAW’ in Wieringenmeer] 

Pc-
Pt 

Ru Wieringen-
meer, 
Noorder-
koggenland, 
Medemblik, 
Opperdons 

R 1 C Landfill: 
70 
hectare. 
Comp: 
225.000 
ton per 
year. 

1990-
1993 

9 Composteringsinrichting 
‘Moerdijk’ [Composting 
facility ‘Moerdijk’] 

Pt In Klundert, 
Moerdijk 

R 3-4 C 100.000 
ton per 
year 

1990-
1993 

10 Integrale Huisvuilcentrale 
te Leiden [Integral 
municipal waste plant in 
Leiden] 

Pc-
Pt 

Ur Katwijk aan 
de Rijn, 
Zoeterwoude, 
Leiden, 
Voorschoten, 
Valkenburg, 
Warmond 

R 0.5 D 100.000 
ton per 
year 

1991-
present 

11 GFT-composterings-
inrichting en ‘AVIRA’ 
verbrandingslijn te Duiven 
[Fruit, Garden and 
Vegetable waste 
composting plant and 
expansion of ‘AVIRA’ 
incineration unit in 
Duiven] 

Pc In Duiven, 
Lathum, 
Westervoort, 
Arnhem 

R 1 C - 
D 

Comp: 
40.000 
ton per 
year. 
Incin: 
460.000 
ton per 
year. 

1991-
1996 

12 Stortplaats ‘’t Klooster’ 
[Landfill ‘’t Klooster’] 

Pt Ru Nieuwegein R 0.5 D 4.8 
million 
m3 

1991-
present 

13 Uitbreiding GFT-
composterings-capaciteit 
‘VAM-Wijster’ [Expansion 
of Fruit, Garden and 
Vegetable waste 
composting capacity 
‘VAM-Wijster’] 

Pt Ru Drijber, 
Wijster, 
Pesse, 
Stuifzand, 
Spier, de 
Haar, 
Tiendeveen, 
Hoogeveen 

N 3-8 C 400.000 
ton per 
year 

1993-
present 
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14 Vuilstortplaats 
‘Braambergen’ te Almere 
[Landfill ‘Braambergen’ in 
Almere] 

Pc Ru Almere, 
Huizen 

R 2-6 C 1.75 
million 
m3 

1993-
1996 

15 GFT-bewerkingsinrichting 
‘Koningspleij-Noord’ 
[Fruit- Garden- and 
Vegetable waste processing 
facility ‘Koningspleij-
Noord’] 

Pt Ru Arnhem, 
Westervoort 

R 1 D 90.000 
ton per 
year 

1994-
1996 

APc = Public; Pt = Private 
BRu = Rural; Ur = Urban; In = Industrial 

CR = Regional; N = National 
DC = Continued; D = Discontinued 
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Non-abbreviated items (chapter 6) 

table 6.1: The NIMBY inclination 

Item 
- I do not accept a waste facility in my neighbourhood because I think that somebody else 

would not accept it in his/her own neighbourhood. 
- Because a waste facility ultimately has to be built somewhere, I do not reject a waste 

facility in my neighbourhood in advance. 
- If good arguments can be found for siting a waste facility in my neighbourhood instead of 

in someone else’s neighbourhood, I will accept such a facility. 
- As far as I am concerned, a waste facility should be sited in somebody else’s vicinity. 
- I do not feel like shouldering the burden of a problem that is also caused by others, by 

accepting a waste facility in my vicinity. 
- It is quite stupid to accept a waste facility in your own vicinity. 
- I would not consider it fair if a waste facility were to be sited in my neighbourhood. 
- Siting a waste facility in my neighbourhood is in conflict with my ideas about equality 

between persons. 

table 6.2: The personal norm with respect to commitment 

Item 
- They expect me to disapprove of the siting of a waste facility in my neighbourhood. 
- I promised others that I would reject the siting of a waste facility in my vicinity. 

table 6.3: Benefits associated with the waste facility 

Item 
- It prevents us from being inconvenienced by our own waste. 
- It is a source of employment. 
- It is a sound way of managing waste, which is friendly to the environment. 
- It ensures that raw materials will be used in the most efficient way. 
- It is from an economic point of view the best solution for the waste problem. 
- It is, considering the use of physical material, the best solution for the waste problem. 
- It is based on a technique which will be suitable for use in the years to come. 

table 6.4: Costs associated with the waste facility 

Item 
- It smells. 
- It causes noise pollution. 
- It attracts insects. 
- It causes nuisance from birds. 
- It has an adverse effect on the landscape. 
- It disturbs the existing flora and fauna. 
- It causes litter in our environment. 
- It causes a lot of traffic on our roads. 
- It is very ugly. 
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table 6.5: Health consequences associated with the waste facility  

Item 
- It emits dangerous gasses. 
- It contaminates our drinking water. 
- It affects our health. 

 

table 6.7: Risk associated with the waste facility 

Item 
- In my view such a waste facility is not dangerous. 
- The possibility of accidents with such a waste facility frightens me. 
- Such a waste facility in your own vicinity is actually a time bomb. 
- Such a waste facility might affect my health in the long term. 
- It might be that there is a certain risk involved with such a waste facility, but I am willing 

to accept it. 
- Such a waste facility causes predominantly nuisance. 
- It is not more dangerous to live in the neighbourhood of such a waste facility than it is 

anywhere else. 

table 6.8: Evaluation of sensory perception 

Item 
- When I can smell a waste facility located in my neighbourhood, I consider this as… 
- When I can hear a waste facility located in my neighbourhood, I consider this as… 
- When I can see a waste facility located in my neighbourhood, I consider this as… 

table 6.9: Evaluation of the type of facility 

Item 
- The proposal to site a landfill in my neighbourhood, I consider as … 
- The proposal to site an incinerator in my neighourhood, I consider as … 
- The proposal to site a composting plant in my neighbourhood, I consider as … 

table 6.10: The intention to accept the waste facility 

Item 
- To what extent were you a proponent or an opponent of the planned facility? 

table 6.11: Reported opposition to the waste facility 

Item 
- I collected signatures to a petition against the waste facility. 
- I signed a petition against the waste facility. 
- I wrote a letter protesting about the waste facility. 
- I attended a hearing about the waste facility. 
- I hired a lawyer. 
- I organized a protest action against the waste facility. 
- I took part in a protest action against the waste facility. 
- I gathered information when the intention to site a waste facility in this neighbourhood 

became public. 
- I protested against the waste facility in another way. 
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table 6.12: Motivation to process information about waste facilities 

Item 
- I wanted to know what the influence on health would be. 
- I wanted to know what the influence on nature and the environment would be. 
- I wanted to know whether this would have an adverse effect on our living environment. 

table 6.13: Use of sources to obtain information about waste facilities 

Item 
- How often in the past two years did you read news about waste management when this 

was mentioned in your newspaper, neighbourhood newsletter or family magazine? 
- How often in the past two years did you speak with others about waste management? 

This could have happened for instance at home, at work, at a club or somewhere else. 
- How often in the past two years did you see news on television that concerned waste 

management? This could have happened for instance in the news broadcast or in a 
current affairs programme. 

table 6.14: Information processing about waste facility siting 

Item 
- The pro-nature and pro-environment organizations defended the same interests as the 

local population. 
- The developer/the waste company was a proponent/opponent/not involved. 
- The interests of their own residents were the most important for the municipal council. 
- The pro-nature and pro-environment organizations were proponents/opponents/not 

involved. 
- Because residents of other municipalities have protested against the siting of the waste 

facility, they have saddled us with it. 
- The province took insufficient care of the stakes of the local residents. 
- Because of a lack of protest by the local residents it was quite easy to site a waste facility 

here. 
- The municipality made the plans for the waste facility public in time. 
- It was evident that the ideas of the province were more important for the municipal 

council than those of their own residents. 
- The municipal council listened more closely to the plans of the waste company than to 

their own residents. 
- Other municipalities have arranged it in such a way that the construction of a waste 

facility in our community became unavoidable. 
- The province was a proponent/opponent/not involved. 
- The municipal council immediately involved all relevant parties. 
- The local residents who banded themselves together are responsible for the duration of 

the decision making. 
- The municipal council was a proponent/opponent/not involved. 
- The local residents who did not band themselves together are responsible for the duration 

of the decision making. 
- The municipal council is responsible for the duration of the decision making. 
- The waste company is responsible for the duration of the decision making. 
- Only when there was no way back did the municipal council inform the local residents. 
- The pro-nature and pro-environment organizations are responsible for the duration of the 

decision making. 
- The national government was a proponent/opponent/not involved. 
- The province is responsible for the duration of the decision making. 
- The municipal council first took the decision together with the province and the waste 

company; we were informed only afterwards. 
- The waste company tried very hard to have the facility here. 
- Other municipalities who opposed the plans to site the waste facility on their territory are 
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responsible for the duration of the decision making. 
- The national government is responsible for the duration of the decision making. 
- The decision-making process took a long time. 
- The decision-making process took a too long a time. 

table 6.15: Information processing about the stakes that are taken care of 

Item 
- The stakes of the waste company are taken care of well/badly. 
- The stakes of the pro-nature and pro-environment organizations are taken care of 

well/badly. 
- The stakes of the municipal council are taken care of well/badly. 
- The stakes of the province are taken care of well/badly. 
- The stakes of the national government are taken care of well/badly. 
- The stakes of other municipalities are taken care of well/badly. 
- The stakes of the residents who banded themselves together are taken care of well/badly. 
- The stakes of the residents who did not band themselves together are taken care of 

well/badly. 

table 6.16: Social cohesion 

Item 
- To what extent do you feel that you are a member of the community (the group of people) 

in this neighbourhood? 
- How often do you visit people in the neighbourhood or do they visit you? 
- How well do people know each other in this neighbourhood? 

table 6.17: Opinion of referents and motivation to comply 

Item 
- Friends, family or acquaintances thought I should oppose the planned facility. 
- How important is the opinion of your friends, family or acquaintances for you with 

respect to waste facility siting? 
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Results of the Q-sort technique 

table C-1: The policy actors and their factor loadings 

# Actor Case Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 
6 Independent administr. body D 0.73X 0.13 0.19 

10 Provincial politicianC D 0.75X -0.04 0.21 
12 Municipal civil servantH N 0.43X 0.34 0.20 
15 Prov. pro-environment group N 0.53X 0.07 0.16 
20 Prov. pro-environment group Z 0.83X 0.00 0.31 
24 Regional officialB Z 0.47X 0.14 0.20 
27 Municipal politicianD Lg 0.41X 0.33 0.19 
36 Municipal civil servantCL L 0.44X 0.33 0.06 
38 Private organisation L 0.40X 0.33 0.22 
40 Municipal politicianC L 0.57X 0.13 0.30 
44 Provincial politicianC W 0.62X 0.04 0.27 

3 Private organisation D 0.22 0.53X 0.06 
7 Municipal politicianD D 0.00 0.50X 0.03 
9 Developer waste facility D 0.01 0.62X 0.16 

11 Provincial officialJ N 0.30 0.41X 0.14 
17 Developer waste facility N -0.11 0.44X -0.06 
19 Provincial officialA Z -0.01 0.63X 0.12 
23 Regional politicianA Z 0.31 0.58X -0.08 
25 Independent administr. body Lg 0.33 0.43X -0.03 
31 Municipal civil servantC Lg 0.15 0.42X 0.35 
32 Municipal civil servantB Lg 0.11 0.69X 0.11 
34 Developer waste facility L 0.13 0.51X 0.23 
45 Municipal politician W -0.17 0.48X 0.19 
47 Developer waste facility W 0.19 0.61X 0.14 
18 Regional official Z 0.08 0.26 0.42X 
22 Local pro-environment group Z 0.21 0.19 0.56X 
26 Local pro-environment group Lg 0.39 -0.06 0.52X 
28 Municipal civil servantI Lg 0.19 0.32 0.41X 
30 Local pro-environment group Lg 0.36 -0.08 0.70X 
33 Municipal civil servantFL L 0.17 0.39 0.60X 
35 Local pro-environment group L 0.20 0.11 0.73X 
41 Municipal civil servantGL L 0.22 0.22 0.41X 
46 Provincial officialC W 0.16 0.30 0.53X 
48 Local pro-environment group W 0.39 -0.06 0.62X 

2 Prov. pro-environment group D 0.62X 0.07 0.47X 
8 Municipal civil servantC D 0.40X 0.10 0.53X 

13 Prov. pro-environment group N 0.44X -0.11 0.58X 
14 Private organisation N 0.53X -0.15 0.60X 
42 Municipal politicianC L 0.54X 0.18 0.53X 
43 Prov. pro-environment group W 0.50X -0.01 0.47X 
16 Municipal politicianC N 0.04 0.50X 0.46X 
49 Municipal civil servantC W 0.49X 0.48X 0.15 

1 Local pro-environment group D 0.27 0.25 0.38 
4 Regional officialC D 0.30 0.31 0.34 
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5 Provincial officialE D 0.36 0.25 0.23 
21 Municipal civil servantC Z 0.10 0.33 0.39 
29 Developer waste facility Lg 0.29 0.40 0.36 
37 Provincial officialK L 0.39 0.38 0.06 
39 Municipal politicianL L 0.03 0.10 0.40  

A
Dep. of water management 

B
Dep. of legal affairs 

CDep. of environmental affairs 
D
Dep. of physical planning 

E
Dep. of permitting 

F
Dep. of building affairs 

G
Dep. of finances 

H
Member of a project bureau 

I
Dep. of land use 

J
Dep. of industrial development 

K
Dep. of waste management 

L
Official of another municipality 

table C-2: The statements with their ranking and normalized factor scores  

  Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 
# Statement Rnk Z Rnk Z Rnk Z 
1 Disclosures and enquiry procedures can best be 

organised during the holidays. 
 

-5 
 

-2.35 
 

-5 
 

-2.57 
 

-5 
 

-2.84 
2 The problem with the contributions from local 

residents is that these are often based on emotion. 
 

0 
 

-0.22 
 

4 
 

1.78 
 

0 
 

-0.42 
3 If the province designates a site for waste 

management the municipality has to co-operate. 
 

-2 
 

-0.95 
 

0 
 

-0.46 
 

-2 
 

-0.92 
4 Decisions that emerge with the full agreement of 

the local community are generally better decisions. 
 

4 
 

1.53 
 

0 
 

-0.38 
 

5 
 

1.74 
5 Decision making without the decisive influence of 

local residents is incorrect. 
 

1 
 

0.18 
 

1 
 

0.12 
 

4 
 

1.45 
6 A facility for waste management is a burden to just 

a few people, who therefore need to be 
compensated. 

 
2 

 
0.63 

 
2 

 
0.67 

 
3 

 
1.14 

7 According to local residents, a waste facility 
should be sited in the neighbourhood of others. 

 
1 

 
0.10 

 
3 

 
0.83 

 
-2 

 
-1.01 

8 If good arguments exist for siting a waste facility in 
a particular municipality instead of on the territory 
of another municipality, municipalities would 
accept such a facility. 

 
 
 

2 

 
 
 

0.34 

 
 
 

3 

 
 
 

0.84 

 
 
 

3 

 
 
 

1.30 
9 Landfilling should be prohibited. 3 0.69 -4 -2.21 -1 -0.47 

10 Separating fruit, vegetable and garden waste is a 
useful activity because this collected waste can also 
be used for fermenting or the production of biogas. 

 
 

4 

 
 

1.48 

 
 

3 

 
 

0.78 

 
 

4 

 
 

1.52 
11 Waste prevention is insufficiently striven for as it is 

no source of income. 
 

3 
 

0.88 
 

-1 
 

-0.55 
 

1 
 

0.27 
12 Decisions about infrastructure cannot be made by 

authorities alone, but should be the result of 
negotiations between all stakeholders. 

 
 

3 

 
 

0.69 

 
 

2 

 
 

0.63 

 
 

3 

 
 

1.26 
13 Everyone agrees on the creation of infrastructure, 

but preferably somewhere else. 
 

0 
 

-0.08 
 

3 
 

0.82 
 

0 
 

-0.13 
14 Although it is normal that local resistance arises 

against new infrastructure, the societal use of these 
facilities is hardly controversial. 

 
 

0 

 
 

-0.11 

 
 

3 

 
 

1.11 

 
 

1 

 
 

0.08 
15 Decision making about infrastructure cannot be 

regulated well by government. 
 

-1 
 

-0.66 
 

-2 
 

-1.19 
 

-3 
 

-1.13 
16 Decision making about infrastructure is an 

unpredictable process that actually nobody can 
handle. 

 
 

-2 

 
 

-0.74 

 
 

-2 

 
 

-0.86 

 
 

-2 

 
 

-0.77 
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  Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 
# Statement Rnk Z Rnk Z Rnk Z 

17 Everyone prefers not to have infrastructure, such 
as new railroads or incinerators, constructed close 
to their residence. 

 
 

2 

 
 

0.35 

 
 

5 

 
 

1.88 

 
 

3 

 
 

0.81 
18 Decision making about infrastructure in the 

Netherlands is much too laborious and much too 
slow. 

 
 

1 

 
 

0.25 

 
 

4 

 
 

1.79 

 
 

2 

 
 

0.40 
19 State, province and municipality should ask 

themselves more often whether certain 
infrastructure is really needed. 

 
 

4 

 
 

1.63 

 
 

2 

 
 

0.53 

 
 

3 

 
 

1.15 
20 Before a start is made with the realisation of new 

waste disposal plants, it should be checked 
whether there is capacity in already existing plants. 

 
 

5 

 
 

1.95 

 
 

5 

 
 

1.84 

 
 

6 

 
 

1.95 
21 Waste incineration is, from an environmental 

perspective, the best way to treat waste. 
 

-4 
 

-2.15 
 

1 
 

0.11 
 

0 
 

-0.37 
22 Waste incineration is simply recycling, since 

energy is generated with it. 
 

-3 
 

-1.25 
 

1 
 

0.00 
 

0 
 

-0.36 
23 One would try reducing waste more seriously if 

there was less capacity for waste disposal. 
 

3 
 

1.30 
 

0 
 

-0.06 
 

2 
 

0.75 
24 Municipalities do not want to take the rap for 

problems others cause when they accept a waste 
facility on their municipal territory. 

 
 

1 

 
 

0.11 

 
 

2 

 
 

0.50 

 
 

0 

 
 

-0.20 
25 Local residents are resistant to waste management 

in their neighbourhood because they think others 
at other locations also prefer these facilities in other 
than their own backyard. 

 
 
 

0 

 
 
 

-0.27 

 
 
 

0 

 
 
 

-0.04 

 
 
 

-1 

 
 
 

-0.52 
26 Local residents have the best insight into the 

environment and, as a consequence of this, their 
input into the decision-making process is of great 
importance. 

 
 
 

0 

 
 
 

0.02 

 
 
 

-2 

 
 
 

-0.89 

 
 
 

3 

 
 
 

1.07 
27 If the contributions of the enquiry procedures 

would not be put aside so easily, this would lead 
to better decision making. 

 
 

1 

 
 

0.07 

 
 

-1 

 
 

-0.73 

 
 

2 

 
 

-0.66 
28 Municipalities and local communities have much 

better judgement about how to allocate local space 
to infrastructure than higher authorities have. 

 
 

-1 

 
 

-0.35 

 
 

0 

 
 

-0.47 

 
 

1 

 
 

0.22 
29 When infrastructure will be constructed, one 

should not be concerned at the local level, as at a 
higher level the importance of environmental 
aspects has been weighed against other aspects. 

 
 
 

-2 

 
 
 

-1.24 

 
 
 

-1 

 
 
 

-0.48 

 
 
 

-4 

 
 
 

-1.88 
30 A municipality should always cooperate with the 

placement of facilities that are of more than local 
importance. 

 
 

-1 

 
 

-0.43 

 
 

1 

 
 

0.16 

 
 

-3 

 
 

-1.07 
31 The most important thing in decision making is to 

act according to current rules and procedures. 
 

1 
 

0.24 
 

4 
 

1.38 
 

4 
 

1.34 
32 The contribution of the local residents in a 

decision-making process usually shows a lack of 
expertise. 

 
 

-3 

 
 

-1.33 

 
 

0 

 
 

-0.15 

 
 

-3 

 
 

-1.27 
33 (Scientific) expertise should always have a 

definitive role in deciding about infrastructure. 
 

0 
 

0.07 
 

3 
 

0.88 
 

2 
 

0.71 
34 Already at the planning and discussion stage of 

decision making about waste facilities, all 
stakeholders should be involved. 

 
 

4 

 
 

1.46 

 
 

0 

 
 

-0.05 

 
 

5 

 
 

1.76 
35 Compensating local residents for the planned 

waste facility is similar to bribery. 
 

-1 
 

-0.50 
 

-2 
 

-0.89 
 

-1 
 

-0.47 
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  Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 
# Statement Rnk Z Rnk Z Rnk Z 

36 Opponents to infrastructure are usually opposed to 
it because they are not offered sufficient 
compensation for the discomfort the facility 
generates. 

 
 
 

-2 

 
 
 

-0.89 

 
 
 

0 

 
 
 

-0.42 

 
 
 

-2 

 
 
 

-1.03 
37 Every municipality prefers a waste facility to be 

sited in another municipality. 
 

2 
 

0.40 
 

1 
 

0.40 
 

0 
 

-0.40 
38 The rate of consumption will decrease so much in 

the future that, despite waste prevention and 
recycling, more disposal capacity will be necessary. 

 
 

0 

 
 

-0.05 

 
 

1 

 
 

0.16 

 
 

0 

 
 

-0.42 
39 Financial stakes in waste disposal impede waste 

from being treated in the best possible way. 
 

5 
 

1.71 
 

1 
 

0.14 
 

2 
 

0.64 
40 As long as no one knows what to do with the great 

amounts of compost that are produced from fruit, 
vegetable and garden waste, local residents will 
refuse to accept a composting plant in their 
neighbourhood. 

 
 
 
 

-2 

 
 
 
 

-1.12 

 
 
 
 

-2 

 
 
 
 

-0.77 

 
 
 
 

-1 

 
 
 
 

-0.56 
41 Before one starts thinking of new disposal plants, 

the possibilities for waste prevention should be 
considered. 

 
 

6 

 
 

2.06 

 
 

2 

 
 

0.51 

 
 

4 

 
 

1.52 
42 The construction of a waste facility in the 

Netherlands is a planning problem which is 
difficult to resolve. 

 
 

1 

 
 

0.07 

 
 

-1 

 
 

-0.60 

 
 

-1 

 
 

0.67 
43 Government should less quickly define economic 

problems I terms of lack of infrastructure. 
 

3 
 

1.30 
 

1 
 

0.44 
 

2 
 

0.80 
44 Decisions to construct new infrastructure are taken 

much too fast and much too easy in the 
Netherlands. 

 
 

1 

 
 

0.18 

 
 

-2 

 
 

-1.01 

 
 

1 

 
0.23 

45 Physical planning hardly influences actual spatial 
development. 

 
-1 

 
0.53 

 
-3 

 
-1.33 

 
-1 

 
-0.63 

46 The expansion of waste production cannot be 
limited by policy. 

 
-4 

 
-1.97 

 
-4 

 
-1.57 

 
-2 

 
-0.96 

47 Municipalities and the provinces in the 
Netherlands take too little time and effort to fit a 
waste facility in the already existing landscape. 

 
 

1 

 
 

0.16 

 
 

-3 

 
 

-1.27 

 
 

1 

 
 

0.34 
48 Physical planning in the Netherlands does not pay 

enough attention to the question how to fulfil 
certain needs and herewith use as little space as 
possible. 

 
 
 

3 

 
 
 

1.07 

 
 
 

1 

 
 
 

0.02 

 
 
 

1 

 
 
 

0.13 
49 Local resistance to new infrastructure has little to 

do with the subject; it is nothing more than striving 
for one’s own interests. 

 
 

0 

 
 

-0.22 

 
 

4 

 
 

1.29 

 
 

-1 

 
 

-0.74 
50 Separate collection is sometimes not desirable, as it 

results in expensive incineration capacity not being 
used, and people have to pay for the latter by 
means of collection tariffs. 

 
 
 

-3 

 
 
 

-1.78 

 
 
 

0 

 
 
 

-0.16 

 
 
 

-3 

 
 
 

-1.28 
51 The Netherlands runs the risk of getting an 

overcapacity for waste disposal. 
 

2 
 

0.51 
 

0 
 

-0.19 
 

1 
 

0.11 
52 If a municipality has an appropriate location for 

incinerating waste, they do not have to adhere to 
the priorities in the waste management hierarchy. 

 
 

-3 

 
 

-1.44 

 
 

-3 

 
 

-1.26 

 
 

-2 

 
 

-1.03 
53 Since techniques of waste incineration have been 

improved and are less environmentally burdening 
there is no reason any more to be resistant to these 
waste facilities. 

 
 
 

-2 

 
 
 

-0.78 

 
 
 

2 

 
 
 

0.64 

 
 
 

0 

 
 
 

-0.47 
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  Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 
# Statement Rnk Z Rnk Z Rnk Z 

54 Local residents do not want to take the rap for 
problems other cause when they accept a waste 
facility in their neighbourhood. 

 
 

1 

 
 

0.16 

 
 

2 

 
 

0.69 

 
 

0 

 
 

-0.24 
55 Municipalities tend to refuse installations for waste 

management because they assume other 
municipalities would refuse these facilities too on 
their own territory. 

 
 
 

0 

 
 
 

-0.09 

 
 
 

1 

 
 
 

0.11 

 
 
 

0 

 
 
 

-0.33 
56 A decision about waste facilities should only be 

made with the consent of the local residents. 
 

-1 
 

-0.33 
 

-3 
 

-1.34 
 

1 
 

0.40 
57 If should be possible for local residents to 

participate in every aspect of the decision making. 
 

2 
 

0.60 
 

-1 
 

-0.48 
 

2 
 

0.59 
58 Negative consequences of waste policy are divided 

unevenly because local residents near these 
facilities are also confronted with the costs of those 
whose waste is also treated in those facilities. 

 
 
 

0 

 
 
 

-0.22 

 
 
 

-1 

 
 
 

-0.47 

 
 
 

1 

 
 
 

0.02 
59 Waste disposal is part of national waste policy and 

as a result the construction of a waste facility has 
greater importance than the disadvantages this 
facility has for the local population. 

 
 
 

2 

 
 
 

0.45 

 
 
 

6 

 
 
 

2.33 

 
 
 

1 

 
 
 

-0.13 
60 Enquiry procedures make decision making more 

complicated and more laborious than necessary. 
 

-1 
 

-0.65 
 

-1 
 

-0.50 
 

-4 
 

-1.68 
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Non-abbreviated items (chapter 9) 

table 9.2: Egalitarian perspective on decision making 

Item 
- All relevant groups and agencies should be involved in the decision-making process from 

the start. 
- The stakes of the local residents should be taken care of properly. 
- Nature and the environment should be taken into account sufficiently. 

table 9.3: Hierarchical perspective on decision making 

Item 
- A waste facility should be built in the short term. 
- A solution should emerge that is not too much of a compromise. 
- All relevant sections within the municipality should have given their consent to the 

decision. 
- The decision making should run smoothly. 

table 9.4: Commitment to environmental issues 

Item 
- All that talk about environmental problems makes people more worried than is necessary. 
- The problem of environmental pollution is actually just the pet topic of a few people. 
- If we want to have a good income at this location, we have to take some environmental 

problems into the bargain. 
- If the protection of the environment will be felt in my wallet, I do not want to continue 

with it. 

table 9.5: Perception of the duration of the decision making 

Item 
- The decision-making process took a long time. 
- The decision-making process took a too long a time. 

table 9.6: Perceived procedural unfairness 

Item 
- The province took insufficient care of the stakes of the local population. 
- Because residents of other municipalities have protested against the siting of the waste 

facility, they have saddled us with it. 
- Other municipalities have arranged it in such a way that construction of a waste facility in 

our community became unavoidable. 
- It was evident that the ideas of the province were more important for the municipal 

council than those of their own residents. 
- The municipal council listened more closely to the plans of the waste company than to 

their own residents. 
- Only when there was no way back, did the municipal council inform the local residents. 
- The municipal council first took the decision together with the province and the waste 

company; we were informed only afterwards. 
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- The municipal council immediately involved all relevant parties. 
- The municipal council made the plans for the waste facility public in time. 

table 9.7: Responsibility for the duration of the decision making 

Item 
- The local residents who did not band themselves together are responsible for the duration 

of the decision making. 
- The local residents who banded themselves together are responsible for the duration of 

the decision making. 
- Other municipalities who opposed the plans to site the waste facility on their territory are 

responsible for the duration of the decision making. 
- The pro-nature and pro-environment organisations are responsible for the duration of the 

decision making. 
- The waste company is responsible for the duration of the decision making. 
- The national government is responsible for the duration of the decision making. 
- The municipality council is responsible for the duration of the decision making. 
- The province is responsible for the duration of the decision making. 

table 9.8: Stakes attended to in the decision making 

Item 
- The stakes of the residents who did not band themselves together are taken care of 

well/badly. 
- The stakes of the residents who banded themselves together are taken care of well/badly. 
- The stakes of the pro-nature and pro-environment organizations are taken care of 

well/badly. 
- The stakes of other municipalities are taken care of well/badly. 
- The stakes of the municipal council are taken care of well/badly. 
- The stakes of the national government are taken care of well/badly. 
- The stakes of the province are taken care of well/badly. 
- The stakes of the waste company are taken care of well/badly. 

table 9.9: Satisfaction about residents’ participation 

Item 
- To what extent are you satisfied with the degree that local residents had a say? 

table 9.10: Satisfaction with the final result 

Item 
- To what extent are you satisfied about the decision that was finally made? 

table 9.11: Proponents, opponents and those not involved according to local residents 

Item 
- The local residents who did not band themselves together were 

proponents/opponents/not involved. 
- The local residents who banded themselves together were proponents/opponents/not 

involved. 
- The pro-nature and pro-environment organizations were proponents/opponents/not 

involved. 
- The national government was a proponent/opponent/not involved. 
- The municipal council was a proponent/opponent/not involved. 
- The province was a proponent/opponent/not involved. 
- The developer/the waste company was a proponent/opponent/not involved. 
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table 9.12: Trust in opponents 

Item 
- Opponents are skilled. 
- Opponents are sincere (honest). 
- Opponents are able to place themselves in the position of proponents. 
- Opponents are interested in waste management. 
- Opponents are clear. 

table 9.13: Trust in proponents 

Item 
- Proponents contradict themselves. 
- Proponents are predominantly interested in their own stakes. 
- Proponents are sincere (honest). 
- Proponents are able to place themselves in the position of opponents. 
- Proponents are clear. 
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LISREL parameter estimates 

The estimates of the structural equation analysis in chapter 8 are presented in this 
appendix (table E.2 upto and including table E.7). In table E.1 capitals are used to 
represent latent variables (η and ξ); lower case letters are used to represent 
manifest variables (x and y). The content of the manifest variables is given in key 
words. Chapter 6 and appendix B can be consulted for more details.  
 

table E.1: Latent and manifest variables in the structural equation analysis 

Perceived costs (C)   
c1 = smells c4 = nuisance from birds c7 = litter in environment 
c2 = noise pollution c5 = adverse effect landscape c8 = traffic on roads 
c3 = attracts insects c6 = disturbs flora & fauna c9 = is ugly 
Perceived benefits (B)   
b1 = no waste inconvenience b4 = efficient use materials b7 = fine technique 
b2 = employment b5 = economic solution  
b3 = sound waste management b6 = best way to use materials  
Perceived risk (R)   
r1 = not dangerous r4 = affects my health r7 = not unsafe here 
r2 = accidents frighten me r5 = might be risk, but accept  
r3 = time bomb r6 = causes nuisance  
Personal norm (P)   
p1 = expect disapproval   
p2 = promised to reject   
Nimby inclination (N)   
n1 = others don't accept either n4 = someone else's vicinity n7 = not fair 
n2 = do not reject in advance n5 = also problem of others n8 = not equal 
n3 = good arguments; I accept n6 = stupid to accept  
Reported opposition (O)   
Intention to accept (I)   

 

table E.2: Parameter estimates for the entire model (figure 8.5) 

λy  en λ :x       

λ 62.1, =nN  λ 82.7, =nN  λ 52.3, =cC  λ 60.9, =cC  λ 72.6, =bB  λ 44.5, =rR  

λ 55.2, =nN  λ 72.8, =nN  λ 49.4, =cC  λ 56.1, =bB  λ 60.7, =bB  λ 67.6, =rR  

λ 62.3, =nN  λ 1, =oO  λ 62.5, =cC  λ 43.2, =bB  λ 55.1, =rR  λ 53.7, =rR  

λ 47.4, =nN  λ 1, =iI  λ 66.6, =cC  λ 64.3, =bB  λ 64.2, =rR  λ 79.1, =pP  

λ 68.5, =nN  λ 59.1, =cC  λ 65.7, =cC  λ 67.4, =bB  λ 65.3, =rR  λ 62.2, =pP  

λ 80.6, =nN  λ 59.2, =cC  λ 47.8, =cC  λ 69.5, =bB  λ 76.4, =rR   
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Matrix φ:      
 C B R P  
C 1 - - -  
B -.32 1 - -  
R .75 -.42 1 -  
P .27 -.16 .45 1  

 
ψN,N = .34 ψI,I = .55 ψO,O = .92 

 

 
table E.3: Parameter estimates for local opposition at discontinued cases (figure 8.6) 

λy  en λ :x       

λ 65.1, =nN  λ 84.7, =nN  λ 57.3, =cC  λ 67.9, =cC  λ 72.6, =bB  λ 50.5, =rR  

λ 59.2, =nN  λ 74.8, =nN  λ 52.4, =cC  λ 53.1, =bB  λ 63.7, =bB  λ 66.6, =rR  

λ 65.3, =nN  λ 1, =oO  λ 66.5, =cC  λ 44.2, =bB  λ 66.1, =rR  λ 61.7, =rR  

λ 46.4, =nN  λ 1, =iI  λ 65.6, =cC  λ 70.3, =bB  λ 67.2, =rR  λ 85.1, =pP  

λ 71.5, =nN  λ 62.1, =cC  λ 68.7, =cC  λ 68.4, =bB  λ 66.3, =rR  λ 58.2, =pP  

λ 82.6, =nN  λ 56.2, =cC  λ 50.8, =cC  λ 72.5, =bB  λ 81.4, =rR   

 
Matrix φ:      
 C B R P  
C 1 - - -  
B -.23 1 - -  
R .67 -.38 1 -  
P .25 -.11 .38 1  

 
ψN,N = .37 ψI,I = .52 ψO,O = .95 

 

 

θε  en :θδ       
θε 61.1,1 =nn  θε 25.3,2 =nn  θδ 78.8,8 =cc  θδ 09.9,6 =cc  θδ 69.1,1 =rr  θδ 12.4,1 =rr  

θε 69.2,2 =nn  θδ 66.1,1 =cc  θδ 64.9,9 =cc  θδ 69.1,1 =bb  θδ 59.2,2 =rr  θδ 10.7,1 =rr  

θε 61.3,3 =nn  θδ 65.2,2 =cc  θδ 13.3,1 =cc  θδ 81.2,2 =bb  θδ 58.3,3 =rr  θδ 11.7,5 =rr  

θε 78.4,4 =nn  θδ 73.3,3 =cc  θδ 11.4,1 =cc  θδ 60.3,3 =bb  θδ 43.4,4 =rr  θδ 37.1,1 =pp  

θε 52.5,5 =nn  θδ 76.4,4 =cc  θδ 20.4,3 =cc  θδ 53.4,4 =bb  θδ 81.5,5 =rr  θδ 61.2,2 =pp  

θε 36.6,6 =nn  θδ 62.5,5 =cc  θδ 16.6,5 =cc  θδ 53.5,5 =bb  θδ 55.6,6 =rr   

θε 32.7,7 =nn  θδ 57.6,6 =cc  θδ 14.8,2 =cc  θδ 48.6,6 =bb  θδ 72.7,7 =rr   

θε 48.8,8 =nn  θδ 58.7,7 =cc  θδ 17.9,5 =cc  θδ 64.7,7 =bb  θδ 20.3,2 =rr   

θε  en :θδ       
θε 57.1,1 =nn  θε 24.3,2 =nn  θδ 75.8,8 =cc  θδ 08.9,6 =cc  θδ 56.1,1 =rr  θδ 06.4,1 =rr  

θε 65.2,2 =nn  θδ 61.1,1 =cc  θδ 55.9,9 =cc  θδ 72.1,1 =bb  θδ 55.2,2 =rr  θδ 08.7,1 =rr  

θε 58.3,3 =nn  θδ 69.2,2 =cc  θδ 12.3,1 =cc  θδ 81.2,2 =bb  θδ 57.3,3 =rr  θδ 12.7,5 =rr  

θε 79.4,4 =nn  θδ 68.3,3 =cc  θδ 08.4,1 =cc  θδ 52.3,3 =bb  θδ 35.4,4 =rr  θδ 27.1,1 =pp  

θε 50.5,5 =nn  θδ 73.4,4 =cc  θδ 16.4,3 =cc  θδ 54.4,4 =bb  θδ 76.5,5 =rr  θδ 67.2,2 =pp  

θε 33.6,6 =nn  θδ 56.5,5 =cc  θδ 13.6,5 =cc  θδ 49.5,5 =bb  θδ 57.6,6 =rr   

θε 30.7,7 =nn  θδ 57.6,6 =cc  θδ 16.8,2 =cc  θδ 49.6,6 =bb  θδ 63.7,7 =rr   

θε 46.8,8 =nn  θδ 54.7,7 =cc  θδ 11.9,5 =cc  θδ 61.7,7 =bb  θδ 20.3,2 =rr   



Appendix E 249 

table E.4: Parameter estimates for local opposition at continued cases (figure 8.7) 

λy  en λ :x       

λ 54.1, =nN  λ 79.7, =nN  λ 41.3, =cC  λ 48.9, =cC  λ 71.6, =bB  λ 33.5, =rR  

λ 49.2, =nN  λ 72.8, =nN  λ 38.4, =cC  λ 57.1, =bB  λ 54.7, =bB  λ 66.6, =rR  

λ 56.3, =nN  λ 1, =oO  λ 55.5, =cC  λ 35.2, =bB  λ 44.1, =rR  λ 41.7, =rR  

λ 46.4, =nN  λ 1, =iI  λ 60.6, =cC  λ 56.3, =bB  λ 63.2, =rR  λ 70.1, =pP  

λ 66.5, =nN  λ 54.1, =cC  λ 56.7, =cC  λ 68.4, =bB  λ 65.3, =rR  λ 72.2, =pP  

λ 75.6, =nN  λ 51.2, =cC  λ 45.8, =cC  λ 61.5, =bB  λ 73.4, =rR   

 
Matrix φ:      
 C B R P  
C 1 - - -  
B -.31 1 - -  
R .81 -.40 1 -  
P .37 -.28 .55 1  

 
ψN,N = .31 ψI,I = .62 ψO,O = .86 

 

 

table E.5: Parameter estimations for local opposition to landfills (figure 8.9) 

λy  en λ :x       

λ 56.1, =nN  λ 85.7, =nN  λ 54.3, =cC  λ 67.9, =cC  λ 70.6, =bB  λ 49.5, =rR  

λ 57.2, =nN  λ 73.8, =nN  λ 52.4, =cC  λ 58.1, =bB  λ 62.7, =bB  λ 68.6, =rR  

λ 61.3, =nN  λ 1, =oO  λ 69.5, =cC  λ 43.2, =bB  λ 61.1, =rR  λ 54.7, =rR  

λ 45.4, =nN  λ 1, =iI  λ 65.6, =cC  λ 71.3, =bB  λ 64.2, =rR  λ 85.1, =pP  

λ 70.5, =nN  λ 66.1, =cC  λ 64.7, =cC  λ 68.4, =bB  λ 63.3, =rR  λ 57.2, =pP  

λ 84.6, =nN  λ 59.2, =cC  λ 47.8, =cC  λ 69.5, =bB  λ 81.4, =rR   

 
Matrix φ:      
 C B R P  
C 1 - - -  
B -.25 1 - -  
R .70 -.38 1 -  
P .17 -.13 .38 1  

 
ψN,N = .38 ψI,I = .58 ψO,O = .94 

 

θε  en :θδ       
θε 71.1,1 =nn  θε 26.3,2 =nn  θδ 80.8,8 =cc  θδ 11.9,6 =cc  θδ 80.1,1 =rr  θδ 14.4,1 =rr  

θε 76.2,2 =nn  θδ 71.1,1 =cc  θδ 77.9,9 =cc  θδ 67.1,1 =bb  θδ 61.2,2 =rr  θδ 10.7,1 =rr  

θε 69.3,3 =nn  θδ 74.2,2 =cc  θδ 15.3,1 =cc  θδ 87.2,2 =bb  θδ 58.3,3 =rr  θδ 10.7,5 =rr  

θε 79.4,4 =nn  θδ 83.3,3 =cc  θδ 14.4,1 =cc  θδ 69.3,3 =bb  θδ 47.4,4 =rr  θδ 51.1,1 =pp  

θε 56.5,5 =nn  θδ 85.4,4 =cc  θδ 26.4,3 =cc  θδ 53.4,4 =bb  θδ 89.5,5 =rr  θδ 48.2,2 =pp  

θε 43.6,6 =nn  θδ 69.5,5 =cc  θδ 21.6,5 =cc  θδ 63.5,5 =bb  θδ 57.6,6 =rr   

θε 38.7,7 =nn  θδ 64.6,6 =cc  θδ 18.8,2 =cc  θδ 50.6,6 =bb  θδ 83.7,7 =rr   

θε 48.8,8 =nn  θδ 68.7,7 =cc  θδ 23.9,5 =cc  θδ 71.7,7 =bb  θδ 17.3,2 =rr   
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table E.6: Parameter estimations for local opposition to composting plants (figure 8.10) 

λy  en λ :x       

λ 63.1, =nN  λ 77.7, =nN  λ 41.3, =cC  λ 53.9, =cC  λ 73.6, =bB  λ 43.5, =rR  

λ 52.2, =nN  λ 68.8, =nN  λ 37.4, =cC  λ 50.1, =bB  λ 53.7, =bB  λ 60.6, =rR  

λ 64.3, =nN  λ 1, =oO  λ 54.5, =cC  λ 35.2, =bB  λ 51.1, =rR  λ 44.7, =rR  

λ 42.4, =nN  λ 1, =iI  λ 62.6, =cC  λ 60.3, =bB  λ 68.2, =rR  λ 72.1, =pP  

λ 71.5, =nN  λ 49.1, =cC  λ 65.7, =cC  λ 67.4, =bB  λ 67.3, =rR  λ 71.2, =pP  

λ 75.6, =nN  λ 54.2, =cC  λ 42.8, =cC  λ 68.5, =bB  λ 75.4, =rR   

 
Matrix φ:      
 C B R P  
C 1 - - -  
B -.22 1 - -  
R .71 -.36 1 -  
P .41 -.25 .54 1  

 
ψN,N = .26 ψI,I = .51 ψO,O = .83 

 

 

table E.7: Parameter estimations for local opposition to the combined facility (figure 8.11) 

λy  en λ :x       

λ 58.1, =nN  λ 82.7, =nN  λ 48.3, =cC  λ 42.9, =cC  λ 64.6, =bB  λ 32.5, =rR  

λ 50.2, =nN  λ 78.8, =nN  λ 44.4, =cC  λ 56.1, =bB  λ 50.7, =bB  λ 62.6, =rR  

λ 54.3, =nN  λ 1, =oO  λ 50.5, =cC  λ 47.2, =bB  λ 47.1, =rR  λ 57.7, =rR  

λ 48.4, =nN  λ 1, =iI  λ 57.6, =cC  λ 43.3, =bB  λ 51.2, =rR  λ 79.1, =pP  

λ 64.5, =nN  λ 63.1, =cC  λ 82.7, =cC  λ 60.4, =bB  λ 62.3, =rR  λ 58.2, =pP  

θε  en :θδ       
θε 65.1,1 =nn  θε 23.3,2 =nn  θδ 78.8,8 =cc  θδ 08.9,6 =cc  θδ 63.1,1 =rr  θδ 09.4,1 =rr  

θε 68.2,2 =nn  θδ 56.1,1 =cc  θδ 55.9,9 =cc  θδ 67.1,1 =bb  θδ 59.2,2 =rr  θδ 08.7,1 =rr  

θε 63.3,3 =nn  θδ 65.2,2 =cc  θδ 12.3,1 =cc  θδ 81.2,2 =bb  θδ 61.3,3 =rr  θδ 12.7,5 =rr  

θε 80.4,4 =nn  θδ 71.3,3 =cc  θδ 07.4,1 =cc  θδ 50.3,3 =bb  θδ 35.4,4 =rr  θδ 28.1,1 =pp  

θε 52.5,5 =nn  θδ 73.4,4 =cc  θδ 15.4,3 =cc  θδ 54.4,4 =bb  θδ 76.5,5 =rr  θδ 67.2,2 =pp  

θε 30.6,6 =nn  θδ 53.5,5 =cc  θδ 16.6,5 =cc  θδ 53.5,5 =bb  θδ 53.6,6 =rr   

θε 28.7,7 =nn  θδ 58.6,6 =cc  θδ 17.8,2 =cc  θδ 52.6,6 =bb  θδ 71.7,7 =rr   

θε 47.8,8 =nn  θδ 59.7,7 =cc  θδ 09.9,5 =cc  θδ 62.7,7 =bb  θδ 21.3,2 =rr   

θε  en :θδ       
θε 60.1,1 =nn  θε 28.3,2 =nn  θδ 83.8,8 =cc  θδ 12.9,6 =cc  θδ 74.1,1 =rr  θδ 06.4,1 =rr  

θε 73.2,2 =nn  θδ 76.1,1 =cc  θδ 72.9,9 =cc  θδ 75.1,1 =bb  θδ 54.2,2 =rr  θδ 12.7,1 =rr  

θε 59.3,3 =nn  θδ 70.2,2 =cc  θδ 18.3,1 =cc  θδ 88.2,2 =bb  θδ 55.3,3 =rr  θδ 15.7,5 =rr  

θε 83.4,4 =nn  θδ 83.3,3 =cc  θδ 14.4,1 =cc  θδ 65.3,3 =bb  θδ 44.4,4 =rr  θδ 49.1,1 =pp  

θε 49.5,5 =nn  θδ 86.4,4 =cc  θδ 25.4,3 =cc  θδ 56.4,4 =bb  θδ 82.5,5 =rr  θδ 49.2,2 =pp  

θε 44.6,6 =nn  θδ 71.5,5 =cc  θδ 15.6,5 =cc  θδ 54.5,5 =bb  θδ 65.6,6 =rr   

θε 41.7,7 =nn  θδ 62.6,6 =cc  θδ 09.8,2 =cc  θδ 46.6,6 =bb  θδ 80.7,7 =rr   

θε 54.8,8 =nn  θδ 59.7,7 =cc  θδ 23.9,5 =cc  θδ 72.7,7 =bb  θδ 15.3,2 =rr   
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λ 71.6, =nN  λ 33.2, =cC  λ 41.8, =cC  λ 54.5, =bB  λ 72.4, =rR   

 
Matrix φ:      
 C B R P  
C 1 - - -  
B -.19 1 - -  
R .80 -.22 1 -  
P .40 -.03 .45 1  

 
ψN,N = .42 ψI,I = .73 ψO,O = .99 

 

 

θε  en :θδ       
θε 67.1,1 =nn  θε 24.3,2 =nn  θδ 73.7,7 =cc  θδ 69.1,1 =bb  θδ 74.2,2 =rr  θδ 37.1,1 =pp  

θε 75.2,2 =nn  θε 09.3,8 =nn  θδ 83.8,8 =cc  θδ 78.2,2 =bb  θδ 62.3,3 =rr  θδ 67.2,2 =pp  

θε 70.3,3 =nn  θδ 60.1,1 =cc  θδ 82.9,9 =cc  θδ 82.3,3 =bb  θδ 48.4,4 =rr   

θε 78.4,4 =nn  θδ 89.2,2 =cc  θδ 21.4,3 =cc  θδ 64.4,4 =bb  θδ 90.5,5 =rr   

θε 59.5,5 =nn  θδ 77.3,3 =cc  θδ 23.6,5 =cc  θδ 71.5,5 =bb  θδ 61.6,6 =rr   

θε 50.6,6 =nn  θδ 81.4,4 =cc  θδ 20.8,2 =cc  θδ 60.6,6 =bb  θδ 68.7,7 =rr   

θε 34.7,7 =nn  θδ 75.5,5 =cc  θδ 27.9,5 =cc  θδ 75.7,7 =bb  θδ 24.3,2 =rr   

θε 39.8,8 =nn  θδ 68.6,6 =cc  θδ 13.9,6 =cc  θδ 78.1,1 =rr  θδ 16.4,1 =rr   



 



 
 

Summary in Dutch 
 

 

Herhaaldelijk wordt het ons duidelijk dat ruimtelijke ordening in Nederland een 

lastige taak is. Ofschoon verondersteld wordt dat de verschillende plannen het 

algemene nut dienen, roepen ze toch vaak veel weerstand op, met name als het 

om concrete projecten gaat. Voorbeelden van dergelijke projecten die in de media 

aandacht hebben gekregen zijn de aanleg van de ‘Betuwelijn’, plannen voor de 

uitbreiding van de luchthaven Schiphol en de aanleg van de HSL hoge snelheid 

treinverbinding. 

 

Het verzet van omwonenden tegen dit soort ontwikkelingen wordt vaak NIMBY 

(Not In My BackYard) genoemd. Dergelijk verzet is een internationaal verschijnsel 

en wordt verondersteld een belangrijke bron van vertraging van projecten te zijn. 

Opvallend is echter dat men niet bijzonder precies is in het duiden van het 

karakteristieken van het verzet. De neiging bestaat om al het verzet tegen 

ruimtelijke ontwikkelingen NIMBY te noemen, vooral omdat ervan uitgegaan 

wordt dat ook omwonenden het ermee eens zijn dat een dergelijke faciliteit ergens 

gerealiseerd dient te worden. Deze NIMBY neiging wordt toegeschreven aan zowel 

omwonenden als gemeenten die in verzet komen tegen ruimtelijke 

ontwikkelingen.  

 

Als men de reacties in het Nederlandse ruimtelijke ordeningsbeleid in 

ogenschouw neemt dan blijkt dat men allerlei wetgeving in stelling brengt 

waarmee men beoogt het NIMBY verzet te beteugelen en de besluitvorming te 

versnellen. Hiermee wordt dan de invloed van nationale en provinciale overheden 

vergroot ten kostte van de invloed van gemeenten en lokale bewoners. Deze 

aanpak is echter niet onomstreden. De belangrijkste kritiek is dat een dergelijke 

aanpak ten kostte gaat van de legitimiteit en kwaliteit van het 

besluitvormingproces en het uiteindelijke besluit, maar ook dat dit soort 

maatregelen gebaseerd zijn op een twijfelachtige analyse, namelijk dat de 

weerstand voornamelijk uit een NIMBY motivatie voortkomt. 
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In dit proefschrift verzamelen we kennis over afvalverwerkingsinstallaties. Het 

onderzoek beperkt zich tot inrichtingen die bedoeld zijn voor huishoudelijk afval. 

Om deze kennis te verwerven zullen het besluitvormingsproces, de lokale 

bewoners en belangrijke politieke actoren onderzocht worden. De verworven 

informatie kan gebruikt worden ter beoordeling van het ruimtelijke 

ordeningsbeleid. Verder kunnen aanbevelingen gedaan worden ter verbetering 

van de kwaliteit van zowel de ruimtelijke ordening als het afvalbeleid. 

 

Om zowel lokale bewoners als belangrijke politieke actoren te kunnen 

onderzoeken is het onderzoek opgezet als een interdisciplinair project. In dit 

project ligt de nadruk van Van Baren (2001) op het politieke proces, terwijl in het 

onderhavige werk de nadruk op de percepties, houdingen en het gedrag van 

lokale omwonenden ligt. De houdingen en percepties van de politieke actoren zijn 

het onderwerp van beide studies. 

 

De verschillende houdingen en percepties en het verloop van het 

besluitvormingsproces zijn onderzocht voor de volgende zeven cases: 

 

1. Een stortplaats in Landgraaf (capaciteit werd gerealiseerd); 

2. De stortplaats ‘Het Klooster’ in Nieuwegein (capaciteit werd niet 

gerealiseerd); 

3. Vergroting van de composteerinstallatie in Wijster (capaciteit werd 

gerealiseerd); 

4. Stortplaats ‘De Marsen’ in Zwolle (capaciteit werd niet gerealiseerd); 

5. Een vergistingsinstallatie in Leiden (capaciteit werd niet gerealiseerd); 

6. Vergroting van de verbrandingscapaciteit en een nieuwe 

composteerinstallatie in Duiven (de composteerinstallatie werd 

gerealiseerd); 

7. Een controle case in Gouda. In deze case bestonden geen plannen voor een 

afvalinstallatie. 

 

De belangrijkste theoretische uitgangspunten voor de bestudering van de 

percepties en houdingen van lokale bewoners zijn om te beginnen het sociale 

dilemma. Het lokatiekeuzeprobleem is met name een gelaagd Vrijwilligers Timing 

Dilemma (Weesie, 1993, 1994). Met gelaagd bedoelen we dat het dilemma geldig is 

voor zowel gemeenten als individuen. Verder veronderstellen we dat binnen dit 
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dilemma voor omwonenden een attitudetheorie van kracht is. De gebruikte 

theorie is het Heuristic Systematic Model van Chaiken (1987). Karakteristiek voor 

dit model is dat omwonenden een uitgewerkt oordeel over een installatie kunnen 

hebben, maar dat ze ook met behulp van eenvoudige beslisregels tot hun 

opvatting gekomen kunnen zijn. Uit de literatuur over risicopercepties is het 

bekend dat het gebruik van eenvoudige beslisregels kan leiden tot een relatief 

hoge inschatting van negatieve gevolgen. 

 

Uit de statistische analyses bleek dat voor afvalinstallaties in de planfase de 

gepercipieerde negatieve gevolgen groter zijn dan voor installaties die reeds 

gerealiseerd zijn. Ook kwam naar voren dat de negatieve gevolgen die 

geassocieerd worden met stortplaatsen groter zijn dan deze voor 

verbrandingsinstallaties en composteerinrichtingen. Deze verschillen worden 

veroorzaakt door verschillen in onzekerheid die aan de fase van realisatie en/of 

het type installatie verbonden zijn. Verder blijkt dat er een beperkte neiging 

bestaat om de negatieve gevolgen van afvalinstallaties af te wentelen op anderen. 

Deze neiging tot een NIMBY opstelling hangt echter sterk af van de negatieve 

gevolgen die met een installatie geassocieerd worden. Als er gecorrigeerd wordt 

voor het verschil in hoogte van deze gepercipieerde negatieve gevolgen dan is 

deze neiging in de cases waarbij de capaciteit gerealiseerd is niet lager dan in de 

cases waarbij de capaciteit niet gerealiseerd is. 

 

De relevantie van het NIMBY argument voor omwonenden is zeer beperkt. Het is 

afhankelijk van de mate van onzekerheid waarbinnen het oordeel gevormd moet 

worden. Bij gebrek aan informatie in de planfase fungeert het NIMBY argument als 

een eenvoudige beslisregel, terwijl als omwonenden (in een later stadium) beter 

geïnformeerd zijn het belang van de NIMBY neiging nog verder afneemt. Uit het 

onderzoek van Van Baren (2001) komt naar voren dat de NIMBY neiging onder 

gemeenten ook nauwelijks voorkomt. Reden hiervoor is dat gemeenten vaak erg 

geïnteresseerd zijn in de compensatiemaatregelen 

 

Een belangrijke rol binnen besluitvormingsprocessen is weggelegd voor de 

perceptie van de eerlijkheid van het proces. Het blijkt dat omwonenden 

betrekkelijk goed kunnen inschatten of een proces eerlijk is verlopen of niet. 

Procedurele oneerlijkheid veroorzaakt onzekerheid en heeft hierdoor een invloed 

op de perceptie van negatieve gevolgen en de NIMBY neiging. Verder bestaat er een 
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positief verband tussen procedurele eerlijkheid en vertrouwen in de voorstanders 

van een installatie. 

 

Om de houdingen van politieke actoren in kaart te brengen, is er gebruik gemaakt 

van de Q-sort methode (Brown, 1980). Het blijkt dat de actoren in te delen zijn in 

drie groepen met verschillende houdingen. Volgens het theoretisch raamwerk van 

Van Baren (2001), het Advocacy Coalition Framework (Sabatier & Jenkins-Smith, 

1993), hebben deze drie groepen een zelfde ‘Policy Belief System’ (PBS). Dat is een 

stelsel van door verschillende actoren gedeelde opvattingen binnen een bepaald 

beleidsdomein. In dit onderzoek zijn er daarvan drie vastgesteld namelijk: 

 

PBS 1: Gematigd egalitair and gematigd individualistisch. Gericht op 

afvalpreventie en het soort afvalverwerking. Ruimtelijke ordening moet 

zorgvuldig maar daadkrachtig zijn. 

PBS 2: Hiërarchisch en gematigd individualistisch. Gericht op de realisatie van 

afvalverwerkingscapaciteit. Snelheid in de ruimtelijke ordening is belangrijk. 

PBS 3: Sterk egalitair. Gericht op de effecten van afvalpreventie op de (leef) 

omgeving. Ruimtelijke ordening moet zorgvuldig zijn, de nadruk op 

snelheid in de besluitvorming heeft hier een negatieve invloed op. 
�

Als blijkt dat actoren met een zelfde PBS op niet-triviale wijze samengewerkt 

hebben, dan is er sprake van een coalitie. Dit laatste is vastgesteld aan de hand van 

interviews en documentenanalyse (Van Baren, 2001). In tabel 1 worden de 

gevonden coalities weergegeven. 
 

Tabel 1: ‘Policy Belief Systems’ en niet-triviale samenwerking resulterend in coalities 

Case Realisatie PBS 1 
PBS 2 

PBS 3 

Duiven Ja Geen coalitie Geen coalitie Geen coalitie 
Landgraaf Ja Geen coalitie Dominante coalitie Coalitie 
Wijster Ja Geen coalitie Dominante coalitie Coalitie 
     
Leiden Nee Dominante coalitie Geen coalitie Coalitie 
Nieuwegein Nee Geen coalitie Dominante coalitie Coalitie 
Zwolle Nee Geen coalitie Geen coalitie Geen coalitie 

 

Uit de tabel volgt dat coalities gevormd worden door beleidsactoren die ofwel 

sterke voorstanders of sterke tegenstanders van de afvalinstallatie zijn. Ook blijkt 

dat coalities in paren voorkomen. De aanwezigheid van de ene coalitie leidt 

blijkbaar tot het ontstaan van de andere. Verder blijkt dat de dominante (het 
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huidige beleid ondersteunende) coalitie in Landgraaf, Wijster en Nieuwegein 

alledrie het hiërarchische op de realisatie van afvalverwerkingscapaciteit gerichte 

PBS 2 hebben. Dit is een weerspiegeling van de huidige visie in de ruimtelijke 

ordening en het afvalbeleid in Nederland. 

 

In die situaties waarin zowel een coalitie met PBS 2 als een coalitie met PBS 3 bestaat 

is de kans groot dat het besluitvormingsproces vastloopt. Dit komt doordat de 

actoren met PBS 3 alleen de mogelijkheid tot hindermacht hebben. Alleen als er 

actoren in het besluitvormingsproces aanwezig zijn die qua ideeën tussen de twee 

coalities in staan en bereid zijn om te bemiddelen dan kan het proces weer 

vlotgetrokken worden. In het ACF zijn dit de zogenaamde ‘policy brokers’.  

 

Een oplossing voor de geconstateerde problemen lijkt gevonden te kunnen 

worden door meer relevante actoren in het besluitvormingsproces te betrekken. In 

eerste instantie zou dit zogenaamde ‘collaborative planning’ kunnen voorkomen 

dat besluitvormingsprocessen polariseren en daardoor vastlopen. Mochten er 

echter toch coalities ontstaan dan hoeft de niet-dominante coalitie het 

besluitvormingsproces niet per sé te blokkeren omdat de mogelijkheid geboden 

wordt een constructieve bijdrage aan het proces te leveren. 

 

Er is echter ook een andere manier waarop ‘collaborative planning‘ het 

besluitvormingsproces zou kunnen beïnvloeden, namelijk via de beïnvloeding van 

onzekerheid en de negatieve gevolgen die aan afvalinstallaties verbonden worden. 

Deze invloed is drievoudig. Het eerste effect is dat door locale bewoners direct bij 

het besluitvormingsproces te betrekken de onzekerheid als gevolg van 

onbekendheid met een afvalinstallatie zoveel mogelijk wordt teruggedrongen. 

 

Als een tweede effect van ‘collaborative planning’ kan de perceptie van 

procedurele oneerlijkheid worden teruggedrongen. In open planprocessen zijn de 

handelingen van de politiek verantwoordelijken zichtbaar en worden 

argumentatielijnen expliciet. Op deze wijze zijn besluitvormingsprocessen geen 

‘black boxes’ meer. De directe controleerbaarheid van het proces maakt de situatie 

waarschijnlijk minder onzeker. 

 

Een derde effect is dat in open planprocessen alleen dat type afvalinstallatie zal 

worden geaccepteerd dat zo min mogelijk onzekerheden voor lokale 
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omwonenden genereert. Met betrekking tot het type afvalinstallatie laten de 

analyses zien dat voor de verschillenden installaties er sprake is van verschillende 

onzekerheden en dus van verschillende negatieve gevolgen die aan de installatie 

verbonden worden. 

 

Onze bevindingen zijn in strijd met huidige ontwikkelingen in de ruimtelijke 

ordening. Wetgeving in het verleden (de NIMBY-wet en de Tracéwet) was erop 

gericht de hiërarchie in het Nederlandse planningsysteem te vergroten. In recente 

plannen voor een nieuwe Wet op de Ruimtelijke Ordening wordt op de ingeslagen 

weg voortgegaan. Een dergelijke ontwikkeling is ook in ons empirisch materiaal 

waarneembaar. In drie van de vier dominante coalities in onze studie vinden we 

immers een ‘Policy Belief System’ dat hiërarchisch van aard is en gericht op het 

realiseren van afvalverwerkingscapaciteit. Om ‘collaborative planning’ mogelijk te 

maken, moet het niet mogelijk zijn dat een coalitie het proces kan domineren, 

zodat hiërarchische noch andere ‘beliefs‘ dominant zijn. Dit is geen makkelijk 

proces. Een verandering van ‘policy beliefs’ vereist dat een coalitie vervangen 

wordt door actoren met andere ‘beliefs‘. Om dit te kunnen bereiken, moet het 

ontstaan van dominante coalities niet door de institutionele condities ondersteund 

en gestimuleerd worden. 
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