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Abstract: Although attention for citizen involvement in urban development and heritage manage-
ment processes is growing, both in practice and in research, the specifics of stakeholders’ interests
have been less researched. This paper reveals and discusses the assessment by individuals and
groups, to differentiate stakeholders, based on the heritage significance they convey on neighbour-
hood attributes. Fifty-nine interviews on a Dutch neighbourhood in Amsterdam Zuidoost were
analysed integrating quantitative and qualitative methods. Results confirm important differences
between and within stakeholder groups regarding their interest in particular attribute categories and
scales, indicating the need to further specify stakeholders beyond the commonly used ‘community’
and ‘experts’. The identification of stakeholder interests is important to involve relevant groups in
the identification and designation of significant attributes, buildings, and areas and to anticipate
potential conflicts or shared interests in neighbourhood renovation processes.
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1. Introduction

Stakeholder involvement is receiving increasing attention and is changing in public
policies on the built environment. For example, the Omgevingswet [Environment Act] in
the Netherlands encourages the ‘involvement of stakeholders (residents, businesses, civil
society organisations and government bodies) at an early stage in the process of decision-
making on a project or activity’, but also forces governments to participate through a
duty of organization and motivation [1]. A large part of the projects and transformation
processes will take place in existing urban areas. The European Green Deal announced
a ‘renovation wave’ for 35 million residential and non-residential buildings by 2030 to
foster deep energy renovations [2]. One of the key building principles (next to e.g., en-
ergy efficiency and affordability) for this massive renovation operation is the respect for
aesthetics and architectural quality. It refers to the Davos Declaration that promotes the
concept of a high-quality Baukultur in Europe, stressing preservation of the quality of the
built environment and the value of cultural heritage [3].

Stakeholder participation is also being promoted to heritage identification and man-
agement. The Faro Convention [4] declares it a human right for every citizen to engage
with the cultural heritage of their choice and mentions the need to involve everyone in
society in the ongoing process of defining and managing cultural heritage. This is in line
with the later Davos Declaration that addresses the impact of the built environment on
people’s quality of life and the requirement for their participation. The growing attention is
also reflected in academic studies on participation practices in heritage management e.g.,
comparing international practices in community participation [5], studying the different
roles in participatory heritage practices and related methods [6] and research on the rep-
resentation (or lack) of nation and cultural diversity within discourses, identification and
nomination of heritage [7].
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While many studies research when and how stakeholders are or should be involved
in the process, the specific interests of various participating stakeholders have been less
researched. Who are they? And, more importantly, what do they find important in their
living environment? What groups can be identified and to what extent do individuals
in a group agree on the evaluation of qualities? What is their perspective on heritage?
This paper discusses the identification of attributes in neighbourhoods and buildings, by
individuals and groups in order to differentiate stakeholders based on their interests. A
greater awareness on how individuals and groups identify attributes as their heritage, helps
growing understanding on how they may or may not differ. This is relevant to anticipate
potential conflicts or shared interests for the conservation of significant attributes within
renovation processes. In addition, more information on how stakeholder profiles (back-
ground, profession) relate to their assessment can inform who to invite at the participation
table to include their opinions and achieve stakeholder support. The context of this study
is the overlap between everyday neighbourhoods and heritage. The interface between
everyday and heritage applies to the theory, methods and case study used. Starting point is
the importance of preserving qualities in every living environment, as stated in the Davos
Declaration and the Faro Convention. Preservation of existing qualities is at the core of the
heritage discipline. Where the attributes justifying heritage listings started highlighting
history and monumental artworks, in the last century younger objects, commonplace
buildings and neighbourhoods started being listed and also further researched in heritage
studies [8]. These developments show that ‘everyday’ and ‘heritage’ are converging.

This paper presents a detailed analysis of interview responses from various groups.
The aim is to reveal the variation of perspectives between and within stakeholder groups,
in order to better understand the contributions per stakeholder profile and how they
can influence the choice of attributes in their assessment of significance. In doing so,
the researchers aim to help reduce the knowledge gap on how stakeholders, individuals
and groups, convey significance to their living environment, in their similarities and
differences. The research is based on a single case study and has multiple respondents
with diverse backgrounds, professions, and connections to the neighbourhood. The case
study concerns a Dutch 1980s neighbourhood in Amsterdam Zuidoost, whose heritage
significance (attributes and values) has not yet been extensively studied. By assessing a
not-listed neighbourhood, using theories and methods common in heritage studies, this
article also contributes to the knowledge about and preservation of everyday attributes and
their importance for stakeholders. In addition, it examines how considering the diversity
of stakeholder interests influences the identification of attributes and hence the possible
designation of heritage.

First, the paper discusses theory about stakeholder classification to define a theoretical
framework for the research (Section 2). It then illustrates the case study and explains the
research methods for data collection, data analysis, applying sequentially quantitative and
qualitative methods (Section 3). In the results section (Section 4), the aggregated opinions
of the stakeholder groups are presented in a ‘majority report’, as well as the deviating
responses in a ‘minority report’. In the discussion section (Section 5), building on the
results, propositions are formulated and related to the theoretical framework. Research
contributions and recommendations follow in the conclusion (Section 6).

2. Theoretical Framework

In order to identify the stakeholder groups and their priorities in heritage assessment
and the possible differentiation between and within groups, current theories on stakeholder
categories are discussed. Firstly, the main principles of group classification are compared,
both from contemporary guiding heritage policies and from academic studies, addressing
groups in terms of their role, power and influence on the heritage management process.
Secondly, the link to interest in heritage is made by studying the relationship between
stakeholder groups and heritage attributes. Then, a further specification of attributes is
discussed, by identifying underlying principles to classify attributes, ranging from tangible
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to intangible, as well as, ranging from micro to macro scale. Finally, key concepts from the
theory discussed are explained as a theoretical framework for operationalisation in this
study.

2.1. Stakeholder Involvement

Although it is widely recognised that stakeholders should be involved in the identifi-
cation and management of heritage, policies in urban development and heritage practices
mention the term ‘stakeholder’ often preceded by ‘multiple’, ‘a wide range of’, ‘an inclusive
set of’, without specifying the specific groups. The European countries ratifying the Faro
Convention [4] agree to involve everyone in society in the ongoing process of defining and
managing cultural heritage. ‘Everyone’ is defined as ‘heritage communities’ consisting of
‘people who value specific aspects of cultural heritage which they wish ( . . . ) to sustain
and transmit to future generations’. It is this broad integration of ‘everyone’ and at the
same time the ‘specific aspects’ they consider important, that calls for more precision in the
stakeholder groups and their interests. What are the criteria for distinguishing stakeholder
groups?

A main and frequently used classification is the distinction between professionals
and laymen. The Faro Convention states that the management of the cultural heritage
and participation should be a joint action by public authorities, experts, owners, investors,
businesses, non-governmental organisations and civil society [4]. In this classification,
several professionally involved groups are mentioned based on their role in relation to the
heritage property. Civil society, certainly the largest in number, is not further specified, but
seems to be a catch-all term for the not professionally involved. The 2011 ‘Recommenda-
tion on the Historic Urban Landscape’ (HUL) differentiates professional stakeholders by
geographical scope, mentioning the involvement of ‘a variety of stakeholders, including
local, national, regional, international, public and private actors in the urban development
process’ [9]. Also, a division between public and private is included. And although in
the HUL recommendations on policies and responsibilities, professional stakeholders are
classified by profession, role in the process, public or private sector, non-professionals are
mentioned as one collective group, named civil society or community.

The difference between professionals and non-professionals according to the role they
play in heritage management and conservation is addressed by Randall Mason [10]. He
distinguishes insiders who are ‘at the table’ and outsiders who are not. Insiders refer to
actors with power, such as public officials, bureaucrats, policy makers, those who influence
them, and other experts invited into the process. Outsiders, according to Mason, constitute
everyone else with a stake in the heritage in question but with little or no leverage on the
process. Outsiders often are non-professionals, but e.g., conservation professionals can also
be outsiders if they have little access to the decision-making process. A further division of
power and influence is described by Loes Veldpaus [11] classifying politicians and policy
makers as ‘decision makers’. Experts are differentiated in experts from policy, practice
or academia. The heritage community is considered as divided in a direct community
(inhabitants, users, and developers) and external community (wider public, local or national
and tourists) [11]. As Veldpaus acknowledges, the involved stakeholders and their roles
have expanded and changed over the last decades and are dynamic. Mason introduces
‘potential stakeholders’ as a stakeholder group that has no influence but that may develop
an interest in the heritage property in the future, such as future generations [10]. This group
can include both professionals and laypeople, but the prospect is the interest they will have
in the heritage property.

2.2. Stakeholder Interests

The involvement of a broad range of stakeholders in the identification and manage-
ment of heritage assumes that when the attributes and the significance they convey are
identified and acknowledged; they could be conserved. In this way; stakeholder partici-
pation can indicate possible conflicting interests that require solutions or; on the contrary;
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corresponding interests that can facilitate the process. Classification of stakeholders by
interest in a heritage property is the organising principle applied by Peter Howard in his
‘heritage markets’ [12]. Accordingly, people with an interest in heritage are regarded as
‘markets’ conceptualising that each group invests labour, financial or cultural capital in
the preservation and promotion of the heritage. Although Howard acknowledges that
every group can have different sub-groups and that evaluations can be disputed between
subgroups as well as between individuals; he indicates general fields of interest per heritage
market (see Table 1). For example, visitors are keen on access, which may contrast with the
interest of academics in authenticity in preservation of physical, material constructions and
details. This differs from the media who are interested in the authenticity of appearance
rather than material. Also governments and visitors want to conserve material objects,
while insiders care deeply about very ordinary things and accredit deeper meanings to
people and to sites [12]. The classification by Howard includes some groups also men-
tioned by others, in some cases with different meanings (e.g., outsider; insider). Although
professionals or laypeople are included, it is not a main division. The distinguishing aspect
in his classification, is the arrangement on the basis of someone’s interest in heritage (see
Table 1).

Table 1. Heritage markets, group examples, and interests/concerns adapted from Howard (2003).

Heritage Market Group Examples Interests/Concerns

Owners
Private property owners,

organisations (can include
governments)

Privacy, security, finance

Outsiders Tourists, visitors, educational
visits, connoisseurs Access, interpretation

Insiders

Residents, parishioners,
indigenous people, newcomers.

Can also include non-local
people (emigrants)

Concerned particularly with activities,
with sites, and with people. Person- and
event-related histories. Access, excluding

outsiders. Often oppose interpretation
and pricing.

Governments Different levels of government,
different expertise

Legitimacy and prestige to show
similarity within an area and difference

from others
Academics Different disciplines Authenticity, conservation

Media Press, digital media,
broadcasting, television, film

Agenda for ‘newsworthiness’, visual
value, e.g., films

In a study among residents of historic city centres as users of urban heritage, Elke
Ennen [13] distinguishes three types of residents, based on the meaning they attribute
to their living environment. The ‘connoisseurs’ have emphatically chosen to live in the
heritage environment, have interest in cultural facilities and participate actively in local
heritage manners. The ‘take-it-or-leavers’ are neutral to heritage identity but have interest
in the public space, social contacts, and cheap city centre facilities. The ‘rejecters’ live in
the historic city centre because of employment and other facilities, but would rather live
elsewhere [13]. Another study by Hannah Garrow in the urban area of Leith in Edinburgh,
distinguishes resident groups by their residential history and examines how this influences
their assessment and their narratives in determining what constitutes heritage. ‘Auld
Leithers’ attach personal meaning to spaces enabled by ancestral ties to Leith and through
experiencing historical events in their lifetimes. ‘Real Leithers’ were born in Leith, but
like Ennen’s ‘take-it-or-leavers’ are rather ambivalent about preserving (historic) qualities
and simply accept their living environment. ‘New Leithers’ moved there recently and
demonstrate a wider view in assessing Leith’s heritage, not relating to personal history
but to other locations and references [14]. Although Ennen’s and Harrow’s classification
are limited to residents, they reveal nuances of appreciation within a stakeholder group,
hinting that subgroups may have contrasting interests.
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2.3. Stakeholders, Attributes and Scales

The beforementioned ‘heritage markets’ defined by Howard are one dimension of the
‘heritage cube’, a concept that classifies (1) the kinds of things that people conserve and
collect (heritage fields), (2) the types of people who do it (heritage markets) and (3) the levels
of identity at which the activity takes place (heritage identity levels) (see Figure 1). These
are considered the three faces of a cube and any dispute about heritage management can
be imagined as existing somewhere within the cube, at the intersection of categories [12].
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Figure 1. Heritage cube redrawn from Howard [12].

Various terms can be used to identify and discuss what heritage is and why. The
term ‘attribute’ has been growing adoption in the context of heritage, and its distinction to
values has been highlighted by the 2011 Recommendation on the Historic Urban Landscape
(HUL) [9]. Attributes are the set of characteristics, qualities, uses, and meanings used
by society to justify the classification of a specific resource as a heritage property and
consequently, promote its conservation for the benefit of present and future generations.
Attributes represent what is heritage, which can be either tangible (material) or intangible
(immaterial). In turn, values are the reason why certain attributes are considered outstand-
ing. Veldpaus developed a taxonomy to classify attributes and compare different sources
and case studies. The tangible attributes categories are organised according to scale level:
asset, area and landscape. The intangible attribute categories refer to the ideas underlying
the product, the practice/ societal, and the process [11].

When researching preferred attributes in participatory processes, the match between
participant responses and attribute categories becomes relevant. As known from earlier
research, individual responses in evaluating the living environment often consist of combi-
nations of a variety of interrelated tangible and intangible attributes [15]. The gradations
in categories of attributes is also recognised by Coolen [16], in his research on housing
preferences. Coolen highlights the large variety of tangible and intangible attributes and
explains this from the heterogeneity and complexity of housing, as a ‘product’. Respon-
dents mention not only attributes related to the house, but also include the neighbourhood
and location as important levels to the appreciation of the house. He lists different types of
motivations, like everyday activities (playing, sleeping, supermarket), functional reasons
(cheaper, practical) or psychosocial motivations (proud, relaxing, social control) [16].

2.4. Operationalisation of the Theory

The ‘heritage cube’ by Howard is useful as a conceptual model for this study, as it
organises stakeholders (markets), attributes (fields) and scales (levels). The principle of
classification is adopted, albeit with adapted categories. Howard’s stakeholder categories
(heritage markets) are detailed, yet comprehensive. Moreover, they are related to the
assessment of preferred attributes. Since it is the aim of this study to find the similarities
and differences between stakeholders’ interests, contributing to the participation process,
Howard’s classification of stakeholders is used as a basis for this study. Howard and
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Ennen’s notion that subgroups with different interests exist within groups also provides a
starting point in analysing results. For the scale levels, the organising principle from small
to large is used, adapted to the relevant identification levels of the case study. The gradual
transition from tangible to intangible attributes, as we have seen in the study by Coolen and
Veldpaus, is a concept used in this research when classifying attributes, because it allows
for a wide range of responses in the significance assessment of the varied stakeholders.

3. Method

The research primarily uses qualitative methods based on detailed interviews with
a variety of respondents (59 individuals) about a neighbourhood in Amsterdam. The
respondents of the different stakeholder groups were invited because of their profession
and relation to the project, or through random encounters on the street. The sample of
respondents was not meant to be representative, but big enough to identify and discuss
the diversity of perspectives among stakeholder groups. As described by Small, ‘the
respondents who were polite enough to talk, friendly enough to make an appointment
based on a stranger’s cold call, and extroverted enough to share their feelings with this
stranger may have systematically different attitudes’ [17]. The results of this specific case
study are not meant to be generalised to other case studies with alike attributes. Instead,
the case study and methods are used to test the hypothesis and guide for further research.

3.1. Case Study

The research is conducted in the neighbourhoods Heesterveld, Hoptille and Bijlmer-
plein in Amsterdam (see Figure 2). The Bijlmerplein neighbourhood has a mixed program
of shops, offices, and housing. Hoptille and Heesterveld exist of residential complexes
mainly, although Hoptille has some social meeting areas and in Heesterveld there is an
artist community and related workshops and facilities. The neighbourhoods are part of
Amsterdam Zuidoost, also known as the Bijlmermeer or Bijlmer. The Bijlmer is one of the
most well-known housing estates in the Netherlands, characterised by long high-rise flat
buildings in honeycomb patterns, built in the late 1960s and based on the CIAM ideology
of separation of functions living, working, recreation, traffic [18]. Already during the
completion of the high-rise part of the Bijlmer, there was criticism of, among other things, a
chaotic management situation, social problems, and the urban design concept, with the
dominating massiveness of the apartment buildings, the lack of transparency and orienta-
tion. The neighbourhoods in this research are developed in the 1970s and 1980s according
to another urban concept, as a ‘correction’ to the CIAM ideology. These neighbourhoods
have a mixture of shopping facilities and housing, medium rather than high-rise buildings,
and street profiles and facades that refer to traditional materials and architecture [19]. The
neighbourhoods are not listed as heritage or valuable architecture, although, in general, the
stock built after 1965 has recently come under increasing attention in heritage practice and
research [20,21].

3.2. Data Collection

This research applied photo elicitation as a method for data collection, meaning the
simple idea of inserting photographs into an interview [22]. Harper argues that responses
to photos and words differ, because the parts of the brain that process visual information
are evolutionarily older than the parts that process verbal information. Thus, images evoke
deeper elements of human consciousness than words. By using both words and photos in
the photo elicitation interview, it does not only elicit more information, but rather evokes a
different kind of information [22]. Exploring a ‘different kind of information’ suits the aim
of this research, to reveal the experiences and appreciated attributes in the neighbourhoods.
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For the photo elicitation interviews, a set of seven photos was selected (see Figure 3).
They illustrated a great variety of attributes which respondents could identify as significant.
The photos present the streetscape of the three neighbourhoods. The groups interviewed
are based on but adapted from the ‘Heritage Markets’ as defined by Howard [12] (see
Table 2). A group of ‘makers’ is added and includes architects and urban planners of the
neighbourhoods who are still alive. Some respondents belong to more than one group e.g.,
both resident and local professional or architect and former resident. In those cases, the
dominant profile is chosen for the aggregate analysis.

Table 2. Stakeholder groups as defined by Howard as heritage markets applied in this research.

Howard Owners Insiders Outsiders Governments Academics -

Research Housing
owners Residents Local

professionals Visitors Local
governments Academics Makers

All groups have been confronted with the same set of photos. However, the inter-
action between interviewer and interviewee differs per group, as some are contacted in
spontaneous encounters in the street, while others are consulted in agreed online inter-
views, which could have influenced the understanding and length of the responses. All
participants were asked to describe what is depicted on the photos and to identify positive
and negative attributes. All interviews are post-coded and analysed accordingly. The
interrogation of various stakeholders by presenting the same selection of photos refers
to the research paradigm that multiple realities exist. Each individual, also within every
stakeholder group, might assess the same objects, events and places differently. Giving
voice to the experiences of individuals allows viewpoints to be heard, which may otherwise
be silenced or excluded [23].
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3.3. Coding

The data collected in the interviews was coded, using software Atlas.ti. Coding
is a process to break down the entire data into meaningful parts, enabling focus and
comparison on specific issues (codes) for analysis [24]. A code in qualitative inquiry is
most often a word or short phrase that symbolically assigns a summative, salient, essence-
capturing, and/or evocative attribute for a portion of language based or visual data [25].
Two approaches to coding were applied. Firstly, deductive coding was carried out, based
on the classification scale levels and attribute categories from previous research [15]. The
classification involves mainly two types of codes: the scale levels to which an answer relates
(from small to large) and the category of the attribute referred to (tangible to intangible).
Additionally, inductive coding based on the data was applied to include ‘in vivo’ codes.
This has led to adaptions during the coding process. Several attribute categories were
added (object, comfort, appearance, story/memory) rising from the data. Some scales were
hardly mentioned and therefore left out of the analysis (room, region, world). The scale
level ‘world’ was mentioned only by the ‘makers’ group, referring to inspirational projects
not directly related to the evaluation of this area and therefor disregarded in the analysis. In
addition to the scale levels and the attribute categories, the codes include many attributes,
which express the actual aspect that the respondents mention as positive or negative.

3.4. Analysis

Following the coding process of all interview transcripts, a first quantitative analysis
was carried out. For each stakeholder group and for every individual respondent, a
table was created showing the cooccurrence of all attribute categories (rows) and scale
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levels (columns). Each quote from the data that relates to a combination of scale level
and attribute is displayed and counted in the table (see in Appendix A). Because the
length and detail of the interviews differ, the number of quotes per person or group vary.
Quantitative tables were created per individual and per stakeholder group and were
used to find focus/gravity point of scale level—attribute combinations. By comparing
stakeholder groups similarities and differences between the assessment of groups can be
found (see Figure 4). By comparing the individual to its stakeholder group, matching but
also deviating results can be found. After the first quantitative analysis step in which the
main combinations of scale level and attribute were indicated, the qualitative data from the
interviews in which these assessments were expressed were examined to identify what is
significant for a group or individual. The stakeholder group tables served as starting point
of analysing the coded data, finding the aggregate opinion (majority report). Individual
tables then served to find divergent opinions to the consensus (minority report).

Land 2022, 11, x FOR PEER REVIEW 9 of 20 
 

level ‘world’ was mentioned only by the ‘makers’ group, referring to inspirational projects 

not directly related to the evaluation of this area and therefor disregarded in the analysis. 

In addition to the scale levels and the attribute categories, the codes include many attrib-

utes, which express the actual aspect that the respondents mention as positive or negative. 

3.4. Analysis 

Following the coding process of all interview transcripts, a first quantitative analysis 

was carried out. For each stakeholder group and for every individual respondent, a table 

was created showing the cooccurrence of all attribute categories (rows) and scale levels 

(columns). Each quote from the data that relates to a combination of scale level and attrib-

ute is displayed and counted in the table (see in Appendix A). Because the length and 

detail of the interviews differ, the number of quotes per person or group vary. Quantita-

tive tables were created per individual and per stakeholder group and were used to find 

focus/gravity point of scale level—attribute combinations. By comparing stakeholder 

groups similarities and differences between the assessment of groups can be found (see 

Figure 4). By comparing the individual to its stakeholder group, matching but also devi-

ating results can be found. After the first quantitative analysis step in which the main 

combinations of scale level and attribute were indicated, the qualitative data from the in-

terviews in which these assessments were expressed were examined to identify what is 

significant for a group or individual. The stakeholder group tables served as starting point 

of analysing the coded data, finding the aggregate opinion (majority report). Individual 

tables then served to find divergent opinions to the consensus (minority report). 

 

Figure 4. Attribute categories grouped by scale (total sample). The bars show the percentage of quo-

tations on the relation attribute-scale. 

Quotes reflecting aggregate opinion and deviation were presented in majority and 

minority reports for each stakeholder group. These qualitative data are the main source 

for analysis, illustrate the detailed findings and lead to the propositions on stakeholders’ 

heritage assessment. 

3.5. Theory Building 

The research results are used to formulate propositions in a process inspired by 

grounded theory [26] developing theory evidenced from the data [27]. Following an iter-

ative process of reading, data collection, coding and analysing, little by little the attributes 

and patterns ‘hidden’ in the data are identified. In the words of Charmaz, ‘Grounded the-

ories dig deep into the empirical and build analytic structures that reach up to the hypo-

thetical. Thus, straightforward categories about ordinary experiences shine with bright 

meanings through our analytic renderings’ [28]. Analysing both aggregate (majority) and 

deviating (minority) opinions in a quantitative and qualitative approach, might reveal 

patterns in assessing attributes. Looking at the data in these divergent ways, the research 

Figure 4. Attribute categories grouped by scale (total sample). The bars show the percentage of
quotations on the relation attribute-scale.

Quotes reflecting aggregate opinion and deviation were presented in majority and
minority reports for each stakeholder group. These qualitative data are the main source
for analysis, illustrate the detailed findings and lead to the propositions on stakeholders’
heritage assessment.

3.5. Theory Building

The research results are used to formulate propositions in a process inspired by
grounded theory [26] developing theory evidenced from the data [27]. Following an itera-
tive process of reading, data collection, coding and analysing, little by little the attributes
and patterns ‘hidden’ in the data are identified. In the words of Charmaz, ‘Grounded
theories dig deep into the empirical and build analytic structures that reach up to the hy-
pothetical. Thus, straightforward categories about ordinary experiences shine with bright
meanings through our analytic renderings’ [28]. Analysing both aggregate (majority) and
deviating (minority) opinions in a quantitative and qualitative approach, might reveal pat-
terns in assessing attributes. Looking at the data in these divergent ways, the research tries
to overcome information-processing biases, such as leaping to conclusions influenced by
the vividness or by more elite respondents, ignoring basic statistical properties or dropping
disconfirming evidence [29].

The propositions are shaped from the majority and the minority opinions, finding
logic and exception between groups and within the stakeholder group. These are compared
to present theory on stakeholder assessment. As stated by Eisenhardt, [29] ‘Cases which
confirm emergent relationships enhance confidence in the validity of the relationships.
Cases which disconfirm the relationships often can provide an opportunity to refine and
extend the theory’. Because every neighbourhood is characterised by a mix of variables,
generalisation of results is difficult in case study research. That is why results based on one
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or few cases have a hypothetical character requiring further testing [30]. The propositions
in this study are therefore intended as a starting point for further research.

4. Research Results

The research result includes a total of 59 individual responses. The results per stake-
holder group are presented in a table showing the aggregate result of attribute-scale level
combinations (see tables per stakeholder group in Appendix A). For every group (and every
individual), the number of responses, the interview method, specification of participant
profile and neighbourhood were listed. Only the tables representing stakeholder groups
are presented in the paper. The total dataset, including individuals’ tables can be requested
from the authors.

Figure 5 clearly shows that the significant attribute categories differ per stakeholder
group, but there are also similarities in terms of most frequent or least frequent. Identity
is often mentioned, and across all groups. Spatial and appearance also occur frequently
but the latter in particular shows greater variation across groups. The tangible categories
of object and location, as well as intangible categories comfort and story/memory, are
among the least nominated attribute categories. The attribute category ‘location’ was
hardly mentioned. This might be related to the interview method. In previous research
open questions were asked (‘what do you like about your neighbourhood/ street’). In this
method however, the photos already show a given neighbourhood or street.
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Figure 5. Attribute categories mentioned per stakeholder group. The chart shows attribute categories
as a percentage of the total of quotations of a stakeholder group.

Figure 6 shows the scales at which stakeholder groups find attributes significant. The
neighbourhood scale is the most mentioned overall and is well represented in all groups,
while the national scale is hardly mentioned as significant. The block and district scales are
among the frequently mentioned, but both show outliers, such as low score of governments
on block scale and divisions between groups on district scale.

Corresponding to the ‘gravity point’ in the tables (Appendix A), general observations
are mentioned per group. This includes the quantitative proportions of more and less men-
tioned attributes and scale levels and their comparison to other groups (see Figures 5 and 6).
The qualitative data is presented in Table 3, including a majority report and minority report
per group. The majority report explains the dominant scale level and attribute, identified by
the higher percentages, illustrated by quotes from the data. The minority report, presents
deviating observations by individuals within the group, mentioning e.g., an alternative
scale level or attribute category, also illustrating by quotes from the data.



Land 2023, 12, 712 11 of 20Land 2022, 11, x FOR PEER REVIEW 11 of 20 
 

 

Figure 6. Scale levels mentioned per stakeholder group. The chart shows scale levels as a percent-

age of the total of quotations of a stakeholder group. 

Corresponding to the ‘gravity point’ in the tables (Appendix A), general observations 

are mentioned per group. This includes the quantitative proportions of more and less 

mentioned attributes and scale levels and their comparison to other groups (see Figure 5 

and 6). The qualitative data is presented in Table 3, including a majority report and mi-

nority report per group. The majority report explains the dominant scale level and attrib-

ute, identified by the higher percentages, illustrated by quotes from the data. The minority 

report, presents deviating observations by individuals within the group, mentioning e.g., 

an alternative scale level or attribute category, also illustrating by quotes from the data. 

Table 3. Majority and minority reports per stakeholder group illustrating the aggregate and deviat-

ing evaluations per group. 

 Scale Level 
Attribute  

Category 
Attribute Example 

R
es

id
en

ts
 

Majority report 

Appearance Block 
Colours, mainte-

nance, greenery 

“I think Hoptille is a pleasant place to live. Over the years I have 

seen a few changes about Hoptille. I don’t like the outside of the 

building, especially the porches. Previously, the porches were 

cyan, just like the window frames, this appealed to me more than 

the brown colour with art on it.” (resp. 33) 

 

“Poor maintenance” (resp. 59)  

Minority report 

Comfort Dwelling 
Technical problems, 

nuisance 

“The house has several defects. The house is smelly due to a 

problem with the drainage. The flushing of the toilets from all 

upper floors is clearly audible in the house.” (resp. 32) 

V
is

it
o

rs
 

Majority report 

Appearance Block Colour, impression “I like the colours” (resp. 26)  

Minority report 

Identity Neighbourhood 
Nostalgia, atmos-

phere 

“This picture is very nostalgic for me; I came here often when I 

was a kid. It is always nice and cosy in this area.” (resp. 29) 

L
o

ca
l 

P
ro

fe
ss

io
n

al
s 

Majority report 

Activity Neighbourhood Social contact, sports 

“This spot also serves as a community centre. They also organize 

a lot here. Creating more cohesion which is essential for a sense 

of security.” (resp.19) 

Minority report 

Infrastructure/route District Accessibility  

“The accessibility of the neighbourhood is very good. There are 

bicycle highways and it is nice to walk to the Bijlmerplein if you 

need anything.” (resp. 43) 

G
o

v
e

rn m en ts
 

Majority report 

Figure 6. Scale levels mentioned per stakeholder group. The chart shows scale levels as a percentage
of the total of quotations of a stakeholder group.

Table 3. Majority and minority reports per stakeholder group illustrating the aggregate and deviating
evaluations per group.

Scale Level Attribute
Category Attribute Example

R
es

id
en

ts

Majority report

Appearance Block
Colours,
maintenance,
greenery

“I think Hoptille is a pleasant place to live. Over the years I
have seen a few changes about Hoptille. I don’t like the
outside of the building, especially the porches. Previously, the
porches were cyan, just like the window frames, this appealed
to me more than the brown colour with art on it.” (resp. 33)

“Poor maintenance” (resp. 59)

Minority report

Comfort Dwelling Technical problems,
nuisance

“The house has several defects. The house is smelly due to a
problem with the drainage. The flushing of the toilets from all
upper floors is clearly audible in the house.” (resp. 32)

V
is

it
or

s

Majority report

Appearance Block Colour, impression “I like the colours” (resp. 26)

Minority report

Identity Neighbourhood Nostalgia,
atmosphere

“This picture is very nostalgic for me; I came here often when I
was a kid. It is always nice and cosy in this area.” (resp. 29)

Lo
ca

lP
ro

fe
ss

io
na

ls

Majority report

Activity Neighbourhood Social contact,
sports

“This spot also serves as a community centre. They also
organize a lot here. Creating more cohesion which is essential
for a sense of security.” (resp.19)

Minority report

Infrastructure/route District Accessibility
“The accessibility of the neighbourhood is very good. There
are bicycle highways and it is nice to walk to the Bijlmerplein
if you need anything.” (resp. 43)

G
ov

er
nm

en
ts

Majority report

District,
neighbourhood Identity

Demographics,
safety, social issues,
new developments

“More and more investments are being made and I think that
this development is also a good catalyst for the plan
development in the rest of the district.” (resp. 2)
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Table 3. Cont.

Scale Level Attribute
Category Attribute Example

A
ca

de
m

ic
s

Majority report

District Identity Reputation, history

“The area was by far the worst area in the whole country, for
at least 20 or 30 years. Also, reputation studies showed how
many times Bijlmermeer or Bijlmer, is being mentioned in the
media and all the time, it was very problematic during 1980s
and 1990s.” (resp. 8)

Minority report

Street Comfort Climate adaptation

“Seeing this picture from nowadays perspective, it is too much
closed pavement. At the moment climate adaptation is quite
important. In my opinion, there must be more open soil: a
garden or whatever, or trees.” (resp. 9)

M
ak

er
s

Majority report

Block Spatial Mixed functions,
building typology

“One of the problems of separation of shops and housing is
that we had to think about what kind of ambiance we can
make for these houses that are on top of the shops. We tried to
make a front side of these areas which are in fact the back
sides. ( . . . ) It was not only housing and shops but also other
amenities.”
(resp. 6)

Minority report

District Memory/story
Crime,
infrastructure
system

But this greenery was considered to be very dangerous. It was
not a positive, but a very negative point. It was full of
criminals. The separation of traffic led to very little traffic
casualties. The statistics can show you that the number of
traffic accidents dropped indeed. But this arrangement makes
Bijlmermeer into a really dangerous part of Amsterdam.
Criminality has raised for decades to a very high level, even
today.” (resp. 4)

O
w

ne
rs

Majority report

Neighbourhood Identity
Diversity,
distinctive
character

“The H-buurt, to me, is Hoptille and the Rechte H-buurt. It is
different from Heesterveld and Bijlmerplein. I see them as
three different places with each their own identity.” (resp. 15)

Minority report

District Collectivity Social cohesion

“You live in an area, the rest of the Netherlands has a strong
opinion about, but often not supported with actual knowledge
of how it actually is on the ground. ( . . . ) It’s a nice mix of
people, who are all more or less in the same boat. But they
enjoy food, they enjoy music, despite all the shortcomings in
everyone’s life.” (resp. 12)

As demonstrated by the relative spread of attributes (Figure 5) and scales (Figure 6),
the stakeholder groups show clear differences in their focus in terms of significant attributes.
Below is the description of the main findings for each group.

Residents show a relatively wider spread of attributes, but limited to the scale levels of
block, street and neighbourhood. Within this diversity, a focus on appearance of the block
and activity on neighbourhood level can be observed. However, the responses are very
diverse and many ‘minority reports’ could be reported. Just a few are mentioned in Table 3.

The responses of visitors clearly show a strong focus on the appearance on block level
and on street level. Former residents, now visiting the area, report on deviating attributes.

The local professionals show a strong focus on collectivity and activity, especially if
compared to other stakeholder groups. Their main focus regarding scale are the neigh-
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bourhood and district level. Generally, the local professionals show more attention for the
intangible attributes (story, identity, collectivity, activity) and less for the tangible attributes
(object, location, infra, spatial)

For the government responses, the identity on district level is a main focus in their
assessment. It is remarkable that government officials often assess the neighbourhood
(e.g., Hoptille) in relation to the larger district (H-Buurt or Bijlmer), identifying these scale
levels as their main reference. Because the number of government respondents is low (two
individuals), only corresponding attributes are reported and no minority reports.

The identity on district level is also a main focus for the academics. However, the
attribute scale level combinations are quite diverse in this stakeholder group. Moreover,
several academics have different points of attention, often reflecting their expertise and
(mixed) profiles. This is expressed in the minority reports about e.g., architectural style or
sustainability.

For the makers as a stakeholder group, responses show a strong focus on spatial
quality, mainly on the block level but also mentioned on other scale levels. The focus
on spatial quality is aligned with the profession of the architects and planners in this
stakeholder group. The minority reports include, for example, stories about the design
ideas and social conditions in the creation of the residential blocks in this neighbourhood.

A general observation on aggregate results of responses by owners is the focus on
identity on a neighbourhood level as a dominant attribute-scale combination. The minority
reports address e.g., social, or architectural aspects, relating to the specific profession of the
respondents, that are all professionals working for a housing corporation.

5. Discussion

Based on the research results, six propositions are formulated, presenting main obser-
vations. They are discussed in relation to the concepts explained in the theorical framework.

5.1. Residents Have a Broader View on Attributes

For residents, a wider range of attribute categories matters, but this broad interpreta-
tion of attributes applies to a small physical scope (block, street, neighbourhood). This result
correspondents to previous research in Almere, comparing several participatory pilots [31].
The district level, in this case Bijlmermeer/ Amsterdam Zuidoost, appears no relevant
scale level for residents. However, for many other groups e.g., government, makers, and
academics, the district level is an important scale level. Referring to the aforementioned
common categorisation of professionals and community, the observed difference in both
attributes and scale level is important. The ‘actors with power’ or decision-making stake-
holders, as categorised by Veldpaus [11], have a certain focus, which does not represent
the important attributes for residents. If community participation is the goal, expanding
the scope of the attributes should be considered to match the groups one wants to involve.
Referring to Howard: ‘The idea that there are specific groups who are heritage-conscious
and others who are not is usually a result of defining heritage too narrowly’ [12]. The
residents’ broad view of attributes might relate to the size and plurality of this group. Also
in the sample for this study, residents were the largest group (49%). Differentiation of
groups of residents as e.g., studied by Ennen [13] and Garrow [14] is relevant, as this group
is large, diverse and often represents long term users of a neighbourhood. How personal
aspects, like age, social-economic background, or residential history, play a role in assessing
heritage significance of neighbourhood attributes was not included in this research. Future
research could surely provide an even more detailed insight into individual assessments
and similarities or deviations. Also, alternative groups could be studied, referring to e.g.,
the ‘future stakeholder’ as mentioned by Mason.

5.2. Respondents with Mixed Profiles See More

In many cases, the minority report reflects the view of respondents with a mixed profile
(e.g., designer and former resident or academic and government employee). Participants
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with a plural relation to the neighbourhood seem to have a broader scope and ‘see more’.
This goes beyond the existence of subgroups but introduces mix-groups. Participation of
individuals with multiple profiles could be considered an opportunity as they represent
more viewpoints and groups. Even if a mixed profile assumes an internal conflict of
interests, illustrated by Howard as ‘the archaeologist who would seek to protect a stone
circle from the hands of tourists, for purposes of research, is not necessarily beyond being a
tourist elsewhere, or even being a druid at the weekend’ [12] these individuals have proven
to convey a richer understanding of the interests at stake and may therefore be able to
better understand and interpret the positions of other groups. However, more research
is needed to find out how these capacities can be utilised to the benefit of participatory
heritage processes.

More generally, the complexity of respondents’ profiles and related opinions questions
the accuracy of categorizing stakeholders into groups. In their study about classification
and its consequences, Bowker and Star recognise classification as a ‘balancing act’. They
address the importance of being sensitive to exclusions as residual categories to assign
views that would otherwise remain invisible [32]. Although in some groups, like the
academics and residents, we have observed more individual deviation from the aggregate
opinion, many minority reports could be found in all groups. Being sensitive to exclusions,
means that only quantitative studies and aggregate opinions cannot capture the different
interpretations that can exist within any given neighbourhood and do not offer enough
explanation of the reasons why and the processes by which individuals develop bonds with
their environment [14]. As stated by Ennen, ‘Heritage is interpretation. Every story is one
story. Although different stories may complement one another they may also contradict
each other.’ [13].

5.3. Tangible Is Small, Intangible Is Large

The aggregate results of all respondents seem to show a ‘diagonal’ in attribute-scale
level combinations (see the first table ‘total sample’ in the Appendix A, also visible in
Figure 4). On smaller scale levels (dwelling, block), the physical/ tangible attributes like
objects or spatial quality are addressed. On a larger scale (district, city), more intangible
attributes like identity or story are mentioned. This confirms, on the one hand, the ob-
servations of Coolen, who applied the means-end theory to housing as a more complex
product, that respondents mention a multitude of physical and intangible attributes at
various scales [16]. However, he does not mention the dependence of physical attributes on
small scale and intangible attributes on large scale. Looking at the taxonomy of attributes
by Veldpaus [11], the physical attributes are categorised in an ascending scale level, from
building element (small) to landscape (large). The intangible attributes do not refer to
scales. So, although the distinction between tangible and intangible attributes is widely
acknowledged, their relation to scale levels would need more research.

Over all, the intangible attribute ‘identity’ emerges as the most important attribute
category. This result could be related to the applied photo-elicitation method but could
also be related to this specific 1980′s Dutch case study, as the Bijlmer was known first,
as a ‘innovative and utopian neighbourhood’, and later as a ‘problem neighbourhood’.
Further research with a larger sample of stakeholders and/or different neighbourhoods
can investigate whether these results are specific to this neighbourhood, or if the theoretical
framework and categories have further general validity.

5.4. Residents and Visitors Are Opposites

The results show that visitors have a very narrow view on attributes, with a dominant
focus on appearance. This is different for the residents who on the contrary mention a
wider range of attributes. The diverging interests between residents and visitors, or insiders
and outsiders, confirms the theory on heritage interests by Howard [12]. Our data does not
show a focus on accessibility by visitors, probably related to the fact that our case study
is not a protected heritage site, but the focus on activities, ‘ordinary things’ and personal
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memories by residents is clear. Although the different interests are clear from the theory,
in practice both groups are included in ‘civil society’ or ‘community’, as are referenced
in inter-governmental conventions as UNESCO and the European Faro Convention. The
clear difference between these groups, regarding attribute priorities, indicates the need
for more differentiation of catch-all terms like civil society or community that are used. In
the identification of heritage qualities, rather than classification by role or power over the
decision-making process, opinions should be the principle behind formation of stakeholder
groups.

5.5. Academics Are Not a Group

In their responses, academics show a wide spread across scale levels and attribute
categories. This applies to the aggregate results and becomes even more evident in the
individual responses. Many individual academics have a specific focus but differ from
each other, relating to their expertise of research (i.e., sociology, history, architecture). This
is aligned with the notion by Veldpaus distinguishing different types of experts, ranging
from international, national or subnational levels, from policy, practice or academia, and
from various disciplines [11]. Apart from their variety in expertise, Howard states that
‘academics rarely perceive themselves as a market, preferring the self-perception of the
disinterested observer, merely studying heritage objects for the sake of scholarship’. He
also points to the inaccessibility and limited reach of academic publications due to their
often very knowledgeable but also very narrow approach to topics and opinions [12].

5.6. Makers Are a New Group

In this study, makers, an added group to the heritage markets as defined by Howard,
show a focus on spatial qualities spread across all scales, with the building being dominant
as a scale level. In previous research in the Dutch new town Almere, we found that makers
focused mainly on infrastructure and landscape as areas of heritage significance [31].
Makers were introduced in this research as a stakeholder group, including architects and
urban designers involved in the original design of the neighbourhood. This group is not
mentioned in present theory about heritage evaluation. However, dealing with young
heritage, this new stakeholder group could be acknowledged as influential. Increasingly,
the professionals who were involved in the creation of buildings and areas that now
become heritage, or ‘founding fathers’ are still alive. They often have deep knowledge of
the original intentions and historical developments, and in some cases, they will claim legal
authorship/copyright. Explorations in practice show that the issue regarding architects’
copyright in renovations is highly relevant, especially now that the emphasis in construction
is increasingly on renovations of existing buildings and areas. While there are laws and
guidelines on copyright and involving original makers, additional renovation protocols are
mentioned, such as a value assessment of the existing property [33]. However, the legal
position of makers is not the only perspective in dealing with new heritage. Given the
tendency to consider younger stock as heritage, more research for this stakeholder group is
needed.

6. Conclusions

In this research the main aim was to reveal and discuss potential differentiation of
stakeholders, based on the assessment of the heritage significance of a Dutch neighbour-
hood. In order to anticipate shared interests or potential conflicts in identification and
management of neighbourhood attributes in renovation and development processes, this
research contributed to a better understanding of the stakeholders and groups involved.
By applying heritage assessment methods to an unlisted/ unprotected neighbourhood, we
set the context to find everyday attributes and their significance for stakeholders. Results
reveal that the position of stakeholders matters in their assessment of attributes, referring
to their profession or role, observing important differences between the stakeholder groups’
interest in the attribute category and the scale level they focus on. Residents e.g., have a
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wide scope on attributes (tangible and intangible ones) but on a limited scale level (block,
street, neighbourhood), whereas visitors or makers show priority for one specific attribute
category (respectively appearance and spatial attributes) on one scale level (block). By
comparing the aggregate results per stakeholder group with the individual responses,
we found ‘minority reports’ within all groups. Moreover, many minority opinions were
expressed by respondents with a mixed profile, so individuals belonging to more than one
group.

The findings show that there are clear differences between and within groups, which
makes it relevant to further differentiate commonly used terms like community, civil society,
experts etc. When participation is a goal or even a duty in processes concerning heritage
and the built environment, the identification of different stakeholder interests is important
to invite the right and relevant groups to the ‘participation table’. Especially in the context
of broadening heritage values and multiplicity of actors, this is relevant to avoid a mismatch
between perceived significance and formal decision-making on designation. Information
on stakeholder interests increases support and thus the speed of development processes.
The recognition that individuals within assumed groups do not necessarily share the same
views, points out the need for identification and categorisation based on interests, rather
than role, position, or power.

The main contribution of this paper is the new knowledge on the diversity between
stakeholders on what attributes in their neighbourhoods they convey significance, resultant
from a detailed comparative analysis of interviews using photo-elicitation. On the one
hand, the results confirm earlier conclusions in existing literature on differences between
stakeholder groups. However, especially the definition of groups and the differences
between individuals within groups became more evident, through the distinction made
between majority and minority reports, but are insufficiently described in the existing
literature. Therefore, the results of this paper call for the acknowledgement of more precise
differentiation between stakeholder groups and within groups, based on their significance
assessment of neighbourhood attributes. By conducting the research in an ordinary neigh-
bourhood, using theories and methods common in heritage studies, this study sets an
example for a European ‘renovation wave’, to first identify the significance of neighbour-
hoods to prevent its conservation, while decarbonizing the built environment in upcoming
renovations. Further research is needed to test the propositions in this paper. Moreover,
parties involved in heritage identification and designation or in neighbourhood renovations
have a task of considering how differentiated opinions of stakeholders and individuals can
be incorporated into sustainable heritage development and decision-making processes.
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Appendix A

Tables presenting the results per stakeholder group.
Table logic: rows show attribute categories and columns show scale levels. The cells

show the percentage of the total quotations of this combination.

Table A1. Total sample: 59 respondents.

Element Dwelling Block Street Neighbourhood District City Nation
Story/Memory 0% 0% 1% 0% 2% 2% 1% 0%

Identity 1% 1% 3% 2% 6% 5% 2% 1%
Collectivity 1% 1% 1% 1% 3% 2% 1% 0%

Activity 1% 0% 2% 2% 4% 3% 1% 0%
Appearance 3% 0% 7% 3% 2% 1% 0% 0%

Comfort 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 0% 0%
Spatial 2% 2% 5% 3% 3% 2% 0% 0%

Infra/ Route 1% 0% 1% 1% 1% 2% 0% 0%
Location 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0%
Object 2% 0% 2% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Table A2. Residents: 29 respondents.

Element Dwelling Block Street Neighb District City Nation
Story/Memory 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0%

Identity 1% 1% 4% 3% 7% 1% 0% 0%
Collectivity 0% 0% 1% 1% 2% 1% 0% 0%

Activity 1% 1% 2% 4% 9% 1% 1% 0%
Appearance 1% 1% 10% 5% 5% 1% 0% 0%

Comfort 0% 2% 1% 1% 1% 1% 0% 0%
Spatial 2% 2% 3% 4% 3% 1% 0% 0%

Infra/Route 0% 1% 1% 2% 1% 1% 0% 0%
Location 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0%
Object 3% 0% 3% 2% 1% 0% 0% 0%

Table A3. Visitors: seven respondents.

Element Dwelling Block Street Neighb District City Nation
Story/Memory 0% 0% 1% 0% 1% 1% 0% 0%

Identity 0% 0% 0% 1% 9% 1% 3% 0%
Collectivity 1% 0% 1% 1% 3% 0% 0% 0%

Activity 0% 0% 0% 1% 3% 1% 1% 0%
Appearance 3% 1% 24% 13% 3% 0% 0% 0%

Comfort 0% 1% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0%
Spatial 1% 4% 3% 1% 3% 0% 0% 0%

Infra/Route 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 1% 0% 0%
Location 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Object 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
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Table A4. Local professionals: seven respondents.

Element Dwelling Block Street Neighb District City Nation
Story/Memory 1% 1% 0% 0% 3% 3% 0% 0%

Identity 0% 1% 4% 2% 3% 5% 0% 1%
Collectivity 0% 2% 2% 0% 9% 5% 1% 0%

Activity 1% 1% 2% 2% 7% 8% 1% 0%
Appearance 4% 1% 7% 5% 2% 1% 1% 0%

Comfort 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 0% 0% 0%
Spatial 0% 3% 1% 2% 2% 1% 1% 1%

Infra/Route 0% 0% 0% 1% 1% 3% 0% 1%
Location 0% 0% 1% 0% 1% 1% 1% 0%
Object 0% 1% 1% 2% 1% 1% 0% 0%

Table A5. Governments: two respondents.

Element Dwelling Block Street Neighb District City Nation
Story/Memory 0% 0% 0% 0% 3% 2% 2% 0%

Identity 0% 3% 0% 0% 4% 11% 4% 0%
Collectivity 1% 0% 1% 1% 4% 4% 2% 0%

Activity 1% 0% 0% 2% 4% 6% 1% 0%
Appearance 3% 0% 0% 1% 0% 2% 1% 0%

Comfort 1% 2% 3% 1% 1% 4% 1% 1%
Spatial 0% 2% 0% 1% 4% 4% 0% 0%

Infra/Route 1% 0% 0% 0% 2% 6% 0% 0%
Location 0% 0% 0% 0% 3% 1% 0% 0%
Object 2% 0% 0% 1% 0% 1% 0% 0%

Table A6. Academics: five respondents.

Element Dwelling Block Street Neighb District City Nation
Story/Memory 0% 0% 1% 0% 1% 2% 2% 1%

Identity 1% 1% 5% 1% 4% 10% 4% 2%
Collectivity 1% 1% 1% 1% 3% 4% 2% 0%

Activity 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 4% 0% 0%
Appearance 1% 0% 4% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Comfort 0% 1% 1% 2% 0% 1% 0% 0%
Spatial 1% 4% 7% 4% 3% 5% 1% 0%

Infra/ Route 1% 0% 1% 2% 0% 1% 1% 0%
Location 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Object 1% 0% 2% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Table A7. Makers: four respondents.

Element Dwelling Block Street Neighb District City Nation
Story/Memory 2% 0% 5% 0% 2% 4% 1% 1%

Identity 2% 2% 3% 1% 3% 3% 3% 1%
Collectivity 0% 0% 0% 0% 2% 1% 0% 0%

Activity 0% 0% 1% 1% 1% 0% 0% 0%
Appearance 4% 0% 3% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Comfort 1% 1% 2% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Spatial 3% 2% 14% 5% 3% 3% 0% 0%

Infra/Route 0% 0% 1% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Location 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Object 3% 0% 3% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
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Table A8. Owners: five respondents.

Element Dwelling Block Street Neighb District City Nation
Story/Memory 0% 0% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 0%

Identity 1% 1% 3% 3% 13% 2% 1% 0%
Collectivity 1% 0% 3% 0% 3% 2% 1% 0%

Activity 1% 0% 3% 3% 4% 1% 1% 0%
Appearance 5% 1% 4% 5% 3% 0% 0% 0%

Comfort 3% 1% 2% 2% 3% 1% 0% 0%
Spatial 1% 0% 2% 4% 3% 1% 0% 0%

Infra/ Route 1% 0% 2% 1% 1% 1% 0% 0%
Location 0% 0% 0% 0% 3% 0% 0% 0%
Object 1% 0% 1% 0% 1% 1% 0% 0%
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