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Summary
Background: This study focussed on public green spaces (PGS) within deprived neighbourhoods as a

setting for health promotion. Often, the traditional top-down approach is used to tackle complex
decision-making for PGS, however this course fails to reflect the diverse needs of residents. Therefore,
this study used a bottom-up approach, focusing on the experiential knowledge of the end-users.
Objective: This study aimed to better understand the experiential knowledge by investigating the

residents' motivators, barriers, and perceived assets to use PGS.
Methodology: Three different study methodologies were used. First, a systematic literature study was

performed to investigate what motivators and barriers to PGS use are known within the literature.
Secondly, an experimental field study was performed within the Geitenkamp, a neighbourhood in
Arnhem, to investigate what motivators and barriers residents mention for PGS use within and around
their neighbourhood. The motivators and barriers found in the literature and field study were
categorised with the Affordances Star framework. Thirdly, a focus group was held for asset mapping
through the Asset Based Community Development (ABCD) approach.
Results: It is found that motivators related to ‘actions’ have the greatest frequency of mentions,

whereas most barriers are related ‘objects’. The three motivators with the greatest frequency of
mentions in the literature are rest, natural or green space, and socialising. For the Geitenkamp, these
motivators are walking, rest, and enjoyment. The three barriers with the greatest frequency of mentions
in the literature are inadequate greenery, too small in size, and lack of safety. These barriers are bad
maintenance, lack of safety, and garbage lying around for the field study. During the focus group,
knowledge, passions and experiences with green spaces were shared personal assets amongst the
participants. The perceived assets within the Geitenkamp are mainly related to physical spaces and
institutions. Additionally, new ideas and themes were discussed during the brainstorm session, such as
creating a residents committee in the Geitenkamp.
Conclusion: This study reveals the most important motivators and barriers from residents to use PGS in

both the Geitenkamp and literature. Different policymakers can use these findings to improve PGS,
which could enhance the wellbeing of residents and reduce the health inequality gap. Moreover, this is
the first time the ABCD approach has been performed on PGS, giving new insights for further studies.
In consideration of these insights, two infographics are created, one for the municipality in general and
one specifically for the Geitenkamp. They provide the main findings and advice to improve PGS and how
to apply the ABCD approach. The next step in this field is to focus on a hybrid structure of residents and
professionals working together to improve PGS.
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Chapter 1: Introduction
In the first chapter, the broader context in which the research is embedded is explained. Subsequently,
a closer view of the specific research area is constructed. The aim of the study is explicated by defining
the knowledge gap, research questions, followed by the operationalisation of some terms used in this
study. Finally, the relevance of this study is discussed.

1.1 Background
1.1.1 Green spaces as a setting for health promotion

Health inequality is a worldwide phenomenon, even in a prosperous country like the
Netherlands. On average, people in the Netherlands with a low income have a life expectancy that is six
years shorter than people with a high income. Looking at the years people experience good health, this
difference is nineteen years (RIVM, 2014). Many factors play a role in this health inequality gap.
Examples of direct factors are the lack of money, knowledge and accessibility of healthcare, or a social
environment that does not stimulate health (Vaandrager et al., 2020). Indirect factors have more to do
with the quality of the living environment. Housing conditions and environmental quality of residential
areas are unequally distributed within the population, widening the health inequality gap. The quality
and availability of green spaces are unequally distributed as well (Braubach & Fairburn, 2010). This study
will focus on green spaces, particularly within deprived neighbourhoods, as a setting for health
promotion.
1.1.2 Benefits of public green spaces

Green spaces can be divided into private and public green spaces (You, 2016). Private green
spaces refer to green outdoor amenities which are only accessible to the owners unless otherwise
permitted—for example, the garden around someone's house. Conversely, public green spaces (PGS)
are public goods that are freely accessible to all residents and mainly encompass vegetated natural
spaces, such as parks, gardens, forests, green squares, or playgrounds (You, 2016). PGS provide a
broader societal significance, as it is a space that can be used by all citizens, whereas not everyone has
the resources to benefit from private green space. These shared benefits originated through PGS are
relevant when looking at health inequality. For this reason, the focus of this study is on PGS.
A growing amount of literature demonstrates the positive impact of PGS on public health.
Associations between the number of green spaces and a reduction of all-cause mortality are found (van
den Berg et al., 2015). PGS have different health effects depending on the way they are used (Hartig,
Yentl te Riele
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Mitchell, de Vries, & Frumkin, 2014). Hartig et al. (2014) created an overview of how contact with nature
relates to health in urbanised societies. A distinction was made between four themes. First of all, green
spaces stimulate physical activities like walking or playing (Hartig et al., 2014). Second, nature creates
places and opportunities for social relationships, stimulating social cohesion and social capital (Hartig et
al., 2014). Namely, people with more social contact are likely to live longer than people with less social
contact (Umberson & Montez, 2010). Third, the sight of nature or being in nature enhances
physiological and psychological responses (Hartig et al., 2014). Studies found that contact with nature
leads to a significant decrease in depressive symptoms among adults (Gubbels et al., 2016), lower selfperceived stress (Pun, Manjourides, & Suh, 2018) and a reduced risk of sleep shortness (Astell-Burt,
Feng, & Kolt, 2013). Fourth, natural ecosystems clear the air by absorbing pollutants, such as ozone,
oxides, or nitrogen. This increase in air quality positively impacts health and well-being (Hartig et al.,
2014). In addition, a significant positive effect of PGS, which was unmentioned within the overview of
Hartig et al. (2014), has to do with urban heat. The rising temperature in urban areas is a growing
problem. This phenomenon is also known as the urban heat island effect. It causes a significant negative
impact on the health of people living in urban areas, as it influences thermal stress leading to
cardiovascular and respiratory morbidity and mortality (Shahmohamadi, Che-Ani, Etessam, Maulud, &
Tawil, 2011). PGS have a cooling effect, primarily through their provision of shade. The shade blocks the
heat from the sun that the petrified environment would otherwise absorb. In this way, the cooling effect
of PGS diminish the negative health impact (Kuypers, De Vries, & Peeters, n.d.). Although the literature
generally supports the view that PGS have beneficial health effects, establishing a causal relationship is
complicated. The relationship is complex, as many factors that could potentially influence health are
hard to control in real-life settings (Lee & Maheswaran, 2011).
1.1.3 Public green spaces and health inequality

The quality and quantity of PGS are lower in deprived neighbourhoods (Hoffimann, Barros, &
Ribeiro, 2017; Kabisch & Haase, 2014; Rigolon, 2016). A case study in Porto found that safety concerns,
distance from home to PGS, signs of damage, and lack of equipment within green spaces increased with
neighbourhood deprivation (Hoffimann et al., 2017). Aside from this, a literature review including 49
studies performed within different cities in developed countries concluded that low-social economic
and ethnic minority communities have less access to parks, especially larger sized parks. Moreover,
these parks have fewer and less diverse amenities, are maintained less, and are less safe than parks in
wealthier neighbourhoods (Rigolon, 2016). These findings align with multiple other case studies
performed in European and US cities, which have found that different immigrant communities have less
access to PGS in their vicinity (Kabisch & Haase, 2014).
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However, research shows that people with a lower socioeconomic status benefit more from
green space in the living environment (Brown et al., 2018; van den Berg et al., 2015). It was found that
people with lower education are more sensitive to the amount of green in their living environment. The
study from De Vries, Verheij, Groenewegen, and Spreeuwenbergs (2003) found that this group
appeared to have the most beneficial health effects, such as their health rating and number of
experienced symptoms, due to a greener environment. There are different plausible explanations for
this. For example, people living in a deprived neighbourhood, with less financial resources and
possibilities to visit green spaces outside their living environment, are more dependent on the local
green spaces. Moreover, it is well known that lower SES (socio-economic status) groups are less healthy,
thereby creating greater possibilities to improve health compared to people with a higher SES (de Vries
et al., 2003).
One way to advance the quality of the living environment as a health-promoting setting that
reduces health inequalities, is to improve green spaces within deprived neighbourhoods. PGS within
deprived neighbourhoods have the lowest quality and are scarcer, while the residents seem most
receptive to the benefits of PGS (Brown et al., 2018; van den Berg et al., 2015, De Vries et al., 2003).
Improvements of PGS within deprived neighbourhoods increase the residents' opportunities to use PGS
and gain from the accompanying health benefits.
1.1.4 Perspective of residents

Many stakeholders are involved in the provision and improvements of PGS. The decision-making
process regarding PGS often confronts complex situations, as they serve various residents with different
perceptions and preferences. In most cases, the traditional top-down approach is used to tackle this
complex decision-making process (Shan, 2012). However, this approach has been increasingly criticised
as inappropriate because it is primarily based on professional assumptions rather than on the needs of
users (Huang, 2010). It is proven that users and professionals have different perspectives towards the
values and use of green spaces (GGD, 2018). The failure to reflect these diverse needs in PGS design
could exclude certain groups of people (Huang, 2010; Jim & Chen, 2006). Studies performed in Asia have
shown that this discrepancy leads to low use and even non-use of PGS and creates an additional financial
burden for the local government (Huang, 2010). In the case of the Netherlands, nature protection has
not been a priority within the government decision-making for the past ten years. This is one of the
reasons thousands of initiatives have been developed by residents trying to do this themselves (Buijs,
2021). PGS planners could incorporate people's experiential perspective instead of focusing squarely on
the physical aspects of recreation and facilities (Lo & Jim, 2010b). Therefore, this study chooses a
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bottom-up approach by focusing on the experiential knowledge from residents, in this case, the people
living in a deprived neighbourhood.
Although the professionals' perspective is mainly used in the decision making regarding PGS,
studies also investigated the residential perspective (Lo & Jim, 2012; Pincetl & Gearin, 2013). For
example, Shan (2014) looked at motivators for visiting UGS (urban green spaces) and the relevant
differences across social groups. Data was obtained through an in-person questionnaire performed in
Guangzhou, a large Chinese city, and it was found that nature-related and exercise-related motivators
were ranked highest. Another study in Hong Kong measured citizens' responses towards inadequate
green space provision through a questionnaire survey. It was found that respondents favour more trees,
a dispersed seating design and large parks (Lo & Jim, 2012). A study performed in Switzerland looked at
motivations for people to seek green spaces in urban settings. Through a questionnaire it was found
that most motivations were related to nature's restorative effects, with social bonding as a desirable
side benefit (Home, Hunziker, & Bauer, 2012). Moreover, older people were motivated by the wish to
seek social contact, while younger people were motivated by the wish to escape and reflect (Home et
al., 2012).
The previous described studies investigated the perspective of residents to use PGS. This study
focuses on the residents' experiential knowledge by investigating motivators and barriers,
acknowledging that the perceived motivators and barriers are crucial elements within the experiential
knowledge of residents.
1.1.5 The law ‘Omgevingswet’

Recently, a new law regarding the environment has been adopted within the policy of the
Netherlands. The 'Omgevingswet' will be operated on the first of January 2022. This law bundles
legislation and rules encompassing space, residence, infrastructure, environment, nature, and water.
The most crucial aim of this law is to manage, use, and develop the physical living environment to fulfil
societal needs while retaining the environmental quality (RIVM, 2021b). With this law, municipalities
get more responsibility and freedom in their policymaking, and there are more opportunities to make
local trade-offs and take the health and needs of citizens into account.
Broad participation from society is a central theme in this law (RIVM, 2021b). The underlying
principle is that early and broad participation from society brings new ideas and creates a support base.
For this reason, the new law makes participation and the inclusion of citizens’ perspectives an obligation
within governmental decision making (RIVM, 2021b). In the context of this study, the 'Omgevingswet'
emphasises the importance of including the residents' experiential knowledge on the use of PGS.
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Outcomes of this study can be extra influential considering that local governments get more incentives
to use the experiential knowledge from residents in their decision-making processes (RIVM, 2021b).

1.2 Study aim
1.2.1 Knowledge gap

Thus far, no study compares or combines the existing literature regarding the motivators and
barriers to using PGS. Bringing this knowledge together could lead to valuable information for further
research or for policy makers to improve PGS.
Most epidemiological studies use objectively measured surroundings and access to green space,
assessed by land use maps or remote sensing indices. These measurements lack data on the actual
reasons behind visits by the users (Huynh, Craig, Janssen, & Pickett, 2013; Markevych et al., 2017).
Meanwhile, it was found that subjective variables are stronger predictors of green space visits than the
objectively measured quantity (Bloemsma et al., 2018). Some studies did focus on subjective variables,
using questionnaires to identify motivators or barriers (Boyd et al., 2018; Lo & Jim, 2012; Shan, 2014).
However, questionnaires and observational methods tell us little about what people think or feel and
are widely acknowledged as inadequate for revealing emotions and values (Seaman, Jones, & Ellaway,
2010). GGD (2018) mentioned that focus groups or in-depth interviews have added value in grasping
this more profound understanding, as it provides space for further questions and discussions which is
not possible with a questionnaire alone (GGD, 2018).
Moreover, the traditional top-down approach looks at residents as passive users with needs
that professionals must fulfil from outside (Huang, 2010; Shan, 2012). On the contrary, focussing on the
aspects that are already present inside a neighbourhood could encourage residents to use these assets.
However, methods and outcomes that focus on the perceived assets from residents to use PGS have
not been found.
1.2.2 Research question

This study focuses on improving PGS as a setting for health promotion, focusing on deprived
neighbourhoods. A case study will be performed within the Geitenkamp, which is a neighbourhood in
the Dutch city of Arnhem. The aim is to increase the understanding of the residents' experiential
knowledge on the use of PGS, by investigating the residents’ motivators, barriers, and perceived assets
to use PGS within the neighbourhood. This is investigated through a bottom-up approach. The main
research question is:
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What are residents’ motivators, barriers, and perceived assets to use PGS in their neighbourhood?
Sub-questions within this study are:
•

What barriers and motivators are present in the literature that influences residents’ choice to
use PGS?

•

Which PGS do residents living in the Geitenkamp like to go to, and what motivators and barriers
do they mention for their visits?

•

What assets do residents recognise as stimulating for the use of PGS in their neighbourhood?

1.2.3 Relevance

Investigating the motivators and barriers and perceived assets from residents to visit PGS mirror
their wishes, expectations, and are associated with their attachment to these places (Kyle, Mowen, &
Tarrant, 2004). Understanding the motivators and barriers for the usage of PGS is of great importance
in ascertaining why people use PGS in the way they do and understanding the impacts of PGS visits
(Yuen, 1996). Additionally, knowledge about motivators and barriers for PGS use can assist decisionmakers in achieving effective planning, management, and design of PGS to fulfil general requirements
and expectations.
Improving PGS within deprived neighbourhoods as a setting for health promotion reduces
health inequalities, considering that PGS within deprived neighbourhoods have the lowest quality and
quantity and the residents seem most receptive to the benefits of PGS (Hoffimann et al., 2017; de Vries
et al., 2003). Additionally, this study's focus on assets instead of needs could empower the residents to
use what is already present. This positive perspective could create new opportunities for residents to
use PGS and gain from the accompanying health benefits. This way, the PGS as a setting for health
promotion reaches all the residents that want to make use of PGS, narrowing the health inequality gap.
1.2.4 Operationalization of terms for clarification

•

The use of PGS can be interpreted broadly, as long as someone can experience the public green
space. For example, someone can actively exercise in a park but also sit down and look at the
park.

•

Assets are tangible or intangible capacities or strengths within a particular place or community
(Missingham, 2017). An example of an intangible asset could be knowledge, whereas a tangible
asset could be a tree on the side of the street.

•

Residents' experiential knowledge can be seen as knowledge gained from life experience rather
than formal education or professional training (American Psychological Association, 2020).
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•

Health inequalities are an important underlying principle within this study. Health inequality is
defined as: 'measurable differences in health outcomes and health experiences between
different population groups – according to socioeconomic status, geographical area, age,
disability, gender or ethnic group' (Whitehead, 1991). Health inequity, on the other hand, has
an ethical and moral dimension. It refers to differences in health that are avoidable,
unnecessary, and considered as unfair and unjust. Inequities include differences in opportunity
for different population groups that result in, for example, unequal life chances, unequal
division of nutritious food and adequate housing (Frohlich & Abel, 2014). However, judgements
on which situations are unfair will vary from time to time and place to place. Identifying which
health inequalities are also inequities involves normative judgement and cannot be determined
by science alone (Kawachi, Subramanian, & Almeida-Filho, 2002). Therefore, this study uses the
term health inequality, keeping in mind that health inequities are often included within this
terminology.
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Chapter 2: Theoretical framework
The second chapter describes the theories, concepts, and models that were used within this study. First,
the theory of affordances is explained. Secondly, the Affordances Star framework is described as a
framework to apply the theory of affordances. Next, the Asset Based Community Development (ABCD)
approach is explicated. Last, a theoretical framework demonstrates how the leading theories within this
study are applied together.

2.1 Affordance theory
2.1.1 Theory of affordances

The motivators and barriers found within this study will be interpreted by using the concept of
affordances. Affordances are the perceived opportunities or constraints within an environment relative
to the characteristics of the organism perceiving them (Lennon, Douglas, & Scott, 2017). The theory of
affordances is a dynamic framework that integrates quality and usability, embracing green spaces as
multidimensional places with a broad array of potential users (Lennon et al., 2017). This theory responds
to the general approaches for green space planning, which conceive environmental experiences as a
linear process. Namely, the 'perceiver' is envisaged as a passive 'observer' rather than an active
participant concerning the environment in which they are positioned (Anusas & Ingold, 2013). Seeing
the motivators and barriers from people as 'observers' without recognising the characteristics of the
individual does not provide a proper understanding of why these motivators and barriers exist (Lennon
et al., 2017). Gibson's (1979) ecological approach to perception offers a potential correction to this
missing deeper understanding. The core of this approach is the idea that perception is an embodied and
dynamic experience. From this position, organisms perceive a world of potentialities identified relative
to their physiological capacities, temporal biophysical possibilities, and their bodies' scale. Gibson
describes such potentialities as affordances. Affordances are tangible and perceivable, but no properties
of either the environment or the organism. Instead, they emerge within the relationship between the
environment and the organism (Lennon et al., 2017). Within this study, the affordances are the
motivators (opportunities) and barriers (constraints) that emerge through the relationship between PGS
and the residents perceiving them. The theory of affordances is used to look from a dynamic point of
view towards these motivators and barriers.
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2.1.2 Application of affordances

In the past decennia, several studies have investigated PGS through the theory of affordances.
The theory was mainly applied to investigate children's environments and their functional significance
for interaction, playing and learning (Chaudhury, Hinckson, Badland, & Oliver, 2017). Only a few studies
used affordances as a tool to understand residents' preferences and experiences regarding green space.
For example, Coolen and Meesters (2011) used affordances to investigate why people have certain
preferences within private and public green spaces. Outcomes showed that 'having a sense of nature'
and 'liveability of the neighbourhood' were important affordances. Another study used affordances to
explore residents' perceptions of the quality of green spaces and neighbourhood satisfaction. Through
a comparison of neighbourhoods, the results showed that the accessibility and usability of green spaces
were important affordances relating to neighbourhood satisfaction (Zhang, Van den Berg, Van Dijk, &
Weitkamp, 2017). Moreover, another study applied the affordance theory to investigate perceived
attributes and their interrelations as a tool to explore preferences for the physical aspects of green
urban spaces (Hadavi, Kaplan, & Hunter, 2015). The most frequently chosen affordance-based
categories were 'gardens/ community gardens', 'social activity', and 'seating areas'. Next to this, it was
found that the perceived 'potential to use' of the setting was more important compared to the
perceived 'scene' by the participant. In addition, it was demonstrated how the differences within the
individuals' concerns and needs influence their perceptions of the physical attributes and affordances
within the environment (Hadavi et al., 2015).
2.1.3 The Affordances Star framework

In this study, the Affordances Star framework is used to interpret the found motivators and
barriers (Figure 1). Each star point refers to one of the affordance dimensions of green space (Lennon
et al., 2017). The star contains six interacting dimensions: Spaces, Actions, Times, Persons, Scales, and
Objects. 'Spaces' refers to the type of landform. 'Persons' cover the specific capacities, interests and
needs of the residents. 'Actions' covers the potential ways that PGS can be used. For example, social
activities, physical activities, play, walking, running, the experience of nature, seating, and sedentary
uses (Coolen & Meesters, 2011; Hadavi et al., 2015). 'Objects' includes the physical features of the PGS.
'Scale' encompass the size of the PGS. 'Time' takes changes that happen over time into account, such as
the changing seasons, time of the day, or human ageing. Taken all together, the six points of the star
constitute the green space environment, where opportunities (motivators) and constraints (barriers)
occur, depending on who interacts with the environment (Lennon et al., 2017).
This study investigates the residents' experiential knowledge to use PGS, applying the
Affordances Star framework to understand the motivators and barriers. For example, if it is found that
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residents go less outside to use PGS when it rains, the element 'rain' can be placed within the dimension
'time' as a barrier. By placing the perceived elements within each of the six dimensions, an overview of
explanations on the motivators and barriers is created. However, it could differ for each individual
whether the example' rain' is a barrier to use PGS. The affordance theory emphasises recognising
individuals' characteristics and seeing perception as an embodied dynamic experience (Lennon et al.,
2017). As this study wants to improve PGS for all residents, it is decided to not differentiate amongst
residents living within the study area.

Figure 1. The Affordances Star framework: a relational framework for interpreting the motivators and barriers of

residents (Lennon et al., 2017).

2.2 ABCD approach for asset mapping
2.2.1 ABCD approach

The ABCD approach is a guide developed by Kretzmann and McKnight (1993), based on the
premise that every community, no matter how troubled or disadvantaged, possess unique, gifted and
skilled individuals, associations, and institutions. These attributes need to be recognised and mobilised
from within for development and community-building purposes (Forrester, Kurth, Vincent, & Oliver,
2018). The ABCD approach counters the traditional approach, which is needs-driven and arguably
focussed on people’s problems and deficiencies. Target groups are labelled and perceived in terms of
deficits or lacks, such as poverty, unemployment, lack of education and skills. This labelling is a
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disempowering discourse, enlisting “poor” or “disadvantaged” groups as clients into a welfare system
that maintains them in a dependent position. It shapes the way professionals understand communities
and relate to them, how community members identify themselves and understand their place in society.
It silences the target communities and blinds them from seeing their own strengths, knowledge, skills,
and other resources (Missingham, 2017). Instead, the ABCD approach is committed to looking at the
community’s capacities and assets. Such assets are defined as physical, tangible recourses or spaces in
communities (such as schools, parks, sports facilities, community centres, etcetera.) as well as the more
intangible personal and social qualities (such as experiences, knowledge, skills, culture, social networks,
etcetera). Like the World Health Organization (2018) shifted their definition of health from “the absence
of disease” to “the state of physical, mental, and social well-being”, the ABCD approach can help to shift
the culture of community health from assessing deficiencies towards a focus on people’s strengths. The
ABCD process can be defined by three characteristics (Missingham, 2017):
1. Citizen-led. Local citizens map their resources and needs and lead the collaboration with outside

partners.
2. Relationship oriented. There is a focus on building social networks.
3. Asset-based. The process focuses on strengths, resources, and assets.

The concept of ABCD is intentionally internally focused, where people and groups within the
local community are empowered as primary agents of social change. Figure 2 demonstrates how the
ABCD process shifts the perspective on citizens as victims to producers. In the long run, mobilising
existing strengths and resources helps to build social capital and catalyse change to improve the overall
community and population health (Turin, Shahid, & Vaska, 2019).

Figure 2. Citizen Power Progression (ABCD Institute, 2021).
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2.2.2 Application of the ABCD approach

Different studies have used physical asset mapping based on the ABCD approach for health
promotion. For example, neighbourhood mapping was relevant in an ecological study for a communitybased urban infant mortality prevention program. They conclude that neighbourhood mapping is a
powerful tool that brings participants and residents into the research process (Aronson, Wallis,
O'Campo, & Schafer, 2007). Another study used asset mapping to identify the service locations that
provide positive and helpful health-related services for refugees in Calgary. The physical assets where
people seek health services, such as hospitals, clinics, dentists, community health centres, were
mapped. The creation of a platform and pamphlet showing where the mapped assets were located was
a short-term outcome. Long-term outcomes were increased awareness of available health services and
increased positive interactions between refugee populations and health systems (Monthly IRCC
Updates, 2017). Thus far, no other study applies the ABCD approach to PGS or any other type of
greenery. Blickem et al. (2018) performed a meta-study on the studies that used the ABCD approach to
improve public health. All concepts across the analysed articles were categorized without mentioning
concepts relating to any type of greenery.
The ABCD approach has inspired worldwide activity. Positive outcomes such as engagement,
protective and promoting factors, cohesion, coproduction, social relationships, sustainability, and social
networks have been found (Blickem et al., 2018). However, it has also been criticized on several aspects.
A major criticism is that it is too focused on a narrow range of psychological constructs such as positive
thinking and resilience. It avoids the debate about complex structural factors, such as the imbalance of
power associated with material deprivation and health inequality (Friedli, 2013). Moreover, as the
method is implemented mainly by the citizens themselves, it is cheap and could be employed by
policymakers who aim to reduce the public budget (Rita et al., 2019). The debate about whether the
ABCD- approach can tackle the realities of social and economic inequalities is ongoing. Understanding
the impact of social and economic deprivation on the population, together with significant investments
in ABCD approaches, are needed to realize long-term impacts in society through ABCD (Blickem et al.,
2018).
2.2.3 Asset mapping

The ABCD process first involves identifying the positive capabilities of a given community by
mapping assets (ABCD Institute, 2021). Asset mapping is described as a process of documenting tangible
assets, such as parks and community centres and personal assets, such as the skills and knowledge of
the population. Asset mapping is seen as a bottom-up process with the assets as building blocks (Blickem
et al., 2018). Duncan (2016) developed a toolkit for asset mapping that highlights the five categories of
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assets; associations, institutions, individuals, physical space, and local economy. Inspired by this toolkit,
a framework with examples of assets was made (Figure 3).
This study wants to investigate what assets are perceived when using PGS. This model (Figure
3) will be used as a tool for asset mapping by residents. It supports the asset mapping process because
the model provides a clear overview and examples of the different types of assets, making it easier for
residents to think of different assets for their neighbourhood.

Figure 3. Community Asset Profile (Duncan, 2016).

2.3 Summary theoretical framework

Figure 4 represents a summary of the theoretical framework that is used for this study. The
hypothesis within this study is that insight into the perceived motivators, barriers, and assets helps to
understand the residents’ experiential knowledge to use PGS. The found motivators and barriers are
interpreted with the Affordances Star framework. The ABCD approach is used to map the perceived
assets by residents within their neighbourhood.
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Figure 4. Theoretical framework used within this study.
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Chapter 3: Methodology
This study was performed in the context of the Dutch ‘PARTIGAN’ research project. PARTIGAN aims to
understand how greening the living environment can stimulate contact with and use of the urban green
infrastructure by citizens, especially focussing on more vulnerable citizens (Wageningen University &
Research, 2021). It is carried out within Arnhem and Nijmegen by a consortium of research and practice
organizations.
Figure 5 below presents an overview of the study design. The figure starts with questioning the
residents’ experiential knowledge and distinguishes this knowledge into barriers, motivators, and
perceived assets. Three methods are used for this study, to combine the power of stories and numbers
(Pluye & Hong, 2014). The first research part investigated what barriers and motivators towards PGS
use are found within the literature. The second research part aimed to investigate what barriers and
motivators are present within the field, using the Geitenkamp as a case study. The found motivators
and barriers were classified with the Affordances Star. Moreover, it was studied to what PGS within or
around the Geitenkamp residents like to go. This information was used as material for the focus group.
The third research part aimed to get insight into the perceived assets by the residents, using the
residents within the Geitenkamp as a case. This was investigated through asset mapping with a focus
group of residents living in the Geitenkamp. The asset mapping process was based on the ABCDapproach.
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Figure 5. Overview of the study design.

3.1 Systematic literature review
3.1.1 Process of the data selection

Multiple studies have investigated the motivators and barriers for residents to use green spaces,
but no meta-study has analysed these studies together. A systematic literature review was performed
in order to investigate the first sub-question:
What barriers and motivators are present in the literature that influences residents’ choice to use PGS?
The databases Scopus, Web of Science, and Pubmed were used to systematically search for literature.
With a filter on ‘title-abstract-keywords’ only, the following search string has been used in all three
databases above: ("public green space*" OR "urban green space*" OR "public green") AND
("motivators*" OR "barriers*" OR "motivation*" OR "perspective*") AND ("citizen*" OR "resident*")
In Scopus, an extra filter was used on articles written in the years between 2012-2021 to retrieve
articles that were up to date and keep the number of articles manageable within the scope of this
research. Moreover, the articles within the topics ‘environmental science’ and ‘social science’ were
selected, as these topics seemed most relevant for this study. As a result, 78 articles remained. Studies
were selected based on the title (Table 1) and 20 articles remained (Figure 6). In Web of Science, an
extra filter was used to select the articles written between 2012-2021 for the same reason within
Scopus. Moreover, articles within the topics; environmental studies, urban studies, environmental
sciences, public environmental, occupational health, and multidisciplinary sciences were included, as
these topics seemed most suitable. As a result, 70 articles remained. After the selection based on the
title (Table 1), 20 articles remained (Figure 6). In Pubmed, no extra filters were used, as the number of
results was already low, and all the resulting articles were already within the years 2012-2021. In total,
fifteen articles were collected. After the selection based on the title (Table 1), seven articles remained
(Figure 6).
After the correction for duplications on the remaining articles amongst the different databases, 34
remained. Then, the articles were scanned on their study method (Table 1) and 18 studies were
considered suitable. Additionally, through forward and backwards snowballing, nine studies were
added. A total amount of 27 remaining studies were read fully to determine the quality and relevance.
Finally, due to irrelevant information or non-peer-reviewed articles, four studies were excluded. This
selection process resulted in 23 studies to analyse (Figure 6).
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Table 1. Criteria on titles and methods for including or excluding articles.

Inclusion criteria

Exclusion criteria

• Title written in English or Dutch

• Title not written in English or Dutch

• Title includes perspectives, motivators, or barriers

• Title does not include perspectives, motivators, or

on any type of green

barriers on any type of green
• Title was only focused on one aspect of green
spaces, such as access, physical activity, public
participation, inequalities, climate-related, or
health benefits
• Title focused on private green

• Method is focused on different motivators,
barriers, perspectives, or ways to use public green
spaces by the residents

• Method is not focused on the motivators,
barriers, perspectives, or ways to use green
spaces by the users
• Non-peer reviewed on the topic
• Articles for which the full-text version could not
be accessed

Yentl te Riele

Perceived Assets, Motives and Barriers to use PGS

27

Figure 6. Illustration of the selection process.

3.1.2 Data analysis of the systematic literature review

The barriers and motivators found within the selected articles, including quantitative,
qualitative, and mixed-method research designs, were transformed into qualitative findings using the
data transformation technique ‘qualitative thematic synthesis’ (Pluye & Hong, 2014). Data on
motivators and barriers was completely written down and thematically coded through the dimensions
within the Affordances Star framework. Motivators and barriers were not coded if they were scored as
‘not important’ within the article. When it was not straightforward in which dimension the motivator or
barrier should be placed, a decision was made based on what seemed most logical concerning the
context. All the coded motivators and barriers can be found in Appendix I. After the coding process, a
figure was created out of the literature's most frequently mentioned motivators and barriers.
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3.2 Explorative field study

The explorative field study aimed to answer the second sub-question:
Which PGS within and around the Geitenkamp do residents like to go to, and what motivators and
barriers do they mention for their visits?
3.2.1 Background of the field study: the Geitenkamp

The Geitenkamp is a neighbourhood within the city of Arnhem (Figure 7) and lies on a moraine,
causing height differences. It is built in Ebenezer Howard’s Garden City style, resulting in one-family
houses with a front and backyard. Most of these houses were built between 1900-1925 or 1925-1950,
and social housing corporations own 82% of the housing units. The Geitenkamp has a unique
architectural character that is protected, meaning that changes must fit within the street architecture
(AlleCijfers.nl, 2020).

Figure 7. The Geitenkamp circled in red within the city of Arnhem (GoogleMaps, 2021).

The Geitenkamp has 3.895 residents with a relatively high population density of 8.057 residents
per

km2,

compared

to

the

average

within

Arnhem

of

1.649

residents

per

km2

(Volksgezondheidzorg.info, 2021). Most residents are non-married and between 45-65 years old. The
average income per resident per year is 17.700 euros, which is lower than the average of 36.500 in the
Netherlands (AlleCijfers.nl, 2020; GemiddeldInkomen, 2020). Therefore, the Geitenkamp can be
classified as a deprived neighbourhood.
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Students from the university Van Hall Larenstein performed a survey amongst residents in the
Geitenkamp to investigate their neighbourhood experience. Findings showed that most residents go
out daily for different reasons. The three most important motivators to go out are contact with other
residents, sport, and relaxation. Older people (65+) more often go out for contact with other residents,
whereas younger people (46-65) more often sought out for sporting activities. Another noteworthy
finding was that the category ‘other’ within the reasoning for going out was 80% explained by shopping
or grocery shopping. It must be noted that there were only 33 respondents for the survey (Eppink, Stam,
& Zwier, 2018).
The report distinguished five recreation places within the Geitenkamp (Figure 8). Number one
is a small path with trees on both sides and green in between, mainly used for walking with the dog.
Number two is a youth centre called ‘De Sperwer’, next to this building is a green playground. Number
three is a small park with grass and trees. Number four is another playground. Number five is the largest
space, and it contains a park with a big pond. These five places were kept in mind during the field
experiment.

Figure 8. Recognized recreation spaces within the Geitenkamp (Eppink, et al., 2018).
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3.2.2 Field study

To collect data, the researcher walked several hours within the Geitenkamp for five days. Starting
from a random point within the neighbourhood, one in every ten doorbells was rung to approach
residents. The researcher asked the following questions:
1. Are there public green spaces in your neighbourhood you like to go to?

Dutch: “Zijn er groene plekken in uw wijk waar u graag komt?”
2. Are there public green spaces outside of the neighbourhood you like to go to?

Dutch: “Zijn er groene plekken buiten de wijk waar u graag komt?”
3. Why do you like to go there?

Dutch: “Waarom gaat u daar graag naartoe?”
4. Are there barriers for you to visit green spaces?

Dutch: “Zijn er barrières voor u om groene plekken te bezoeken?
The first two questions were asked with the help of two maps, presenting the Geitenkamp on a
small and large scale. Due to COVID-19, a 1,5-meter distance was required. For this reason, the
researcher presented the map and asked the respondent to point it out on the map or name the green
space, so the researcher could write it down. The outcomes were used as material during the mapping
process of the focus group, which is explained in the next study method (3.3.3, p.32). The answers
retrieved from the third and fourth questions were directly written down in keywords during the
conversation with the respondent. Finally, permission to use their answers anonymously was asked
from the respondents.
Prior to the data collection, a pilot was performed to get a sense of the neighbourhood and speak
with residents. It became clear that many residents use the PGS outside of the Geitenkamp. Moreover,
residents found it hard to pinpoint spaces on the map and preferred to call the PGS by name. As a result,
the method was altered by including PGS outside the Geitenkamp and writing down the names of the
mentioned PGS, using the maps as an additional tool.
3.2.3 Data analysis of the field study

After data collection, the keywords collected during the field work were transcribed and
categorized with the Affordances Star framework. The data with all the motivators and barriers can be
found in Appendix II. The results provide an overview of the motivators and barriers from people within
the Geitenkamp to use PGS within and around their neighbourhood. The outcomes from the field study
can be compared with the findings from the systematic literature study. Differences could indicate
requirements that are specific to the residents or the area in the Geitenkamp. After completing the
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study, an overview of the results and advice will be sent to the district manager within the Geitenkamp.
This overview could be considered to improve PGS within the Geitenkamp by different stakeholders.

3.3 Focus group for asset mapping with ABCD

With the ABCD approach as a guideline, residents mapped assets that stimulate PGS use within
and around the Geitenkamp. This method aimed to answer the following research question;
What assets do residents recognise as stimulating for the use of PGS in their neighbourhood?
3.3.1 Focus group design

Focus groups are used to collect research data through a moderated group discussion based on
the participants’ perceptions and experiences of a topic decided by the researcher. Focus groups differ
from group interviews, as the emphasis is on the interaction between the participants rather than
between the researcher and the participants (Carlsen & Glenton, 2011). This emphasis fits well within
the ABCD approach, as it is advised to minimize the role of the researcher (Kretzmann & McKnight,
1993). When choosing the number of focus groups, it is advised to follow the principles of data
saturation (Carlsen & Glenton, 2011). However, this study is dependent on the willingness of
participants, as there is no compensation for participation. Moreover, the execution of a focus group is
time-consuming, and time for this study is limited. Additionally, this is the first time the ABCD approach
was applied to PGS to retrieve explorative data. Therefore, data saturation is not necessary to interpret
the outcomes of this study. For this reason, it was decided that the minimum amount should be at least
one group, with a maximum of two focus groups.
An important principle within the ABCD approach is that the initiatives, such as the mapping
process, are initiated and organized by the target group (Kretzmann & McKnight, 1993). However,
studies argue that there is no thorough description regarding the role of the facilitator (Puttick &
Ludlow, 2013; Rita et al., 2019). In practice, it is acknowledged that community initiatives will need at
least some level of ongoing support to flourish and develop (Puttick & Ludlow, 2013). Kretzmann and
McKnight (1993) suggest that when external experts initiate the project, it is vital to start by asking the
community to define their own goals and assets (Rita et al., 2019). Within this study, the initiator of the
focus group was the researcher. To stay close to the ABCD approach, extra time was given during the
first stage before the asset mapping started. In this stage, participants get to know each other, relate to
their reason for participation, and share personal assets.
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3.3.2 Participant selection

During the explorative field study within the Geitenkamp, people were asked to join the focus
group if they were interested in thinking about green spaces in their neighbourhood. When a resident
was interested, this person was asked for his or her e-mail address. In total, thirteen residents were
interested. Three weeks before the event, an invitation was sent by e-mail to these respondents. This
e-mail explained what the focus group was about, the amount of time it would take to participate, the
date, start time, the COVID-19 safety measures, and the location. To create an incentive to join the focus
group, the participants received a beautiful plant after participation. One week prior to the event, the
residents were contacted again, and six residents responded. Due to COVID-19, adaptations had to be
considered beforehand, such as meeting outside and providing everyone with individual materials.
The ‘Vlindertuin’ was the location for the focus group, which is a neighbourhood initiative from
residents providing space for a community garden, art, and culture. Unfortunately, from the six
residents that responded to come, only one showed up. The researcher had to search around at the
location to find more participants. Luckily, some residents wanted to join spontaneously, resulting in a
focus group of five participants. All participants signed for informed consent (Appendix III).
3.3.3 The asset mapping process

Studies apply the ABCD approach in various ways, as there is no fixed procedure for asset
mapping (Kretzmann & McKnight, 1993). For example, it is optional which categories of assets are used
for asset mapping (Turin et al., 2019). This study used the asset framework from Duncan (2016) and the
asset mapping was performed in three stages explained below.
Stage 1: Sharing personal assets

The first stage of the focus group was meant to meet each other, create a safe space, and
establish equivalent relationships. The meeting was positively driven, where people got space to talk
about their passions. Participants were asked in what way they value green spaces and asked to share
their experiences, stories, talents, knowledge, social network, and local resources related to green
space. This stage was flexible, without steering to a specific direction. However, some leading questions
were prepared in case there was a need to get the conversation going. The first stage is the most
important according to the ABCD guidelines, as building a relationship and having a conversation is more
important than the end-result (Kretzmann & McKnight, 1993). This stage took only ten minutes and was
used most of the time to repeat the introduction and context of the research. This happened because
the participants were gathered at the last moment and joined the focus group non-simultaneously.
Moreover, it turned out that some of the participants already knew each other and were more
interested in talking about topics related to green spaces than introducing themselves.
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Stage 2: Asset mapping

The second stage was designed to perform the mapping process. First, the asset framework was
discussed and filled in. The participants were asked to think of qualities within the Geitenkamp that
stimulate the use of PGS, such as the presence of parks or initiatives that are encouraging towards the
use of PGS. An empty asset framework (Figure 3, p.22) and examples of assets were provided to assist
the group. Thinking of assets for in the asset framework was done plenary.
Second, the participants were asked to think of qualities from the PGS within and around the
Geitenkamp. The results from the explorative field study were presented to the group in the form of
two maps (Figure 11, p.51 and Figure 12, p.52). Participants were asked to individually look at the circled
spaces on the maps and write down what assets were present in these spaces on sticky notes.
Participants stuck their notes on the map and discussed the answers together. This second stage took
about 35 minutes.
Stage 3: Brainstorm ideas

During the last stage, the participants brainstormed about ideas regarding PGS in their
neighbourhood and this took 20 minutes.
3.3.4 Data interpretation

The mapping process was not about the mapping end result, but about the process and the
long-term effects of establishing relationships, creating new ideas, recognising strengths and
stimulating participation (Kretzmann & McKnight, 1993). All stages were voice recorded and
transcribed. A summary was made from the transcript by only including quotations related to one of
the three stages, which can be found in Appendix IV. For each stage, the quotations relating to one
subject were brought together and described in the results. Additionally, pictures of the maps with
sticky notes and an asset framework filled in by the respondents were outcomes of this method.
This was the first time the ABCD approach was applied to PGS. The practice of this study
provides information on whether and how the ABCD approach is suitable to apply on PGS for future
studies. This study can serve as an initial guideline on how the ABCD approach could be performed on
PGS for other neighbourhoods.
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Chapter 4: Results
This chapter describes the results from the three methods that were performed within this study. The
results are split into four sections. The first section presents the outcomes from the systematic literature
review. The second outlines the motivators and barriers from the systematic literature review and
explorative field study and highlights some differences and similarities. The third section gives further
insight towards the used PGS within and around the Geitenkamp by its residents. The fourth provides
an analysis of the three stages that were performed within the focus group.

4.1 Analysis on the systematic literature review

Through the performance of a systematic literature review, twenty-three articles were selected
(Table 2). Fifteen articles are focused on motivators, one on barriers, and seven on both barriers and
motivators. In total, 74 types of motivators and 25 types of barriers were found. These motivators and
barriers are further described in the second section of the results.
4.1.1 Countries and methods of the articles

Table 2 shows that most studies were performed in Europe (5), Asia (8) or the UK (5). Other
studies were performed in the USA (3), Pakistan (1), and one systematic mixed study review used
worldwide data. Data collection through a survey (7), questionnaire (7) and interview (6) were used in
most of the articles. Other study methods were a focus group (3), systematic mixed study review (1)
and a cross-sectional study (1).
4.1.2 Aims of the articles

Ten articles investigated the preferences and reasons of respondents to use PGS (Burgess,
Harrison, & Limb, 1988; Conedera, Del Biaggio, Seeland, Moretti, & Home, 2015; Home et al., 2012;
Hong, Lee, Jo, & Yoo, 2019; Jim & Chen, 2006; Lo & Jim, 2010a; Lo & Jim, 2010b; Sanesi & Chiarello,
2006; Seaman et al., 2010; Shan, 2014; Yen et al., 2017). Boyd et al. (2018) had another focus and
investigated the reasons for not visiting PGS, while Lo and Jim (2012) focused on inadequate space
provision for citizens.
Four articles studied preferences from respondents for one specific type of green. Alves
Carvalho Nascimento and Shandas (2021) and Lohr, Pearson-Mims, Tarnai, and Dillman (2004)
examined the public perception of neighbourhood trees. In addition, Partalidou and Anthopoulou
(2017) investigated the residential motivators for urban gardening and Yuen, Kong, and Briffett (1999)
looked at the residential perception towards nature provision in park connectors.
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Three articles focussed on one specific setting for the use of green space. Ugolini et al. (2020)
explored the usage and perception of PGS during the COVID-19 pandemic. Weerasuriya, HendersonWilson, and Townsend (2019) researched facilitators and barriers to PGS use in healthcare settings.
Schetke, Qureshi, Lautenbach, and Kabisch (2016) compared the use of PGS between a developed and
developing country.
Last, three articles focused on the reasons and use of PGS from a specific population group.
Macintyre et al. (2019) investigated the experiences in PGS from people aged 60 years and older. Shams
and Barker (2019) compared preferences for PGS between respondents and managers. Differences in
park use according to site type and gender were investigated by Sonti, Campbell, Svendsen, Johnson,
and Auyeung (2020).

.
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Table 2. Outcomes systematic literature study.

Number,

First

Aim of the study

Data collection method

author & Year

Type of green &

Types of motivators and barriers towards engagement with

country

PGS

1

Alves (2021)

Examine how neighbourhood trees and
socioeconomic indicators mediate public
perceptions of ecosystem services availability.

Cross-sectional research for demographic
analysis, external dataset for tree cover,
survey responses about public perceptions
of neighbourhood trees

Urban forestry,
Portland (USA)

Values towards urban tree canopy was coded and
categorized.

2

Boyd (2018)

Explore the spatial (e.g., amount of local
greenspace), individual (e.g. socio-economic
status) and temporal (e.g. seasonality) predictors of infrequent contact and the reasons
given for it.

Survey with open-ended questions

Natural
environments, UK

Reasons respondents give for not visiting natural
environments at all/ more often in the last 12 months.

3

Burgess (1988)

Present results from the Greenwich Open Space
Project to determine the design of a
questionnaire survey of households in the
borough.

Four focus groups

Urban parks,

Motivations from inhabitants for last visit.

UK

4

Conedera (2015)

Examine the preferences and uses of urban and
peri-urban green spaces by inhabitants.

A quantitative questionnaire

UGS, Switzerland

Most frequent reported activities.

5

Home (2012)

Examine the expected outcomes that motivate
people to seek green spaces in urban settings.

Survey, consisting of 16 statements about
the benefits for visiting green spaces

Green space,
Switzerland

Activity within green space explained for motivation
variables.

6

Hong (2019)

Examine how the frequency of visits and time
spent in urban green spaces (UGS) affect urban
dwellers’ subjective well-being.

Survey

UGS,

Frequency of motivation for visiting UGS, frequency of
motivation for not visiting UGS.

Explore the use of pattern and behaviour of
urban greenspaces.

Questionnaire with the payment card
approach

7

Jim (2006)
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Green spaces,
Guangzou (China)

Reasons for using greenspaces, stated purposes for visiting
greenspaces.
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8

Explore the response of citizens living in the
crowded urban milieu to inadequate greenspace
provision.

Questionnaire

Study the diversity of public perception towards
urban greenspaces.

Self-designed structured questionnaire

Investigate Hong Kong respondents’ recreational
use of urban green spaces and assesses the
monetary value of these areas.

Questionnaire with the contingent
valuation method

UGS,

Examine the residential benefits and problems of
trees in urban areas.

Survey

Urban trees, USA

Residential reasons and problems to have trees in cities.

Macintyre
(2019)

Investigate experiences in adults (5 males and 10
females) aged 60 years and over of small urban
green spaces.

Semi-structured walk-along interviews and
photo elicitation methods

Small UGS,

Values regarding the small UGS.

13

Explore the motivators of urban dwellers for
engaging in urban gardening.

Pilot focus group discussion, interviews

Community
gardens,

9

Lo (2012)

Lo (2010a)

10

11

Lo (2010b)

Lohr (2004)

12

Partalidou
(2013)

UGS,
Hong Kong
UGS,
Hong Kong

Stated function of greenspace, negative impact of
greenspace, problems of urban greenspace.

Perceived importance of urban greenspaces, perceived
negative effects of UGS, stated purpose to visit UGS, site
problems of UGS, preference for park design of UGS.
Purposes to visit UGS.

Hong Kong

UK

Motivators for urban gardening.

Greece
14

15

Sanesi (2006)

Schetke (2016)

Measuring the general perception that the
respondents of Bari have of green spaces and
their behavior patterns when using them.

Telephone interview with 27 self-made
questions

Green spaces,

Address the hypothesis that people living in the
same spatial setting (e.g. a highly urbanized city)
use urban green spaces and prioritize specific

Questionnaire

Green space,
Karachi (Pakistan)
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Perceived functions of green space. Perceived problems
related to greenspace. Green facilities considered te be
essential, perceived dangers.
Findings on the three most important park facilities and
activities. The perception of safety within green spaces.
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green space facilities in a similar way regardless
of developed or developing country.

16

17

Seaman (2010)

Shams (2019)

Ho-Chi-Minh City
(Vietnam)

Explore the subjective reasons why people in
urban areas choose to use, or not use, local
public greenspace.

In-depth interviews with 24 people,
participant photography, participatory
methods

Local public
greenspaces,

Investigate user and manager preferences for
different types, characteristics, facilities, and
activities associated with UGSs, and by exploring
academic and managerial perceptions about
policy and management practices.

Semi-structured intercept interviews with
closed and open-ended questions with
photo elicitation

UGS,

Reasons why people in urban areas choose to use, or not
use, local public greenspace.

Glasgow (UK)

Manchaster, Leeds
(UK)

Preferences on UGS types, UGS characteristics, UGS
facilities, UGS purposes for visit, UGS activities.

18

Shan (2014)

Examine the motivators for visiting UGS and the
relevant differences across social groups.

Questionnaire

UGS. Guangzhou,
China

Visiting UGS in general from twelve key motivators.

19

Sonti (2020)

Explore differences in park use and motivations
for park visitation according to site type and
gender of respondents.

Interview, data was analysed with an open
coding scheme

Park,

Preferences on park use and reasons for park visitation.

Aims to identify the drivers that normally attract
visitors to UGS, and to assess the effects of social
isolation on the usage and perception of UGS
during the COVID-19 pandemic.

Online survey

UGS,

Aims to describe the facilitators and barriers
impacting on passive access to green spaces
within healthcare settings.

Systematic mixed-studies review

20

21

Ugolini (2020)

Weerasuriya
(2019)
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New York
Main reasons for visiting UGS.

Croatia, Israel, Italy,
Lithuania, Slovenia
and Spain

Perceived Assets, Motives and Barriers to use PGS

Green spaces,
Various countries

Key themes, which emerged in relation to the barriers and
facilitators users identify as impacting the experiences of
access to green space for passive use within healthcare
settings.
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22

23

Yen (2017)

Yuen (1999)

Investigate the behavioural intention to the use
of the UGSs from the perspective.

Online and face-to-face interviews

Examine the views of respondents towards
nature provision in park connectors.

Surveys and group discussions
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Park connectors,
Singapore

Perceived behavioural intention, attitude, behavioural
control, subjective norm, perceived norm, perceived safety,
and perceived accessibility to use UGS.
Preferences for activities to use park connectors. Reasons
for visiting park connectors. Respondents’ views and
preferences for nature. What users like about the park
connectors.
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4.2 Analysis on motivators and barriers

This section outlines the motivators and barriers from respondents to use PGS, found through
the systematic literature and explorative field study. In the literature study, 23 articles were found with
a total amount of 69 barriers and 346 motivators. In the field study, 80 respondents participated and
mentioned 124 barriers and 348 motivators.
The found motivators and barriers were categorized in one of the six dimensions of the
Affordances Star framework. The following paragraphs describe which motivators and barriers were
found per dimension. The number after the type of motivator or barrier refers to the number of times
it was mentioned by a respondent or found in the literature.
Additionally, a comparison between the field and the literature and similarities and differences
are highlighted. It must be noted that the explorative field study and systematic literature review are
completely different study methods and comparing them only indicates what is present in the field and
literature. The presence of motivators and barriers within the literature study indicates that previous
studies have explored these motivators and barriers. For the field study, the presence indicates that
these motivators and barriers are relevant for the respondents living in the Geitenkamp. A
comprehensive comparison between the field and literature can be found in Appendix V.
4.2.1 Motivators and barriers for the dimension ‘spaces’

The dimension ‘Spaces’ refers to the type of landform. In the literature, eleven types of
motivators with 71 mentions and three types of barriers with thirteen mentions were found. According
to the respondents within the literature, PGS support the climate (7), for example, by supporting the
microclimate or by supporting biodiversity, reducing urban heat (7), providing clean air (9), providing
shade (6), and preventing landslides (4), such as soil erosion. Next to these climate change-related
motivators, respondents mentioned that PGS support the habitat for wildlife (3), bees, and insects (2).
Motivators regarding the type of green space were a combination of open and private spaces (4), natural
or green spaces (17), variation within the natural landscape (3), and aesthetic reasons (9), such as
beautiful views into the green space. Barriers for using PGS were that PGS occupy urban space (2) and
create dark or closed spaces (5), as greenery can block the light. Furthermore, inadequate greenery (6)
was a mentioned barrier, for example, when the quality of the land is low for the growth of greenery or
plants were unsuited for the area.
Within the field study, nine types of motivators with 58 mentions and two types of barriers with
ten mentions were found for the dimension ‘spaces’. Climate change-related motivators towards the
use of PGS or towards the importance of PGS were supporting the climate (2), reducing the urban heat

(5), providing clean air (11), preventing landslides (1), and provision of shade (3). Another motivator was
that PGS support the habitat for wildlife (3). Furthermore, motivators regarding the type of green space
were natural or green spaces (17), availability of green (5), and aesthetic reasons (11), such as a
preference for curved and softer shapes. Barriers within the dimension ‘spaces’ were the availability of
PGS (8) in terms of quantity and inadequate greenery (2), for example, when there is only grass.
Some similarities were found between the field and the literature study. All the types of climate
change-related motivators (support climate, reduce urban heat, provide clean air, prevent landslides,
provision of shade) were mentioned in the field and the literature study. Moreover, natural or green
space and aesthetic reasons were the most frequently mentioned motivators in both the field and the
literature study. Together, the two motivators cover 37,0% of all the motivators in the literature and
48,2% in the field study.
For this dimension, differences were found between the field and the literature study. All the
motivators relating to climate change (support climate, reduce urban heat, provide clean air, prevent
landslides, provision of shade) were more frequently mentioned in the literature than within the field
study. Together, these motivators cover 46,7% of all the motivators in the literature, compared to 37,9%
in the field study. Additionally, the barrier availability of green covers 80,0% of all barriers in the field
study, while this barrier was not mentioned in the literature study. Ultimately, the barrier create dark
and closed spaces covers 38,5% of all barriers in the literature, although this barrier was not mentioned
within the field study.
4.2.2 Motivators and barriers for the dimension ‘actions’

The dimension ‘actions’ covers the potential ways PGS can be used. Twenty-four types of
motivators with 110 mentions and two types of barriers with three mentions were found within the
literature study. It was found that the motivators to use PGS related to socialising (17) in general. Other
socialising motivators were socialising with friends (7), socialising with family (8), taking the children out
(10), socialising with neighbours (2), accompanying the elder (1), socialising with colleagues (1), and
socialising with pets (1). Other motivators related to active activities were exercise (15), walking (15),
cycling (4), sports in general (4), running (4), yoga/meditation (1), ball games (1), and free and interactive
play (1). On the other hand, observing nature (7), observing people (1), reading (2), studying (1) or sitting
(1) were passive activities. Also, food-related actions such as picnicking, or grilling (4) were motivators.
Other motivators were fishing (1) and photography (1). The barriers found for the dimension ‘actions’
were ageing (1) and physical health (2).
Within the field study, 21 types of motivators with 187 mentions and two types of barriers with
sixteen mentions were found for the dimension ‘actions’. It was found that the use of PGS stimulates
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socialising (9) in general. Other types of socialising motivators were socialising with friends (3),
socialising with family (9), and taking the children out (12). Five active activities were mentioned as
motivators which were exercise (13), walking (54), walking with the dog (22), working in green space
(2), and cycling (9). Passive activities were enjoying the view (8), sitting (14), listening to music (2),
watching fireworks (1), observing nature (7), observing wildlife (6), observing animals (6), and observing
people (2). Other motivators were picnicking (2), photography (2), smoking (1), and fishing (3). Barriers
relating to ‘actions’ were ageing (3) and physical health (13), such as having difficulties with walking.
In both the literature and field study, motivators were frequently mentioned for socialising,
active activities, and observing activities. Also, physical health was a barrier frequently mentioned within
the field (88,3%) and literature study (66,7%). Nevertheless, many differences were found between the
field and literature study. All the socialising motivators (socialising, socialising with friends, socialising
with family, taking the children out, socialising with neighbours, accompanying the older, socialising with
colleagues, socialising with pets) were more frequently found in the literature than within the field
study. These motivators accounted for 42,8% of all the motivators for ‘actions’ in the literature study,
while this was only 17,6% for the field study. Furthermore, walking was more frequently mentioned in
the field (28,9%) compared to the literature (9,1%). Additionally, most passive actions (enjoying the
view, sitting, observing nature, listening to music, watching fireworks, observing nature, wildlife,
animals, people, reading, studying) were more frequently mentioned in the field study. Together, these
passive activities cover 24,6% of all the motivators in the field, compared to 10,9% in the literature
study. Ultimately, many mentions for motivators (110 in the literature, 187 in the field) were found,
whereas the number of mentions for barriers was small (3 in the literature, 16 in the field).
4.2.3 Motivators and barriers for the dimension ‘times’

‘Times’ takes changes that happen over time into account. Two types of motivators with three
mentions and two types of barriers with two mentions were found within the literature study. In the
literature study, good weather (1), having enough time to visit PGS (1), and intending to visit PGS more
in the future (1) were motivators. Poor weather (1) and planning defects (1) during the creation of PGS
were barriers for the dimension ‘times’.
Three types of motivators with seven mentions and two types of barriers with ten mentions
were found within the field study. According to the respondents, good weather (3) was a motivator, for
example, the possibility of enjoying the sun. Furthermore, the seasonality of nature (2) was a motivator,
like seeing how nature grows and develops. Ultimately, growing up in nature (2) was a motivator,
meaning that the respondent was used to being in green space. Poor weather (3) and being new in the
neighbourhood (7), thus not knowing many PGS were barriers to using PGS.
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There was one similarity in the comparison of the field and the literature study. The motivator
good weather and the barrier bad weather were mentioned in both the literature and field study. Except
for these two, all types of motivators and barriers were different amongst the field and literature study.
Being new in the neighbourhood was frequently mentioned within the field (70,0%), compared to the
literature study (0,0%).
4.2.4 Motivators and barriers for the dimension ‘persons’

‘Persons’ reflect the specific capacities, interests and needs of the user. In total, seventeen types
of motivators with 87 mentions and eight types of barriers with 23 mentions were found within the
literature study. It was found that motivators for PGS use related to personal values, such as personal
autonomy (5), like having the possibility to visit PGS whenever you want. Other personal values were
rest (24) and enjoyment (13), such as nature appreciation, inspiration, and while away time. Also,
spending time alone and individual values (6), like privacy, solitude, or time to do things alone without
being threatened, were motivators. The last motivator that stimulates personal values has to do with
cultural reasons (2), such as spirituality. There were also functional motivators relating to ‘persons’, such
as using parks for breaks (1) and health reasons (7), as it was mentioned that the use of PGS promotes
health, gives green lungs and increases well-being. Also, being out of the house (3), having contact with
nature (4), and learning from nature (7) were functional personal motivators. Another motivator was
the perception of safety (5), as respondents were motivated to visit green spaces when the space was
perceived as safe and secure. Other personal motivators have to do with economic benefits (10), like
the property value rise, attracting tourists, and energy savings.
Some barriers within the dimension ‘persons’ have to do with the perception of the
environment, for example, lack of safety (5), crowdedness (2), and bad behaviour of pets (1). Other
barriers have to do with personal circumstances, such as not being interested (2), too busy (3), or health
reasons (3), like allergies or negative experiences with stinging insects. Another barrier had to do with
a lack of knowledge (3), such as being unsure who could use the space or limited information on PGS
availability. The last barrier was that it cost the city too much (1).
Within the field study, eight types of motivators with 69 mentions and six types of barriers with
31 mentions were found. Two motivators relating to personal values were rest (27) and enjoyment (26).
Functional motivators were being out of the house (4), health reasons (8), learning from nature (2), and
processing the death of a family member (1). The last motivator was the smell of trees (1), which was
fresh and enjoyable. Barriers that have to do with the perception of the environment were lack of safety
(15), crowdedness (3), and bad behaviour of pets (3), for example, getting jumped on by dogs. Barriers
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that have to do with personal values were not being interested (6), being too busy (3), and health
reasons (1).
It turned out that there were similarities between the field and the literature study. The
motivators relating to personal values (personal autonomy, rest and peace, enjoyment, spending time
alone and individual values, cultural reasons) were frequently mentioned in the literature and the field
study. These motivators cover 57,4% of the total amount of motivators for the dimension ‘persons’ in
the literature and 76,8% in the field study. Especially the motivator rest has a great number of mentions,
27,6% in the literature and 39,1% in the field study. Also, functional motivators (use parks for breaks,
health reasons, to be out of the house, to have contact with nature, learn from nature) were relatively
close to each other in mentions, and together they made up for 25,1% of the motivators in the literature
and 21,7% for the field. Lack of safety was the greatest mentioned barrier within the field 48,4% and in
the literature study 25,0%. Additionally, seven out of eight types of barriers were similar between the
field and the literature.
In the comparison amongst the field and the literature study, some differences were found.
Economic benefits were frequently mentioned within the literature study (11,5%), although these
motivators were not found within the field study. Seven motivators relating to the dimension ‘persons’
(cultural reasons, spending time alone and individual values, contact with nature, perception of safety,
personal autonomy, economic benefits and use parks for breaks) were only found within the literature.
4.2.5 Motivators and barriers for the dimension ‘scales’

‘Scales’ encompass the size of the PGS. Within the literature study, three types of motivators
with eighteen mentions and two types of barriers with nine mentions were found. The motivators to
use PGS were nearby distance (8), large size (5), and the accessibility in proximity (5), for example, that
the PGS lies on the route for other things. Barriers were the opposite of the motivators, which were too
great of a distance (4) and too small in size (5).
Three different types of motivators with 22 mentions and two different types of barriers with
ten mentions were found in the field study. Motivators from respondents to use PGS were nearby
distance (8), large in size (11), and accessibility in proximity (3). On the opposite, barriers were too great
of a distance (1) and too small in size (9).
All types of motivators and barriers were the same amidst the field and the literature study.
Nonetheless, there were a few differences in the outcomes between the field and the literature. The
motivator large size was more frequently mentioned within the field (50,0%) than in the literature study
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(27,8%). Additionally, the barrier too small in size was also more often mentioned within the field
(90,0%) than in the literature study (55,6%).
4.2.6 Motivators and barriers for the dimensions ‘objects’

‘Objects’ includes the physical features of the PGS. Seventeen types of motivators with 57
mentions and eight types of barriers with 22 mentions were found within the literature. According to
the respondents, motivators to use PGS were related to facilities (2) such as toilets (4), seating facilities
(10), parking lot’s (3), lighting (2), play facilities for children (7), sports facilities (4), facilities for praying
(1), signposting (1), and updated information on a website (1). Other motivators were related to the
design of the PGS, such as paths for cycling (2), paths for walking (1), paths in a closed loop (1) to prevent
users from feeling lost, the number of entry points (1), accessible by wheelchair (1), and dog walking
areas (1). Some motivators have to do with preferences for greenery, which were trees (4), the type of
greenery (3) such as nontoxic plants, low pollen count and shrubs or bushes, and water features (1).
Last, good maintenance (7) was a motivator, such as cleanliness or avoiding tripping hazards and other
sources for injury. Facility related barriers were poor facilities (4), such as inadequate seats (4), limited
parking lots (1), and poor public transport service (1). Barriers relating to maintenance were bad
maintenance (4), such as garbage lying around (2), poor hygiene (2), or public goods contaminated by
greenery (4), like cracks in the sidewalks or greenery blocking the store signs.
Three types of motivators with five mentions and eight types of barriers with 47 mentions were
found in the field. According to the respondents, motivators to use PGS related to facilities were play
facilities (1). Also, good maintenance (1) and types of greenery (3) such as green grass, roses, and vibrant
greenery were mentioned. Facility related barriers were poor facilities (4) such as when there was not
much to do, inadequate seats (1), limited parking lots (1) and poor public transport service (1). Barriers
relating to maintenance were bad maintenance (20), such as garbage lying around (10), or dog faeces
lying around (9), and private goods contaminated by greenery (1), like the sap from the trees making
the cars dirty.
Bad maintenance and poor facilities were both frequently mentioned barriers in the field and
the literature study. The literature study has seventeen types of motivators, whereas there were only
four types within the field study. Additionally, motivators relating to facilities (toilets, seating facilities,
parking lots, lighting, play facilities for children, sports facilities, facilities for praying, signposting,
updated information on a website) were more often mentioned within the literature study and consisted
70,4% of all the motivators in the dimension ‘objects’, compared to 20,0% in the field study. Moreover,
barriers relating to maintenance (bad maintenance, garbage lying around, poor hygiene, public goods
contaminated by greenery, dog faeces, private goods contaminated by greenery) were often mentioned
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within the field study (85,1%), compared to in the literature study (54,6%). Nevertheless, barriers
relating to the facilities (poor facilities, inadequate seats, limited parking lots, poor public transport
service) were frequently mentioned within the literature study and cover 45,4%, versus only 14,8% in
the field study. The barrier dog faeces was frequently mentioned 19,1% within the field study, while the
literature study did not mention this barrier. Besides, the number of barriers was much greater within
the field (47 mentions) than in the literature (22 mentions). Remarkably, in the field study found five
mentions for motivators, while 47 mentions were found for barriers in the dimension ‘objects’.
4.2.7 Model of the affordance star framework

Figure 9 presents the most frequent found motivators and barriers found through the
systematic literature review. The figure shows a total amount of 415 motivators and barriers. The
dimension with the greatest mentions was ‘actions’, with 110 motivators and three barriers. The
dimensions ‘persons’ and ‘objects’ have the greatest number of barriers and most different types of
barriers. ‘Times’ has the smallest amount of mentions for both barriers and motivators. The types of
motives and barriers were numbered based on the frequency they were mentioned. When there were
more than five different types of motivators or barriers for one dimension, the motivators or barriers
with the smallest amount were left out for readability.
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Figure 9 Model of motivators and barriers based on the systematic literature review.
* numbers refer to the amount of mentions

Figure 10 shows, in resemblance with Figure 9, the most frequent found motivators and barriers
established in the explorative field study. A total amount of 472 motivators and barriers were found.
Similar to Figure 9, the dimension ‘actions’ had the greatest number of mentions, with 187 mentions
for motivators and sixteen mentions for barriers. Additionally, the dimension ‘persons’ and ‘objects’
have the greatest number of barriers and ‘times’ has the smallest number of mentions. When there
were more than five different types of motivators or barriers for one dimension, the motivators or
barriers with the smallest amount were left out for readability.
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Figure 10. Model of motivators and barriers based on the explorative field study.

*numbers refer to the amount of mentions

4.3 Use of PGS within the Geitenkamp

This section shows an overview of the PGS within and around the Geitenkamp respondents like
to use. Table 3 distinguishes the PGS within the Geitenkamp and around the Geitenkamp. Each
respondent was allowed to mention multiple PGS, and 80 respondents mentioned a total amount of
182 PGS. Table 3 shows that respondents prefer to use PGS around the Geitenkamp, rather than PGS
inside the Geitenkamp. Hoogte 80, the forest, and Angerenstein were mentioned most often by the
respondents.
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Table 3. PGS within and around the Geitenkamp respondents like to use.

PGS within and around the Geitenkamp

PGS mentioned by x number % from the total amount of
of respondents (total = 80)
mentioned PGS (total = 182)

PGS within the Geitenkamp

Street green

3 (3,8%)

1,6%

Small green spaces within the Geitenkamp

5 (6,3%)

2,7%

10 (12,5%)

5,5%

6 (7,5%)

3,3%

5 (6,25%)

2,7%

Vlindertuin (community garden)

2 (2,5%)

1,1%

Dennenweg (street with green)

2 (2,5%)

1,1%

15 (18,8%)

8,2%

Veluwe (big nature space)

5 (6,3%)

2,7%

Posbank (big nature space)

5 (6,3%)

2,7%

The forest (behind A12)

36 (45,0%)

19,8%

Hoogte 80 (park)

41 (51,3%)

22,5%

Angerenstein (park)

24 (30,0%)

13,2%

Rosendaalseweg (green area)

6 (7,5%)

3,3%

Sonsbeek (park)

2 (2,5%)

1,1%

Playground at Presikhaaf

2 (2,5%)

1,1%

9 (11,3%)

4,9%

Larickshof (park with pond)
Witte Vlinder (primary school)
Beukenlaan (green path with green view)

PGS around the Geitenkamp

Klarenbeek (park)

None
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Figure 11 presents five spaces within the Geitenkamp respondents like to use. Larickshof, the
biggest park within the Geitenkamp, was mentioned the most for visits. The Beukenlaan was the second
most frequently mentioned, which is a long green path with an extensive view of the grassland and
forest. Additionally, the Vlindertuin, an initiative from residents providing space for a community
garden, art, and culture, was mentioned. The primary school, the Witte Vlinder and the Dennenweg, a
street with a pond and some trees, were also named by residents and circled in Figure 11. Street
greenery and small green spaces are spread within the Geitenkamp and not marked on the map, as it
remained unclear which small green spaces and street greenery were used exactly.

Figure 11. Map with marked PGS within the Geitenkamp respondents like to use (Maps.Me, 2021).

Figure 12 presents six spaces around the Geitenkamp respondents like to use. Hoogte 80, a park
near the Geitenkamp with an extensive view on green space was mentioned the most. Then, the forest
behind the A12 was frequently mentioned. The parks Angerenstein and Klarenbeek were also popular
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green spaces to visit. A few respondents mentioned the park Sonsbeek, the playground at Presikhaaf,
and the nature area named Posbank, but they are too far away and did not fit within the scale of the
map.

Figure 12. Map with the marked PGS around the Geitenkamp respondents like to use (Maps.Me, 2021).

4.4 ABCD with focus group

The goal for the focus group was to gain insight into the assets residents perceive in their
neighbourhood to use PGS. An analysis of three stages is given in the following sections. A summary of
the translated transcript can be found in Appendix IV.
4.4.1 Stage I: sharing personal assets

Asset mapping through the ABCD approach starts with an inventory of the community's
residents' gifts, skills, and capacities (Kretzmann & McKnight, 1993). The first stage's goal is to meet
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each other, create a safe space, and establish equivalent relationships to discover individual talents and
skills and mobilise these from within. Five participants shared some of these personal assets. Four
participants lived in different places within the Geitenkamp and one lived close to the Geitenkamp.
All the participants had a positive attitude towards green space and shared some of their
passions for greenery. For example, four participants were volunteers in the Vlindertuin, a community
garden and social workplace. One participant experiences nature in a spiritual context, “We are nature
itself”. Another participant said that she was pleased with her big and beautiful garden. Someone else
shared that she learned wild picking from when she was young: “I like to pick roses near the church, and
I know where the walnuts, the hazelnuts, the elderflower, the berries and the plums are. They grow wild
in the forest”.
Additionally, knowledge regarding green space was shared. One of the participants shared some
of the historical developments within the Geitenkamp: “Back in the days, there are budget cuts, and we
are moving towards a mono-culture. Nowadays, we can adopt pieces of green space, and we are aware
of the benefits of green”. One participant mentioned that nature was about the art of living: “Nature is
directly linked to our culture, daily experiences and patterns”.
Moreover, personal experiences within green space were shared. One participant shared her
learning experience with her kitchen garden and not giving up when it gets destroyed by animals. A
second participant experiences a wrangle with her neighbours: “They find my garden too wild”. Another
experience appeared when one of the participants went to an information night to speak up for more
green space instead of more parking spots: “They listened to me, and instead of floor tiles, they sowed
wonderful seeds in the ground”. Another participant said that he liked working in the garden when he
was younger to help his mom, like mowing and ploughing the ground.
In short, the participants shared personal assets related to the passions for green, knowledge
on green, and experiences within green space.
4.4.2 Stage II: asset mapping

During the second phase of the focus group, the asset framework was discussed and filled in
plenary. The main question for asset mapping was: “What qualities are present within the Geitenkamp
that stimulate residents to use green spaces?”. Figure 13 shows the asset framework with qualities in
the Geitenkamp, filled in by the participants. These qualities are elaborated further in the following
paragraphs.
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Figure 13. Qualities within the Geitenkamp mapped by participants.

The residents named three associations. First, Hoogte 80 festival is an event coming back every
year and the first association everyone agreed on. Secondly, the Vlindertuin was mentioned. Later on,
Tokhok, a care farm, was declared an asset belonging to associations.
Four institutions were mapped. Everyone agreed that the municipality has a responsibility for
PGS and stimulates many different projects related to greenery. The Witte Vlinder, a primary school
surrounded by green space, was not considered a favourable institution in the neighbourhood, since
three participants pointed out that the space is often covered in dog faeces. Eventually, it was generally
decided that the Witte Vlinder could be placed in the framework due to the greenery within the space.
Housing corporations were discussed for being responsible for the maintenance of the green spaces.
The last asset was Kids sports club van Rijnstad, which is an institute that organises different activities
in green space and was known by three participants.
Individuals were also categorized as assets. The participants agreed that other residents they
meet and speak with during a walk in the forest were stimulating for them to use PGS. It was discussed
whether volunteers who clean up trash belonged to the category individuals of organizations. However,
it was decided that they belonged to individuals. One participant mentioned a specific individual, his
mother, as she stimulates his to help in her garden.
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Eight physical spaces were mapped. The green space around the scouting building was
mentioned first. Participants found it a clean space with a lot of greenery. The forest around the
Geitenkamp was quickly mentioned as an asset. Especially the connection of all the parks together for
a walk to the centre of Arnhem was pointed out. Additionally, monumental walking routes were
discussed assets belonging to physical space. The Larickshof, a park within the Geitenkamp with a pond
in the middle, was disputable. Some participants found it an ugly green space, while others thought it
was a green space people like to use. Two participants showed a preference for wild green as a reaction
to the green space in the Larickshof. Art was a discussed theme for physical spaces. The monument at
Hoogte 80 was declared as a magnificent monument. In addition, the bridge near the COOP was
suggested as an excellent and functional bridge, and everyone agreed it should be mapped in the
framework.
It took more time for the participants to think of qualities relating to the local economy in the
Geitenkamp. At first, they came up with the flower store, which was also provided as an example by the
researcher. Eventually, the participants came up with plant exchange cabinets as well.

The second part of the mapping process is focused on the PGS within and around the
Geitenkamp. Figures 11 and 12 were shown on the whiteboard. The participants could individually write
down qualities on sticky notes and stick them on the space it belonged to. The result of this process is
shown in the Figures 14 and 15.
Three sticky notes were placed on the Beukenlaan with the comments: “experience space in
nature”, “peace and space”, and “beautiful view”. Three sticky notes were placed on the Larickshof, with
the notes: “green into the neighbourhood”, “excellent that there is no need to walk in the streets”,
‘peace’, and ‘sunsets’. One sticky note was placed on the Dennenweg with the note, ‘meeting
others’. Most participants had difficulties thinking of qualities for PGS within the Geitenkamp. For
example, one of them said: “I know some of these spaces, but I do not like them.”, another participant
said, “It is funny that people have positive experiences in these spaces. These spaces are designed, which
I avoid.” There were also discussions on the point of view from the residents living in the Geitenkamp.
One participant mentioned: “I think it has to do with the diversity of people living in the Geitenkamp.
People are naming the pond as a green space, while I would not think of it. However, these men see it as
a quiet place for relaxation and for meeting others.” Others mentioned that they get calm from nature
in general, but there was no specific space to point out. Dog faeces within the green spaces came back
often as a discussion point, reducing the quality of the PGS within the Geitenkamp.
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Figure 14. Map with assets in PGS within the Geitenkamp.

Figure 15. Map with assets in PGS around the Geitenkamp.

Additionally, one sticky note for every PGS around the Geitenkamp was written (Figure 15). For
Klarenbeek, the note was, ‘Green road to Arnhem, just fits between the roads’. For the Veluwe, the note
was: “Wild picking, rest, walking”. Hoogte 80 received the comment: “Realization of the insignificance,
beautiful

to

reflect”. For

Angerenstein,

the

comment

was:

“Beautiful,

diverse

landscape”. Roosendaalseweg has the note: “Breathing, walking, peace and wild picking”. For Posbank,
the following was written down: “rest, space and real nature”. Ultimately, the forest has: “Breath,
walking, peace and wild picking”. All the participants mentioned that it was easier to think of qualities
for the PGS around the Geitenkamp compared to PGS within the Geitenkamp. One participant said: “I
like to walk in the Beukenlaan, but if I walk the other way, I walk to Hoogte 80 and park Angerenstein
and these spaces are even more beautiful”. Moreover, the participants mentioned that most of their
notes accounted for many PGS around the Geitenkamp. A participant said: “It is interesting to see and
think about these different spaces. What I take from it is that I need these spaces for rest.”
4.4.3 Stage III: brainstorm session

Many ideas and discussions came up during the brainstorm session, and these are analysed and
separated into six themes. Appendix IV presents these themes more elaboratively.
1. Nature as a subjective experience
During the brainstorm session, it emerged five times that nature is a subjective experience. This
subjectivity makes it difficult to stimulate the use of green in a way that benefits all. For example, a
participant mentioned: “Maybe you think a tree gives rest and is beautiful. I also know the other
arguments, people who say that a tree is annoying and time-consuming to maintain.” Or providing green
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space that pleases all. A second participant mentioned: “When you talk about the design of green space,
the subjective experience plays a role. One person wants this, and the other has no time, and so on.”
2. Setting the norm
Setting the norm towards behaviour in nature was a recurring theme five times. One participant
mentioned: “A common norm must be created. This norm should be defined together. One person finds
it okay, and the other one experiences inconvenience. It is needed to come to a kind of whole.” Also,
setting the norm for the younger generation was an important discussion point. A second participant
noted: “We are talking about the behaviour pattern in the Geitenkamp. It is learning by doing; that is
how it develops. Time is needed to create awareness. In the Geitenkamp, they do not pick up their trash,
but there are many places where it is the norm.”
3. The role of education
The importance of the role of education was discussed. It was stated that education helps in creating
awareness that people are part of nature, and to appreciate nature. A participant said: “It has to do with
education. I am twenty years in the scene of greenery and started with education.” The role of education
towards the awareness of the benefits of green was mentioned. A second participant mentioned:
“When you start with green education, you should counter discouragement. Because it takes much
effort; cleaning shit, boring, think about all the steps, bending, dirty! You have to learn how to break
through these things.
4. Who is responsible?
When creating new ideas, the role of responsibility seemed very important and was brought up nine
times. A participant mentioned: “The question is; who is responsible? Because gardens need
maintenance. People can say, I like this and that, but who is responsible in the end?” Getting a reward
in exchange for taking responsibility was considered as a solution. A second participant mentioned:
“They can sow something everyone likes, for example, a rose bush. I can imagine that the municipality
or owners are willing to give ten euros per year to the resident who maintains that bush.” Additionally,
the responsibility of different stakeholders such as the municipality, housing cooperation’s, residents
and companies was discussed.
5. The role of art
The role of art returned three times as a point of discussion. A participant mentioned: “The aesthetic
value is crucial in the use and experience in green.” The complexity of art was discussed, as not everyone
appreciates or understands the same art. A second participant said: “If people do not appreciate or do
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not get the piece of art, it can be beautiful, but I do not think a lot will change. Vandalism is high in the
Geitenkamp, maybe they think; nitrate, boom, bye-bye piece of art.”
6. Ideas to apply within the Geitenkamp
Seven ideas were suggested to apply in the Geitenkamp. These were creating a food forest, setting
up workshops, organizing a wild picking walking tour, arranging a marihuana walking tour, creating a
neighbourhood committee or establishing a jumble sale in the theme of nature. In addition, attracting
the youth was discussed and seemed important. A participant mentioned: “Organizing a marihuana
walking tour, this way you get the youth along. If only a few get along, you have already won”.
Overall, the discussion themes led to enthusiasm amongst the participants as they talked further
about these themes after the focus group was officially ended. Especially new ideas to do something
with greenery in the Geitenkamp were taken seriously.

Yentl te Riele

Perceived Assets, Motives and Barriers to use PGS

58

Chapter 5: Discussion
This chapter discusses the major findings of this research and reflects on these findings. The study’s
relevance to society, science, and policymakers is described, followed by an ethical discussion.
Moreover, the limitations and strengths of this study are explained. Finally, suggestions for further
research are given.

5.1 Major findings

This study aimed to get insight into residents’ perceived assets, motivators, and barriers to use
PGS. The barriers and motivators are investigated with a systematic literature review, followed by an
explorative field study within the Geitenkamp neighbourhood. The findings are interpreted with the
Affordances Star framework. The perceived assets are investigated through a focus group, using the
ABCD approach as a guideline.
5.1.1 Major findings on the barriers and motivators to use PGS

Many similarities are found between the field and the literature study. Motivators are more
present than barriers within both the literature study and the field study. The dimension ‘actions’ has
the greatest frequency of mentions for motivators within the field and the literature study. This
corresponds with the findings from Liu, Li & Han (2017), who found that actions in parks like physical
exercise, relaxation and meeting others accounted for 70% of all the reported motivators, while higherlevel needs such as fresh air, nature interaction and reading made up for 30%.
Eppink, Stam, & Zwier (2018) found that contact with other residents, sport, and relaxation are
the most important motivators from residents in the Geitenkamp to use PGS. This corresponds with the
findings from the field study, where socialising, exercise, and rest have great numbers of mentions.
Socialising activities have a greater frequency in the literature, whereas passive activities have a greater
frequency in the field.
In the field study, twice as many barriers are found compared to the literature study in the
dimension ‘objects’. Specifically, the barriers bad maintenance, garbage lying around, and dog faeces
have a great number of mentions in the field. The dimension ‘time’ has a low frequency of mentions in
the field and literature study, while this is the most essential factor for park visitation according to the
meta-study from Doucouliagos and Hall (2010). An explanation can be that the meta-study interpreted
time in a broader context. For example, the study analysed the barrier being too busy as an explanation
relating to time, whereas this study placed being too busy in the dimension ‘persons’. Nevertheless, the
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barrier being too busy within this study has a low frequency of mentions in the field and literature study.
Another explanation could relate to the focus on deprived neighbourhoods within this study, as it is
found that residents with a lower socioeconomic status are more likely to be affected by park access
and affordability, while residents with a high socio-economic status are more likely to be affected by
time constraints (Mowen, Payne & Scott, 2005).
Lack of safety and bad maintenance are among the most frequently mentioned barriers in the
field and literature study. This aligns with the findings in the meta-study from Doucouliagos and Hall
(2010), concluding that park maintenance is strongly correlated with park satisfaction and mention fear
and facilities as crucial constraints. It also corresponds with the findings from Yen et al. (2017), revealing
that the perceived safety is a concern for the residents to use urban green spaces.
A study using the Affordances Star found that social activity and seating areas are vital for park
use (Hadavi et al., 2015). These two motivators have a great number of mentions within the field and
literature study. Another study uses the Affordances Star to look at opportunities and constraints for
the use of pocket parks (Otter, 2020). The main opportunities were walking through the park, having
an outlook of the park and play. The most important constraints were safety and high vegetation. It is
noteworthy that the motivator having an outlook of the park and the barrier high vegetation were not
found within this study. This motivator and barrier are, however, mentioned in another formulation.
For example, having an outlook of the park can be perceived the same as open and private space, and
the barrier high vegetation can be implied with bad maintenance.
5.1.2 Major findings on the perceived assets to use PGS

Personal assets from the participants in the first stage of the asset mapping process relate to
passions for green, knowledge of green and experiences within green space. In the second stage of the
asset mapping process, residents filled the asset framework (figure 13, p.52). The participants initially
had difficulties to thinking of assets, but after providing examples and studying the framework, new
assets came across. The categories ‘physical spaces’ and ‘institutions’ have the most assets. Other
studies also found that these categories were predominantly present in the asset mapping process
(Aronson et al., 2007; Peters, Gonsamo, Molla, & Mathie, 2009; Ure et al., 2021). The assets relating to
physical spaces were investigated in the explorative field study as well, and it is found that residents
prefer to use PGS around the Geitenkamp rather than inside the Geitenkamp. This is most likely related
to the size of the PGS, as it is found in the field study that the barrier ‘too small in size’ and motivator
‘huge size’ were frequently mentioned concerning PGS use. The focus group discussions revealed that
assets relating to PGS around the Geitenkamp were “rest”, “peace”, and “enjoy the beauty of the
landscape”. These findings correspond with the field and literature study, as both studies found a high
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frequency in mentions of these three motivators. Wild green spaces were preferred over designed
green spaces and dog faeces were a repeatedly discussed barrier. In the last stage of the asset mapping
process, many ideas and enthusiasm came forward from the brainstorm session. Therefore, it is
concluded that the asset mapping process broadened the participants' perception of qualities within
the neighbourhood.

5.2 Importance of the findings
5.2.1 Societal and political importance

Residents are the end users for PGS, and therefore it is vital to understand their motivators and
barriers to improve the environment that encourages them to use PGS. This experiential knowledge
becomes increasingly important due to the new Dutch law called the ‘omgevingswet’, which will be
implemented in 2022 (RIVM, 2021b). This law underlines the importance of including the perspective
of the citizens within the decision-making process. The findings on barriers and motivators from
residents could inform public policies and programmes on PGS. For example, the program PGGL
(Programma Gezonde Groene Leefomgeving) commissioned by the ministry VWS (Volksgezondheid
Welzijn en Sport) and LNV (Land Natuur en Voedselkwaliteit) is developed in April 2021 by bringing
many professionals from different domains together to advise on a healthy and nature inclusive living
environment (RIVM, 2021a). This study found that rest, natural or green space, and socialising are the
most important motivators in the literature. Professionals should consider these results, for instance,
by creating open spaces for socialising in nature and including benches to sit on. The literature study
revealed that the most frequently mentioned barriers within the literature are inadequate greenery, too
small in size, and lack of safety. This knowledge can be implemented, for example, by prioritising the
creation of bigger sized PGS, connecting multiple small PGS, and using solid plants for greenery.
The field study in the Geitenkamp found that walking, rest, and enjoyment are the most
frequently mentioned motivators. Stakeholders, such as civil servants working on the environment in
Arnhem should use these findings to substantiate their programs. For instance, creating more walking
paths, surrounded by green and natural elements with enough benches for rest. Additionally, bad
maintenance, lack of safety, and physical health are the most frequently mentioned barriers in the
Geitenkamp. Civil servants should focus more on improving safety and take inventory of what is needed
in terms of maintenance.
The outcomes from the asset mapping process are powerful to influence the view of residents
towards the PGS in their neighbourhood. For example, in the study by Aronson et al. (2007), a map of
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health care institutions for refugees was created through the asset mapping process. By mapping assets
within the neighbourhood and communicating these maps, for example, amongst the neighbourhood
by the municipality, a residents committee, or a neighbourhood newspaper to reach residents, the asset
mapping process can positively influence their view towards the qualities within the neighbourhood.
Improvement of PGS for the end-user has a broad societal significance, as these spaces are
public and can be used by all residents. Encouraging the use of PGS increases the well-being of residents,
as it stimulates physical activity, social relationships, stress reduction, air quality, and they have a cooling
effect (Gubbels et al., 2016; Hartig et al., 2014; Shahmohamadi et al., 2011).
5.2.2 Scientific importance

Thus far, no study compared or combined the existing literature regarding motivators and
barriers to using PGS. Creating this overview on motivators and barriers from residents to use PGS is
relevant, as it combines the scientific evidence. Further research can use the findings as a solid
foundation to dive deeper into a research topic, such as the motivators and barriers from a specific
population group or setting.
Also, this is the first time the Affordances Star is used to categorise motivators and barriers in
the six dimensions. The used method creates an overview of the motivators and barriers from six angles,
which provides a new and broad perspective for understanding of the motivators and barriers to PGS.
Additionally, this study applies the ABCD approach to PGS for the first time. Evidence that this
first attempt on the asset mapping process with ABCD is suitable for PGS creates credibility for further
studies towards using this method.

5.3 Ethical discussion

Green space is a well-known topic for many residents within the Geitenkamp, as different
research projects focusing on green space were performed within the neighbourhood. However, some
frustration from residents during the conversations in the field study was apparent. Three residents
mentioned that the priority from the municipality should shift towards renewing the poor condition of
their rented houses, which was far more concerning to them than PGS. Thus, by investigating the
perspective from the actual target group, it became clear that some have other preferences regarding
improving the living environment.
Also, during the conversations in the field study, two residents mentioned that many big trees
had been removed for the construction of new residences and shared their worries about further PGS
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reductions. The focus of this study is on the residents. However, the impact on PGS improvements of
this focus might be questioned when PGS are being reduced by parties with other interests from
outside. This question aligns with the critique on the ABCD approach from Friedli (2013) that the focus
on communities from within is too narrow and avoids the debate about complex structural factors, such
as the imbalance of power associated with material deprivation and health inequality.

5.4 Limitations
5.4.1 Limitations for the systematic literature review

The keywords used in the research string for the systematic literature study do not provide all
the literature on motivators and barriers to using PGS. The use of other terminologies such as ‘activities’,
‘constraints’, or ‘satisfaction’ provides other studies, leaving the current outcomes less thorough. For
example, the meta-study from Doucouliagos and Hall (2010) is not included. This study found that ‘the
size’ is not important for park visitation, which contradicts the findings from this study.
The motivators and barriers found in the literature were coded and placed within one of the
dimensions of the Affordances Star framework. However, this was never done before. Sometimes a
motivator or barrier could be placed in more than one dimension, and a subjective decision based on
the context of the barrier or motivator is made by the researcher, reducing the internal validity of this
study.
It turned out that using the affordance star framework to interpret the motivators and barriers
for PGS use has one flaw. Namely, the motivators and barriers in the dimension ‘actions’ are
simultaneously a form of use. For example, walking can be a motivator to use PGS, but it is also already
a way of using PGS. In this way, the motivator why someone wants to use the PGS in the form of walking
remains unclear. This is only the case for the dimension ‘actions’.
5.4.2 Limitations for the explorative field study

Within the field study, questions were asked to 80 respondents within the Geitenkamp,
including the question ‘why’ the residents like or do not like to go to PGS. However, people cannot
always explain their behaviour, which is partly influenced by unconscious processes (Vrabel & ZeiglerHill, 2017). For example, respondents answered with “just because of the green”, “just because of
nature”, or the first things that popped up in mind “for walking”. Another example is that some
respondents wanted to defend how their garden was maintained, while the question was only regarding
public green. When this occurred, the researcher tried to bring the conversation back towards PGS,
giving more time to think, or questioning further on why the respondent liked “just green”.
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During the conversations with the respondents, the researcher wrote down keywords. This is a
less precise and more subjective form of data collection, as the researcher had to pick the motivators
and barriers out of the conversation directly and write them down while maintaining the conversation.
It could have happened incidentally that one of the mentioned motivators or barriers were missed while
the conversation continued, leading to lower reliability of the results.
5.4.3 Limitations for the focus group

One out of six respondents retrieved through the field study attended the focus group, meaning
more is needed to get participants than expected. This is in line with the findings from Ure et al. (2021),
who note that it is challenging to recruit sufficient volunteers in a specific small area or community to
implement the ABCD-approach. Luckily, the focus group was performed within the Vlindertuin, and
there were four people at the location who wanted to join spontaneously. Nevertheless, this made the
start of the focus group incoherent, as the participants joined at their own pace and had varying
expectations of what the focus group would entail. Multiple times the researcher repeated the structure
and goal focus group while new participants walked in.
The respondents had difficulties following the instructions for asset mapping. Especially in the
beginning, the group was not motivated to perform asset mapping because they did not fully
understand the purpose of the mapping process. By visualising PGS with pictures and explaining the
mapping process in different ways, the participants could think of assets. Additionally, it took some time
to focus on existing qualities instead of focusing on what should change. The participants fell quickly
into other topics and conversations instead of staying with the asset mapping process. Moreover, some
participants took the lead, which made it hard for others to speak up. For the previously mentioned
reasons, steering by the researcher was more necessary than expected. The researcher's involvement
makes the mapping process less internal, whereas the ABCD-guidelines emphasise that the process
should come from within.
Forrester et al. (2018) mentioned that the appliance of the ABCD approach is time-consuming
and that it is essential to work with partners who are willing to engage in mobilising and driving change
from the inside. Both time and partners to organise the practice of the ABCD approach were limited for
this study, making it hard to have an impact on a long-term basis. With more time and partners, extra
participants can perform the asset mapping spread over different sessions. Co-researchers can be
effective partners as they know the neighbourhood and residents, which helps to lead the assetmapping process from the inside.
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5.5 Strengths
5.5.1 Strengths of the study as a whole

Studying the barriers, motivators and perceived assets is challenging, as this is subjective and
different for each person. Therefore, it is decided to use three different study methods to investigate
the motivators and barriers from different angles. The systematic literature study examines what is
already known within the literature, the explorative field study zoomed in at one neighbourhood, and
the focus group investigated what assets are perceived by residents in their neighbourhood. Using these
three different study methods provide stronger and more complete results.
Additionally, this study is embedded within the Dutch project ‘PARTIGAN’, a consortium of
research organisations, municipalities, and social organisations. Other studies were performed
regarding green spaces for this project. In this way, the results of this study become a part of a bigger
whole, making a broader impact. For example, a party was organised in the Vlindertuin, and three
researchers presented their main results together through flyers and conversations with the residents.
This is done to give in return to the residents, as a lot of help came from them. Appendix VI presents
the flyer that was handed out during the party.
5.5.2 Strengths on studying the motivators and barriers

During the data collection within the field study, conversations were held informally without
using informed consent or other strict procedures. This made the conversations more easy-going, and
the respondents could speak more freely without feeling pressure to give correct answers. For example,
three respondents invited the researcher to sit and chat in their front garden, and some other
respondents wanted to show the researcher their backyard. This natural and more spontaneous form
of conversation increases the internal validity of this study.
Four questions were asked during the field study. Due to this small number of questions, the
conversations took little time and made the respondents more willing to participate. This increased the
response rate and made the results compact and efficient to analyse.
5.5.3 Strengths of the asset mapping process

Examples of assets for the different categories in the asset mapping framework were provided
during the focus group. Additionally, pictures of PGS assisted in forming a better idea of the assets.
These examples and pictures were beneficial for the mapping process, as some participants had
difficulties thinking of assets.
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The brainstorm session was extra and not performed in other studies that use the ABCDapproach. Nonetheless, the respondents mentioned they liked this part the most, and many ideas and
themes came out of the discussion.

5.6 Further research
5.6.1 Further research on motivators and barriers

The findings show that the barrier ‘lack of safety’ is frequently mentioned within the field and
the literature study. Previous studies have investigated what determines the feeling of safety for park
use. Strategies such as creating open green spaces, maintenance, or placing park amenities near higher
traffic areas where informal monitoring helps to keep more eyes on the park, increase the feelings of
safety (Andrew et al., 2007; Maas et al., 2009). However, it is also reported that further research is
needed to translate findings into clear-cut guidelines for decision making in urban planning (Maas et al.,
2009).
According to Sanesi and Chiarello (2006), patterns in the use of public green areas prove to be
strictly connected with age, sex, marital status, and area. For this study, it is decided not to differentiate
amongst these traits, as PGS should be encouraged for all residents, regardless of sex, age, marital status
or area. However, neighbourhoods or cities differ amongst demographics. It can be relevant for future
studies to differentiate amongst these traits. For example, most residents in the Geitenkamp are nonmarried, which could lead to other needs, motivators, and barriers (AlleCijfers.nl, 2020).
5.6.2 Further research on the perceived assets of PGS

The application of the ABCD approach to PGS is challenging. It is advised to schedule more time
with participants and invite them for multiple sessions. This will help to create an impact on a long-term
basis. For example, during the brainstorming process within the focus group, broad themes were
discussed without a clear structure or enough time for everyone to share their ideas. If there are
multiple sessions, every week another theme can be discussed.
However, retrieving participants for multiple sessions is challenging. A suggestion is to include
the asset mapping process as an extra activity within a neighbourhood initiative or during an event that
is already taking place. For example, an idea suggested during the focus group is to develop a residential
committee for the Geitenkamp. This group could also be used to perform the asset mapping process.
The mapped qualities through this process can be communicated to different stakeholders such as
policymakers, the municipality, or the residents to improve PGS within the neighbourhood.
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Additionally, further research could include initiator(s) who know the neighbourhood and have
a connection with the residents. For example, co-researchers, who are residents and volunteer for the
research simultaneously. In this way, the initiator(s) can join the asset mapping and conversations with
participants, while the knowledge stays inside the community. The map of assets can be used internally
within the neighbourhood exposing what assets are already present. Also, it is easier to find participants
who want to join the focus group when they know the initiator.
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Chapter 6: Conclusion
Health inequality is a phenomenon partially caused by differences in the quality of the living
environment. This discrepancy also accounts for PGS, as these generally have lower quality and quantity
in deprived neighbourhoods. The focus of this study was to improve PGS as a setting for health
promotion, particularly in deprived neighbourhoods. Experiential knowledge from the users of PGS was
lacking. This information is essential in understanding the users’ needs, expectations and attachment to
these places and assist decision-makers to achieve effective planning, management, and design of PGS.
This research combines knowledge on motivators and barriers on usage of PGS. An infographic
with the primary outcomes and a piece of advice is created for decision-makers (Appendix VII). For
example, it is advised to create open or green spaces, place benches, and prioritise PGS with a bigger
size. Moreover, the infographic contains guidance to perform the ABCD approach on PGS with residents.
Suggestions are given to use this approach, such as using co-researchers, scheduling multiple sessions,
and initiating the process within existing neighbourhood initiatives.
Additionally, this study investigated the motivators, barriers and perceived assets within the
Geitenkamp. A second infographic contains the main findings, as well as an advice for decision-makers
within the Geitenkamp (Appendix VIII). For instance, it is advised to create walking paths within and
towards PGS, place facilities that stimulate activities, and think of a strategy to reduce trash within PGS.
Additionally, the result of the asset mapping framework filled in by residents is shown, and suggestions
are given for a follow up session, such as using co-researchers.
Future research could focus on a hybrid structure of cooperation with on one side the
professional organisation or decision-maker and on the other the residents, residential initiatives, or
volunteers. This way, the experiential knowledge from residents can be directly used to improve PGS
through both pathways.

Yentl te Riele

Perceived Assets, Motives and Barriers to use PGS

68

References
ABCD Institute. (2021). Resources. Retrieved at March 8, 2021, from:
https://resources.depaul.edu/abcd-institute/resources/Pages/default.aspx
AlleCijfers.nl. (2020). Informatie wijk Geitenkamp. Retrieved at May 7, 2021, from:
https://allecijfers.nl/wijk/geitenkamp-arnhem/
Alves Carvalho Nascimento, L., & Shandas, V. (2021). Integrating Diverse Perspectives for Managing
Neighborhood Trees and Urban Ecosystem Services in Portland, OR (US). Land, 10(1).
doi:10.3390/land10010048
American Psychological Association. (2020). APA Dictionary of Psychology. Retrieved at May 20, 2021,
from: https://dictionary.apa.org/experiential-knowledge
Anusas, M., & Ingold, T. (2013). Designing Environmental Relations: From Opacity to Textility. Design
Issues, 29(4), 58-69. doi:10.1162/DESI_a_00230
Aronson, R. E., Wallis, A. B., O'Campo, P. J., & Schafer, P. (2007). Neighborhood mapping and
evaluation: a methodology for participatory community health initiatives. Matern Child Health
J, 11(4), 373-383. doi:10.1007/s10995-007-0184-5
Astell-Burt, T., Feng, X., & Kolt, G. S. (2013). Does access to neighbourhood green space promote a
healthy duration of sleep? Novel findings from a cross-sectional study of 259 319 Australians.
BMJ Open, 3(8). doi:10.1136/bmjopen-2013-003094
Blickem, C., Dawson, S., Kirk, S., Vassilev, I., Mathieson, A., Harrison, R., ... & Lamb, J. (2018). What is
asset-based community development and how might it improve the health of people with
long-term conditions? A realist synthesis. Sage Open, 8(3), 2158244018787223.
Bloemsma, L. D., Gehring, U., Klompmaker, J. O., Hoek, G., Janssen, N. A., Smit, H. A., ... & Wijga, A. H.
(2018). Green space visits among adolescents: frequency and predictors in the PIAMA birth
cohort study. Environmental health perspectives, 126(4), 047016.
Boyd, F., White, M. P., Bell, S. L., & Burt, J. (2018). Who doesn’t visit natural environments for
recreation and why: A population representative analysis of spatial, individual and temporal
factors among adults in England. Landscape and Urban Planning, 175, 102-113.
doi:10.1016/j.landurbplan.2018.03.016
Braubach, M., & Fairburn, J. (2010). Social inequities in environmental risks associated with housing
and residential location--a review of evidence. Eur J Public Health, 20(1), 36-42.
doi:10.1093/eurpub/ckp221
Brown, S. C., Perrino, T., Lombard, J., Wang, K., Toro, M., Rundek, T., . . . Szapocznik, J. (2018). Health
Disparities in the Relationship of Neighborhood Greenness to Mental Health Outcomes in

Yentl te Riele

Perceived Assets, Motives and Barriers to use PGS

69

249,405 U.S. Medicare Beneficiaries. Int J Environ Res Public Health, 15(3).
doi:10.3390/ijerph15030430
Buijs, A. (2021). 'Mensen zijn gaan denken: dan doe ik het zelf wel'. Mensennatuur, 72, 23.
Burgess, J., Harrison, C. M., & Limb, M. (1988). People parks and the urban green: A study of popular
meanings and values for open spaces in the city. Urban Studies, 25, 455–473.
Carlsen, B., & Glenton, C. (2011). What about N? A methodological study of sample-size reporting in
focus group studies. BMC medical research methodology, 11(1), 1-10.
Chaudhury, M., Hinckson, E., Badland, H., & Oliver, M. (2017). Children’s independence and
affordances experienced in the context of public open spaces: a study of diverse inner-city
and suburban neighbourhoods in Auckland, New Zealand. Children's Geographies, 17(1), 4963. doi:10.1080/14733285.2017.1390546
Coolen, H., & Meesters, J. (2011). Private and public green spaces: meaningful but different settings.
Journal of Housing and the Built Environment, 27(1), 49-67. doi:10.1007/s10901-011-9246-5
Conedera, M., Del Biaggio, A., Seeland, K., Moretti, M., & Home, R. (2015). Residents' preferences and
use of urban and peri-urban green spaces in a Swiss mountainous region of the Southern Alps.
Urban Forestry & Urban Greening, 14(1), 139-147. doi:10.1016/j.ufug.2015.01.003
De Vries, S., Verheij, R. A., Groenewegen, P. P., & Spreeuwenberg, P. (2003). Natural environments—
healthy environments? An exploratory analysis of the relationship between greenspace and
health. Environment and planning A, 35(10), 1717-1731.
Doucouliagos, H., & Hall, J. (2010). ParkVisitation,Constraints,and Satisfaction: A Meta-Analysis.
[Manuscript, Deakin University]. Retrieved at September 8, 2021 from:
https://core.ac.uk/download/pdf/6570326.pdf
Duncan, D. (2016). Asset Mapping: Eight Steps to Increase and Support Residential Engagement.
Asset-Based Community Development Institute. Retrieved at March 29, 2021, from:
https://resources.depaul.edu/abcdinstitute/resources/Documents/D.%20Duncan%20Asset%2
0Mapping%20Toolkit%20Eight%20Steps%20to%20Increase%20Residential%20Engagement.p
df
Eppink. E., Stam, L., Zwier, R. (2018). Wijkbeleving Onderzoek: Groenblauwe netwerken in de
Geitenkamp (rapport). Hall van Larenstein, Velp.
Forrester, G., Kurth, J., Vincent, P., & Oliver, M. (2018). Schools as community assets: an exploration of
the merits of an Asset-Based Community Development (ABCD) approach. Educational Review,
72(4), 443-458. doi:10.1080/00131911.2018.1529655
Friedli, L. (2013). ‘What we’ve tried, hasn’t worked’: the politics of assets based public health1. Critical
Public Health, 23(2), 131-145. doi:10.1080/09581596.2012.748882

Yentl te Riele

Perceived Assets, Motives and Barriers to use PGS

70

Frohlich, K. L., & Abel, T. (2014). Environmental justice and health practices: understanding how
health inequities arise at the local level. Sociol Health Illn, 36(2), 199-212. doi:10.1111/14679566.12126
GemiddeldInkomen. (2020). Gemiddeld inkomen en modaal inkomen. Retrieved at May 5, 2021, from:
https://www.gemiddeld-inkomen.nl/
Gibson, J. J. (1979). The theory of affordances. The ecological approach to visual perception. Retrieved
at April 5, 2021, from: http://cs.brown.edu/courses/cs137/2017/readings/Gibson-AFF.pdf
GGD (2018). Groen in de wijk. Retrieved at March 25, 2021, from:
https://www.groeneleefomgeving.nl/wp-content/uploads/2019/03/Rapport-tekst-alleen.pdf
GoogleMaps. (2021). Geitenkamp, Anhem. Retrieved at May 2, 2021, from:
https://www.google.nl/maps/place/Geitenkamp,+Arnhem/@52.0031094,5.9308983,15z/data
=!3m1!4b1!4m5!3m4!1s0x47c7a4f45fbb5611:0x985190687b317bf7!8m2!3d52.0035908!4d5
.9388296
Gubbels, J. S., Kremers, S. P., Droomers, M., Hoefnagels, C., Stronks, K., Hosman, C., & de Vries, S.
(2016). The impact of greenery on physical activity and mental health of adolescent and adult
residents of deprived neighborhoods: A longitudinal study. Health Place, 40, 153-160.
doi:10.1016/j.healthplace.2016.06.002
Hadavi, S., Kaplan, R., & Hunter, M. C. R. (2015). Environmental affordances: A practical approach for
design of nearby outdoor settings in urban residential areas. Landscape and Urban Planning,
134, 19-32. doi:10.1016/j.landurbplan.2014.10.001
Hartig, T., Mitchell, R., de Vries, S., & Frumkin, H. (2014). Nature and health. Annu Rev Public Health,
35, 207-228. doi:10.1146/annurev-publhealth-032013-182443
Hoffimann, E., Barros, H., & Ribeiro, A. I. (2017). Socioeconomic Inequalities in Green Space Quality
and Accessibility-Evidence from a Southern European City. Int J Environ Res Public Health,
14(8). doi:10.3390/ijerph14080916
Home, R., Hunziker, M., & Bauer, N. (2012). Psychosocial Outcomes as Motivations for Visiting Nearby
Urban Green Spaces. Leisure Sciences, 34(4), 350-365. doi:10.1080/01490400.2012.687644
Hong, S. K., Lee, S. W., Jo, H. K., & Yoo, M. (2019). Impact of Frequency of Visits and Time Spent in
Urban Green Space on Subjective Well-Being. Sustainability, 11(15). doi:10.3390/su11154189
Huang, S.-C. L. (2010). The Impact of Public Participation on the Effectiveness of, and Users'
Attachment to, Urban Neighbourhood Parks. Landscape Research, 35(5), 551-562.
doi:10.1080/01426397.2010.504916
Huynh Q, Craig W, Janssen I, Pickett W. (2013). Exposure to public natural space as a protective factor
for emotional well-being among young people in Canada. BMC Public Health 13:407, PMID:
23627738, https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2458- 13-407.
Yentl te Riele

Perceived Assets, Motives and Barriers to use PGS

71

Jim, C. Y., & Chen, W. Y. (2006). Recreation–amenity use and contingent valuation of urban
greenspaces in Guangzhou, China. Landscape and Urban Planning, 75(1-2), 81-96.
doi:10.1016/j.landurbplan.2004.08.008
Kabisch, N., & Haase, D. (2014). Green justice or just green? Provision of urban green spaces in Berlin,
Germany. Landscape and Urban Planning, 122, 129-139.
doi:10.1016/j.landurbplan.2013.11.016
Kawachi, I., Subramanian, S. V., & Almeida-Filho, N. (2002). A glossary for health inequalities. Journal
of Epidemiology & Community Health, 56(9), 647-652.
Kretzmann, J. P., & McKnight, J. (1993). Building communities from the inside out (pp. 2-10). Evanston,
IL: Center for Urban Affairs and Policy Research, Neighborhood Innovations Network.
Kuypers. V., De Vries. B., Peeters., R.G.J.M. (n.d.). Groen voor Klimaat. Ministerie LNV. Retrieved at
September 20, 2021 from: https://www.wur.nl/upload_mm/5/8/8/6464c9a7-e6db-4893ad9c-cd0412364328_GroenvoorKlimaat.pdf
Kyle, G. T., Mowen, A. J., & Tarrant, M. (2004). Linking place preferences with place meaning: An
examination of the relationship between place motivation and place attachment. Journal of
environmental psychology, 24(4), 439-454.
Lee, A. C., & Maheswaran, R. (2011). The health benefits of urban green spaces: a review of the
evidence. J Public Health (Oxf), 33(2), 212-222. doi:10.1093/pubmed/fdq068
Lennon, M., Douglas, O., & Scott, M. (2017). Urban green space for health and well-being: developing
an ‘affordances’ framework for planning and design. Journal of Urban Design, 22(6), 778-795.
doi:10.1080/13574809.2017.1336058
Liu, H., Li, F., Xu, L., & Han, B. (2017). The impact of socio-demographic, environmental, and individual
factors on urban park visitation in Beijing, China. Journal of Cleaner Production, 163, S181S188.
Lo, A. Y. H., & Jim, C. Y. (2010a). Differential community effects on perception and use of urban
greenspaces. Cities, 27(6), 430-442. doi:10.1016/j.cities.2010.07.001
Lo, A. Y., & Jim, C. Y. (2010b). Willingness of residents to pay and motives for conservation of urban
green spaces in the compact city of Hong Kong. Urban Forestry & Urban Greening, 9(2), 113120. doi:10.1016/j.ufug.2010.01.001
Lo, A. Y. H., & Jim, C. Y. (2012). Citizen attitude and expectation towards greenspace provision in
compact urban milieu. Land Use Policy, 29(3), 577-586. doi:10.1016/j.landusepol.2011.09.011
Lohr, V. I., Pearson-Mims, C. H., Tarnai, J., & Dillman, D. A. (2004). How urban residents rate and rank
the benefits and problems associated with trees in cities. Journal of Arboriculture, 30(1), 2835.

Yentl te Riele

Perceived Assets, Motives and Barriers to use PGS

72

Maas, J., Spreeuwenberg, P., Van Winsum-Westra, M., Verheij, R. A., Vries, S., & Groenewegen, P. P.
(2009). Is green space in the living environment associated with people's feelings of social
safety?. Environment and Planning A, 41(7), 1763-1777.
Macintyre, V. G., Cotterill, S., Anderson, J., Phillipson, C., Benton, J. S., & French, D. P. (2019). "I Would
Never Come Here Because I've Got My Own Garden": Older Adults' Perceptions of Small
Urban Green Spaces. Int J Environ Res Public Health, 16(11). doi:10.3390/ijerph16111994
Maps.Me. (2021). Arnhem (app). Retrieved at April 20, 2021, from:
https://play.google.com/store/apps/details?id=com.mapswithme.maps.pro&hl=nl&gl=US
Markevych, I., Schoierer, J., Hartig, T., Chudnovsky, A., Hystad, P., Dzhambov, A. M., ... & Fuertes, E.
(2017). Exploring pathways linking greenspace to health: Theoretical and methodological
guidance. Environmental research, 158, 301-317.
Missingham, B. D. (2017). Asset-based learning and the pedagogy of community development.
Community Development, 48(3), 339-350. doi:10.1080/15575330.2017.1291528
Monthly IRCC Updates (2017). Canada - Admissions of Resettled Refugees by Province/Territory and
Census Metropolitan Area (CMA) of Intended Destination and Immigration. Retrieved at April
15, 2021, from: https://open.canada.ca/data/en/dataset/ 4a1b260a-7ac4-4985-80a0603bfe4aec11
Mowen, A. J., Payne, L. L., & Scott, D. (2005). Change and stability in park visitation constraints
revisited. Leisure Sciences, 27(2), 191-204.
Otter, M. (2020). Citizen participation as strategy to improve the perceived quality of small urban green
spaces. [Masterthesis, Wageningen University].
Partalidou, M., & Anthopoulou, T. (2017). Urban Allotment Gardens During Precarious Times: From
Motives to Lived Experiences. Sociologia Ruralis, 57(2), 211-228. doi:10.1111/soru.12117
Peters, B., Gonsamo, M., Molla, & Mathie, A. (2009). Applying an asset-based community development
(ABCD) approach in Ethiopia. Mid-term Evaluation Report Summary. Antigonish, Nova Scotia:
Coady International Institute and Oxfam Canada.
Pincetl, S., & Gearin, E. (2013). The Reinvention of Public Green Space. Urban Geography, 26(5), 365384. doi:10.2747/0272-3638.26.5.365
Pluye, P., & Hong, Q. N. (2014). Combining the power of stories and the power of numbers: mixed
methods research and mixed studies reviews. Annu Rev Public Health, 35, 29-45.
doi:10.1146/annurev-publhealth-032013-182440
Pun, V. C., Manjourides, J., & Suh, H. H. (2018). Association of neighborhood greenness with selfperceived stress, depression and anxiety symptoms in older U.S adults. Environ Health, 17(1),
39. doi:10.1186/s12940-018-0381-2

Yentl te Riele

Perceived Assets, Motives and Barriers to use PGS

73

Puttick, R., & Ludlow, J. (2013). Standards of evidence for impact investigating. London, UK: NESTA.
Rigolon, A. (2016). A complex landscape of inequity in access to urban parks: A literature review.
Landscape and Urban Planning, 153, 160-169. doi:10.1016/j.landurbplan.2016.05.017
Rita, A., Inger Helen, M. r., & Vigdis, M. (2019). Can Asset-Based Community Development with
Children and Youth Enhance the Level of Participation in Health Promotion Projects? A
Qualitative Meta-Synthesis. International Journal of Environmental Research and Public
Health, 16(19). doi:10.3390/ijerph16193778
RIVM. (2014). A healthier Netherlands. Key findings from the Dutch 2014 Public Health Status and
Foresight Report. Retrieved at March 7, 2021 from:
https://www.rivm.nl/sites/default/files/201811/007219%20VTV%20Kernboodschappen_boekje_ENG_TG.pdf
RIVM. (2021a). Gezondere Groene Leefomgeving. Retrieved at September 28, 2021, from:
https://www.gezondeleefomgeving.nl/nieuws/gezonde-groene-leefomgeving
RIVM. (2021b). Omgevingswet. Retrieved at March 8, 2021, from:
https://www.loketgezondleven.nl/gezondheidsthema/gezonde-leefomgeving/stappenplangezondheid-en-omgevingswet/omgevingswet
Sanesi, G., & Chiarello, F. (2006). Residents and urban green spaces: The case of Bari. Urban Forestry
& Urban Greening, 4(3-4), 125-134. doi:10.1016/j.ufug.2005.12.001
Schetke, S., Qureshi, S., Lautenbach, S., & Kabisch, N. (2016). What determines the use of urban green
spaces in highly urbanized areas? - Examples from two fast growing Asian cities. Urban
Forestry & Urban Greening, 16, 150-159. doi:10.1016/j.ufug.2016.02.009
Seaman, P. J., Jones, R., & Ellaway, A. (2010). It's not just about the park, it's about integration too:
why people choose to use or not use urban greenspaces. Int J Behav Nutr Phys Act, 7, 78.
doi:10.1186/1479-5868-7-78
Shahmohamadi, P., Che-Ani, A. I., Etessam, I., Maulud, K. N. A., & Tawil, N. M. (2011). Healthy
Environment: The Need to Mitigate Urban Heat Island Effects on Human Health. Procedia
Engineering, 20, 61-70. doi:10.1016/j.proeng.2011.11.139
Shams, I., & Barker, A. (2019). Barriers and opportunities of combining social and ecological functions
of urban greenspaces - Users' and landscape professionals' perspectives. Urban Forestry &
Urban Greening, 39, 67-78. doi:10.1016/j.ufug.2019.02.007
Shan, X.-Z. (2012). Attitude and willingness toward participation in decision-making of urban green
spaces in China. Urban Forestry & Urban Greening, 11(2), 211-217.
doi:10.1016/j.ufug.2011.11.004
Shan, X.-Z. (2014). Socio-demographic variation in motives for visiting urban green spaces in a large
Chinese city. Habitat International, 41, 114-120. doi:10.1016/j.habitatint.2013.07.012

Yentl te Riele

Perceived Assets, Motives and Barriers to use PGS

74

Sonti, N. F., Campbell, L. K., Svendsen, E. S., Johnson, M. L., & Auyeung, D. S. N. (2020). Fear and
fascination: Use and perceptions of New York City's forests, wetlands, and landscaped park
areas. Urban Forestry & Urban Greening, 49. doi:10.1016/j.ufug.2020.126601
Turin, T. C., Shahid, M., & Vaska, M. (2019). Asset Mapping as a Tool for Identifying Resources in
Community Health: A Methodological Overview. Journal of Biomedical Analytics, 2(1), 13-25.
doi:10.30577/jba.2019.v2n1.22
Ugolini, F., Massetti, L., Calaza-Martínez, P., Cariñanos, P., Dobbs, C., Ostoic, S. K., . . . Sanesi, G. (2020).
Effects of the COVID-19 pandemic on the use and perceptions of urban green space: An
international exploratory study. Urban For Urban Green, 56, 126888.
doi:10.1016/j.ufug.2020.126888
Umberson, D., & Montez, J. K. (2010). Social relationships and health: a flashpoint for health policy. J
Health Soc Behav, 51 Suppl, S54-66. doi:10.1177/0022146510383501
Ure, C., Hargreaves, S. C., Burns, E. J., Coffey, M., Audrey, S., Ardern, K., & Cook, P. A. (2021). An assetbased community development approach to reducing alcohol harm: Exploring barriers and
facilitators to community mobilisation at initial implementation stage. Health & Place, 68,
102504.
Vaandrager, L., Hogeling, L., Crijns, C., van Lonkhuijzen, R., de Meere, F., Hermens, N., ... & Koelen, M.
(2020). Overkoepelend evaluatieonderzoek Gezonde Toekomst Dichterbij: eindrapportage.
Wageningen University & Research, Gezondheid en Maatschappij.
Van den Berg, M., Wendel-Vos, W., van Poppel, M., Kemper, H., van Mechelen, W., & Maas, J. (2015).
Health benefits of green spaces in the living environment: A systematic review of
epidemiological studies. Urban Forestry & Urban Greening, 14(4), 806-816.
doi:10.1016/j.ufug.2015.07.008
Volksgezondheid.info. (2021). Bevolkingsdichtheid per gemeente. Retrieved at Juli 7, 2021, from:
https://www.volksgezondheidenzorg.info/onderwerp/bevolking/regionaalinternationaal/bevolkingsomvang#node-bevolkingsdichtheid-gemeente
Vrabel, J., & Zeigler-Hill, V. (2017). Conscious vs. Unconscious determinants of behavior. Encyclopedia
of Personality and individual differences, 1-4.
Wageningen University & Research. (2021). PARTIGAN: Participatory Greening of Arnhem and
Nijmegen. Retrieved at March 8, 2021, from: https://www.wur.nl/en/project/PARTIGANParticipatory-Greening-of-Arnhem-and-Nijmegen-1.htm
Weerasuriya, R., Henderson-Wilson, C., & Townsend, M. (2019). Accessing Green Spaces Within a
Healthcare Setting: A Mixed Studies Review of Barriers and Facilitators. HERD, 12(3), 119-140.
doi:10.1177/1937586718810859
Whitehead, M. (1991). The concepts and principles of equity and health. Health promotion
international, 6(3), 217-228.

Yentl te Riele

Perceived Assets, Motives and Barriers to use PGS

75

WHO (2018). WHO remains firmly committed to the principles set out in the preamble to the
Constitution. Retrieved at April 2, 2021, from: https://www.who.int/about/who-weare/constitution#:~:text=Health%20is%20a%20state%20of,belief%2C%20economic%20or%20
social%20condition.
Yen, Y., Wang, Z. Q., Shi, Y. M., Xu, F., Soeung, B., Sohail, M. T., . . . Juma, S. A. (2017). The predictors of
the behavioral intention to the use of urban green spaces: The perspectives of young
residents in Phnom Penh, Cambodia. Habitat International, 64, 98-108.
doi:10.1016/j.habitatint.2017.04.009
You, H. (2016). Characterizing the inequalities in urban public green space provision in Shenzhen,
China. Habitat International, 56, 176-180. doi:10.1016/j.habitatint.2016.05.006
Yuen, B. (1996). Use and experience of neighborhood parks in Singapore. Journal of Leisure Research,
28(4), 293-311.
Yuen, B., Kong, L., & Briffett, C. (1999). Nature and the Singapore resident. GeoJournal, 49(3), 323-331.
Zhang, Y., Van den Berg, A. E., Van Dijk, T., & Weitkamp, G. (2017). Quality over Quantity: Contribution
of Urban Green Space to Neighborhood Satisfaction. Int J Environ Res Public Health, 14(5).
doi:10.3390/ijerph14050535

Yentl te Riele

Perceived Assets, Motives and Barriers to use PGS

76

Appendix I – motivators and barriers literature study
Appendix 1.1 Spaces
Motivators
Support the climate (7 times): Support microclimate, Improvement of climate conditions and environment, Biodiversity,
Reduction of impervious surfaces, Carbon dioxide sequestration, Sequester carbon dioxide, Mitigation of food deserts
Reduce urban heat (7 times): 2*Enjoy the cool environment, Mitigate urban heat island, Lower urban air temperature, Shade
and cool their surroundings, Urban air temperature reduction, Concrete was disliked due to it’s heat absorption
Provide clean air (9 times): 3* Breathe clean air, Promote clear air, Reduce air pollution, Air purification, Reduce smog and
dust, Fresh air, Pollution mitigation, Mitigate pollution on transit corridors and industrial areas
Prevent landslides (4 times): 2* Prevent soil erosion, Improve watersheds and riparian areas, Awareness that trees prevent
landslides risks
Shade (6): Increasing shaded areas, Provide shade, Shading, Offer shading, Sufficient shade and protection from natural
elements, such as rain, sun and wind, Tables located in shaded areas away from the harsh glare, heat, and wind
Support wildlife habitat (3 times): Present wildlife habitat, Habitat for wildlife, Attract wildlife
Support bees and insects (2 times): Support bees and pollination, Presence of insects and birds
Open space/ private spaces (4 times): Open spaces, Private as well as more open spaces, Semi-enclosed spaces, Wide spaces
for recreations
Preference for natural or green space (17 times): Greening the city need, Urban parks, Green space in and around
housing/buildings, Country parks/national parks, Urban woodlands/forests, Urban wetlands/canals/rivers, Wilderness
areas/nature reserves, Allotments/community gardens/urban farms, Formal/botanical gardens, Natural surroundings,
Greenery, Overall greenery, A lot of green areas, Insert buffer space between buildings, Buffer space between buildings,
Nature-Outdoors, Green areas
Aesthetic reasons (9 times): Aesthetic improvement, The need for a balance between concrete and greenery in a built-up area,
Respondents expressing a preference for curved, softer shapes, Views into and from the green space, Beautiful views, Aesthetic
pleasure, Beautification, Enhance aesthetic quality, Concrete had a cold appearance
Variation (3 times): Diversity of textures, heights, shapes, and sizes, Variation in the natural landscape, Non-flowering and
flowering plants of various colors

Barriers
Occupy urban spaces (2 times): 2*Occupy urban space
Create dark or closed spaces (5 times): Create dark and hiding places, Block light, Block light (trees), Create dark and hiding
place, Lack of visibility of the green space
Inadequate greenery (6 times): 2* Inadequate greenery, Poor landscape quality, Low landscape quality, Spaces with more
linear designs were disliked and considered cold and harsh, Unstable plants

Appendix 1.2 Actions
Motivators
Socialize (17 times): 2*Use parks to socialize, To socialize with others, Provide setting for social interactions, Socialising,
Socialization, General socialising, Talking to people, Need for socialising, Sociability, For social interaction, Meeting place and
leisure, Social contact, I think UGSs is a good place to socialize, Individual levels of felt integration and social cohesion, People
that I know visit UGSs very often, To be of assistance to others
Socialize with friends (7 times): Use parks to meet friends, Chatting with friends or gathering, Trip with friends, With friends,
To be with friends, Chat or gather with friends, Can make friends
Socialize with family (8 times): Trip with family, With other family members, My family wants me to visit UGSs very often
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My friends think that I should visit UGS, My family enjoys it, To experience family togetherness, To spend time with family
members, Good for family
To take the children out (10 times): To take the children out, Time with children, Taking children to playground, Take children
to playground, Playing with children/enjoying family time, Kids, To play with children, Fun area for children, Going out with
children, With children
Socialize with neighbors (2 times): With neighbors, Neighbor-social interaction
Other (3 times): To accompany the older, With colleagues, With pets
Exercise (15 times): 4*For physical exercise, 2* To exercise, 2* To get some exercise, Need for exercise, To exercise and hike,
Physical exercise or strolling, Encourage outdoor physical exercises, Exercise or stroll, Outdoor physical exercise,
Running/jogging/cycling or other exercise
Walking (10 times): 5* Walking, 2* Walk, Nordic walking, To take a walk, Dog walking
Walking with the dog (6 times): 3* Walking the dog, Dog, To walk pets, Dog walking
Cycling (4 times): 3*Cycling, Biking
Sports (4 times): Sports, Sports-recreation, Organized/unorganized sports, Playing some form of sports
Running (4 times): 2*Jogging, 2*Run
Other (2 times): Ball games, Meditation/yoga
Observing (8 times): 2*Observing nature, I enjoy observing greenery from afar, To look at wildlife, Bird watching, Feeding
birds/bird watching, To watch wildlife, Observing people
Food related (4 times): 2* To use parks to grill, Picnicking, Picnics/barbecue
Reading (3 times): 2* Reading, Use parks to read and study
Other (4 times): Fishing, Photography, Sit, Enjoy free and interactive play

Barriers
Physical health (1 time)

Appendix 1.3 Times
Motivators
Good weather (1 time)
Intend to visit UGSs more often in the future (1 time)
I have enough time to visit if I want (1 time)

Barriers
Planning defects (1 time)
Bad/poor weather (1 time)

Appendix 1.4 Scales
Motivators
Nearby distance (8 times): Able to get close to nature,Distance to green space, Proximity to residence, I intend to visit UGSs if
they are near my home, It’s near home, There are no/few other options for recreation nearby, Near home, I like to know that
there are green areas near me even if I don’t go and visit them
Big size (5 times): One large park, Prefer big UGS, Larger green spaces have more attractions than small green spaces, Larger
green spaces are better places to walk in, Big size
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Accessibility in proximity (5 times): Accessibility, Proximity/ Access, Location of UGSs, Proximity to residence, work place, or
school, On the way to shops, etc
Accessible for wheelchair (1 time)

Barriers
Far distance (4 times): 2* Too far from home, Taking too much time to access, No UGS near home
Too small in size (5 times): 2* Site area too small, Insufficient in size, Small green spaces are intended for people living adjacent
to them, Small green spaces are intended for children

Appendix 1.5 Persons
Motivators
Health reasons (7 times): Physical and mental health, Elders benefit from trees, Promote health, Health promotion, Provides a
green lung, Lifestyle and life-stage factors, In general, nature contributes to my sense of well-being
Rest and peace (24 times): 2* To experience peace or calm, To escape from work pressure, Relaxation, Quietude, Quiet, Enjoy
the peace and relaxation, Relaxation and whiling away time, Feel calmer, Reduce noise, Stress release, Abate noise, Recreation
and relaxation, Quiet and peaceful, Relaxing, Enjoy tranquil ambience and relax, Noise abatement, For quietness, I think UGSs
is a good place to relax, Away from traffic, Furnish place for resting or whiling away time, Non-crowdinge, Refuge
To be out of the house (3 times): 2* To get out of the house, To be away from home
Enjoyment (13 times): 2* While away time, 2* Enjoy the natural landscape, To enjoy nature, Nature appreciation

Inspiration, beautification, common appreciation for trees, Common appreciation for trees, Sounds as their leaves rustle
Convenient, I enjoy contact with greenery, I enjoy contact with wildlife, Enjoyment
Cultural reasons (2 times): Cultural values of trees, community bonding, civic engagement, diversity of cultures and their
interpretation of trees, Biophilia, spirituality
Spend time alone and individual values (6 times): Solitude, To think about myself, Privacy, To do things alone without feeling
threatened, Individual values, Bestow symbol of identity, Symbol of identity
Learn from nature (7 times): To experience something new, fresh or unusual, Inspiration, For stimulation of my senses

To learn something about nature, Nature studies, I think visiting UGSs is interesting and enjoyable, I think visiting UGSs
frequently is a wise hobby
Contact with nature (4 times): Allow more contact with nature, More contact with nature, Need to reconnect with nature, To
have contact with nature
Safety (5 times): 2* Safety, Perceptions of safety and security, I will visit UGSs if they are safe, Personal safety
Economic improvement (9 times): 2* Canopy attracts tourists to the city, Property value improvement, Increase property value

Augment community image, Community image enhancement, Economic need/neo-poverty, Energy savings, Need to grow my
own food
Personal autonomy (5 times): To visit UGSs or not is mostly up to me, If I want to visit UGSs, I can go anytime, I think it is easy
for me to visit UGSs, I have my own vehicles to visit UGSs, I have enough money to spend on my visit
Other (2 times): Place Attachment, Use parks for breaks

Barriers
Lack of safety (5 times): Make it difficult to detect criminal behavior, Induce gang problems, Harassment, Danger from syringes,
Poor surveillance
Crowdedness (2 times): 2*Too many people
Health reasons (3 times): Poor health, Allergies, Negative experience of stinging insect as barrier

No interest (2 times): Not interested, No particular reason
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Too busy (3 times): Too busy at work, Too busy at home, No time to visit
Lack of knowledge (3 times): Lack of knowledge the green space exists, Being unsure who could use the space, Limited
information on available UGS
Other (3 times): Cost the city too much, Planning defects, Bad behavior of pets

Appendix 1.6 Objects
Motives
Maintenance (7 times): 2* Cleanliness, Well-maintained, Well-maintained lawns, Clean areas, Regular maintenance to avoid
tripping hazards and other sources of injury, I prefer to take a walk through tidy and well-trimmed greenery than naturallygrowing greenery
Paths’ (4 times): Walking/cycling paths, Closed loop pathways which prevented users for feeling lost, Cycle paths, Number of
entry points
Trees (4 times): More trees, Trees and lawns, Trees and plants for shadow, Preference for trees over recreation facilities
Types of greenery (6 times): Use of nontoxic plants, Plants with a low pollen count and no thorns, Water features, Shrubs and
bushes for groundcover as well as wood and stones to create a welcoming, warm, and aesthetically pleasing green space.
Facilities (2 times): Amenities, Facilities
Seating facilities (10 times): Comfortable, stable and safe seating facilities, More seats, Places to sit and rest, Benches for sitting,
Comfortable and safe seating designed, Restaurants, cafés, beer gardens, Cafes/restaurants, Picnic/barbecue spots, Dispersed
seat arrangement, Provision of both movable and fixed furniture
Toilets (4 times): 3*Toilets, Public toilets
Parking lots (3 times): Availability of parking areas, Free parking lots, No parking charges
Lighting (2 times): Lighting, Outdoor lightning
Play facilities for children (7 times): Supply children’s playgrounds, Play facilities for children, Children’s play areas, Spaces and
facilities for kids, Playing area for children, Playground equipment, Children's playground
Sport facilities (4 times): Sports facilities, More sports facilities, Outdoor sports facilities, Designated sporting area
Other facilities (2 times): Facilities for praying, Signposting, Updated information on website, Dog walking areas

Barriers
Bad maintenance (4 times): Lack of maintenance and structures, Importance of maintaining green spaces, The importance of
maintaining the entire area, Are ugly when they are not maintained
Garbage lying around (2 times): Generate messy organic litter, Produce messy organic litter
Poor hygiene (2 times): Poor hygiene condition, Poor hygienic condition
Inadequate seats (4 times): Inadequate seats or pavilions, Deficient seats or pavilions, Green spaces which do not have benches
are less useful, Precarious branches
Poor facility (4 times): Poor facility in UGS, Lacking sports facilities, Substandard facilities, Inadequate sports facilities
Limited parking lots (1 times)
Public goods contaminated by greenery (4 times): Greenery blocks the store signs, Crack in sidewalks, Greenery can fall across
power lines, Greenery drips sap or sticky residue on parked cars
Other (1 time)

Poor public transportations service
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Appendix II – motivators and barriers field study
Appendix 2.1 Spaces
Motivators
Availability of green spaces (5 times): Plenty of beautiful green spaces around with trees and rolling landscapes and dense
forests, Many green spaces, There is plenty of green space, Neighborhood is very green, Plenty of green
Climate (2 times): Good for the climate, Green spaces here are relatively good, because in other area’s is much more cattle
breeding
Fresh air (11 times): 6*Fresh air, Fresh and cool out there, Clean air, Fresh wind, Give oxygen, Nature gives more oxygen
Reduce the urban heat (5 times): 3* Cool temperature, Fresh temperature, Coolness in the summer
Prevent landslides (1 times)
Shade (3 times): The shade, Likes the shade, Shadow
Wildlife habitat (3 times): The habitat from the birds, insects and other animals, Protect the habitat of animals, The bee’s and
butterflies
Preference for natural or green space (6 times): More pleasant than petrified spaces, Bigger green spaces are wilder than the
parks, More flowers, Less citylike, Is interesting, out of the city, Remove a part of the stones to place flowers and plants
Aesthetic reasons (11 times): 4* Beautiful, Beauty, variety, More beautiful than the city, Likes the variety of the green, There
is a lot to see and it is beautiful, Beautiful view, Is very beautiful, Beautiful view

Barriers
Availability (8 times): Availability of green spaces, Highway that reduced the amount of forest, Back in the days, everywhere
was forest, nowadays things have changed, Back in the days there was a sport field, Hoogte 80 is getting smaller, A lot of trees
have been felled and more will be felled, More buildings are being build in green spaces, Not allowed anymore to come there
(sportfield for walking)
Inadequate greenery (2 times): Hoogte 80 could be greener, there is mostly grass and the grass is not even always green, There
is nothing special

Appendix 2.2 Actions
Motivators
Socialize (9 times): 2* Socialize, To have a chat, Socialising, Social contact, Making a small talk, Being with other people, Social
component and being together, Nice place to celebrate a birthday
Take the kids to green space (12 times): With the kids,The kids, to walk and for the children to play, For the kids to play,
Something else to do for the kids, For the kids to play in the play garden, Walking with the kids, A walk with the kids, Coming
there with the kids, With children to playgrounds, Goes to play garden with family, Walking or for the children to play, With his
children
Socialize with friends (3 times): Drinking with friends, Eat food together with friends, Be with friends
Socialize with family (9 times): 2* With his grandchildren, With family, With her granddaughter, Her son takes her, His sister
and her dog take him, His girlfriend likes to walk and takes him, With his wife, Daughter picks her up
Picnicking (2 times): Picnicking, to drink something, Pick nick
Walking (54 times): 52* Walking, Evening walk, Walk around
Walking with the dog (22 times)
Cycling (9 times): 7*Cycling, 2* Mountain biking
Fishing (3 times)
Exercise (13 times): 5*Exercise, 3* Sports, Opportunity to exercise, Jogging, Running or doing exercises, Take a swim, Plays
soccer
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Sitting (14 times): 9* Sit, Sit on a bench, Sitting on the benches, Sit with a blanket in the park, Hang with the scooter, Sit in the
sun
Enjoying the view (8 times): 4* The view, 2* Looking at the view, Enjoying the view, Enjoys watching the view, Watch far
Observing nature (7 times): 2*Watch green, Watch nature, Looking at the pond, Looking at the water, See the water, the green
and the big grass field, Looking at the community garden
Observing people (2 times): Looking at the fishers, Looking at others doing exercises
Observing animals (6 times): Looking at the cows and sheep in the grass, Look at the sheep, horses, Looking at the pond and
ducks, Like the little ducklings, Watching the cow’s in the field, Animals
Spot wildlife (6 times): Spot the wildlife in nature, such as red deer and wild boars, Spot wild boars, To spot birds, See such as
birds and deer, Look at the wild sorts of plants and insects, Watch the birds, Wild horses
Photography (2 times): Doing photography, Photography
Working in green space (2 times): Different chores, such as carrying stuff and maintain the spaces around the gardens. Working
in green space
Music (2 times): Listen to music, chill and drink beer, Go to food festival, listen to live music
Other (2 time): Watching fire work, For smoking

Barriers
Physical health (13): 7* Mobility, Age it is harder to come there, Not so mobile anymore, Husband sickness, Height differences,
It’s often very tiring due to the height differences, Husband at home who is sick, she can’t leave him
Aging (3 times): Now he is older, only shorter in distance from home, Difference in height could be a problem when he gets
older, Getting older

Appendix 2.3 Times
Motivators
Weather (3 times): 2*Enjoy the sun, Weather is very nice
Seasonality of nature (2 times): The development of nature brings enjoyment, In this time of the year (elderflower picking)
Used to being in green (2 times): Grown up in green and is used to be in green spaces, Likes nature because she has been
grown up with nature nearby

Barriers
Weather (3 times): Cannot handle te heat in the summer, In the summer, because in the winter it rains too much, Don’t like
the warm weather

New in the neighborhood (7 times): 3* Does not know a lot of places, Lives here since short and does not know a lot of places,
Not living in the Geitenkamp for a long time, does not know a lot of people, She lives here only one year, Does not know a lot
of people

Appendix 2.4 Persons
Motivators
Health reasons (8 times): 4* Health, Good for weight and health, Likes the green, good for mental wellbeing, Physical health,
Therapy in the parks for revalidation
Rest and peace (27 times): 4* Empty the head, 2* Peaceful, 4* For rest, For rest, especially on Sunday, Peace, calmness, For
ambiance and coziness, Gives peace and rest, Peaceful and beautiful, It gives rest and is better than the city because it is
peacefully and not crowded, For rest and relaxation, Less crowded, rest, Especially with COVID-19, to be away from the
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crowdedness, It gives an oasis of rest and beauty, Because it is quiet, For the peace and the quietness, Even if there are a lot
of people, it is still peaceful and nice to look at, It is quiet, Relax, To relax and ley down, Likes the birds and peace
To be out of the house (4 times): 2* It is nice to be out of the house, Nice to be outside of the house, especially with COVID 19,
Leave the stress at home, leave the bad societal things behind for what they are
Learning (3 times): To learn how to survive within nature, To and learn how to survival, Nature is part of life
Enjoyment (26 times): 2* Pleasant, Enjoying the view, It is more beautiful, because it is fun, Likes and enjoys nature, To enjoy
the view of the trees, Makes him happy, Likes the forest, Because the nature is beautiful, always something new, Enjoys the
view, Beautiful and nice to be in nature, Enjoying, Likes the nature , Because it is nice and it feels good to be in nature, He
enjoys nature, it gives him a nice feeling, Nice places to be, Likes the view of green and water, Feels nice to be there, Likes to
go to these green spaces, More to see and it is just pleasant to be there, Pleasure, Happiness, Relaxation, Because it is fun,
Loves nature, Likes the flowers
Other (3 times): For inspiration, Is a good way to mourn and process the death of his wife, The smell

Barriers
Poor safety (15): Safety within the streets, people do not dare to walk on the streets in the evening anymore, Especially the
safety for older people, A lot of violence, Different cultures, causing for safety issues, People don’t know each other, Everyone
is watching each other, too much social control, Not always safe for the kids, The behavior of other kids who behave very
aggressive, The way people behave amongst each other, sometimes antisocial, Does not like the behavior of other kids,
Vandalism and asocial people, the asocial behavior is getting worse, as underprivileged people come and the rich go,
impoverishing the neighborhood, The feeling of safety, A lot of alcohol use within the streets, The mentality is difficult in the
Geitenkamp, when you say something people give a big mouth back, Causing for a fight, Cars driving very fast
Crowded (3 times): The crowdedness at playgrounds for the kids, due to COVID-19, Too crowded and too much unrest, Too
many people
No interest (6 times): 2* Does not like te forest, Inside person, Does not have to be in green, He rather games than being
outside, Does not like to go to green spaces, because she has no kids and no time
Dogs (3 times): The dogs coming there, Dogs who are not nice, Dogs not walking on the line are annoying
Ticks (1 time)

Appendix 2.5 Scales
Motivators
Distance (8 times): 6* Nearby, To some green spaces that are nearby, Shorter in distance from home
Big size of the park (11 times): Prefers bigger, Bigger green spaces, More space, There is space, It is big

Gives space, freedom, Dog can walk free in the forest, Can walk free, Space, Had a pit-bull who could walk free and had more
space there, The dog does not have to be on the line
Accessibility in priximity (3 times): Only functional, Functional reasons, when he cycles to his parents in Bennekom, he passes
the green spaces, Functional on the route for other things

Barriers
Too far in distance (1 time)
Small size of the park (9 times): 2* Too small, 4* Not like to go to the smaller parks, The smaller parks, The smaller parks there
are more crowded, The dog cannot walk free

Appendix 2.6 Objects
Motivators
Maintenance (1 time)
Type of greenery (3 times): Dynamic and free, without too much interference, Green grass, Roses are very pretty there
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Play facilities (1 time): Pond or a place to play with the sand

Barriers
Maintenance of greenery (20 times): 6* Bad maintenance, Not always well maintained, The stairs in Hoogte 80 are not well
maintained and are not seen because of the sand covering the stairs. There is also a wooden beam where people could trip
over, Garbage, It should be better maintained, because there is a lot of weed within the streets, The tall grass is not well
maintained and blows around everywhere and the prickles stick to my dog, It should be better maintained, The maintenance
of the streets and parks, Physically not able to maintain, Maintain the trees themselves nowadays, but this is not well
communicated by the municipality, Maintenance of the green space in front of the house, it’s a disaster. Not maintained Green
growing so high it blocks all the sight, I should be better maintained, so people might not throw their shit on the ground, Bad
maintenance/ lots of weed everywhere, Children climb in the trees, digging big holes in the ground, riding with scooters on the
grass, people making a mess (in front of the house), The residents want to maintain things themselves or make it nice but don’t
have the tools for maintaining, Thinks that it is a money issue. (maintenance)
Garbage (10 times): 4* Garbage, Garbage is very annoying, also blowing in her front garden, Often glass within the streets,
demolishing the tires of bikes, The garbage lying around everywhere, More trash cans, because a lot of trash, Shit and trash
lying around, Everyone throws their shit on the street
Dog faeces (9 times): 7* Dog faeces, Faeces lying down everywhere, Full of faeces from the dogs
Seating facility (1): no benches
Hygiene (1): Empty, old and dirty
Demolishing private goods (1): The liquid from the trees in the street, making the cars dirty
Services (4 times): No services, Not so much to do, Limited objects or services in the park, More things to do
Parking places (1 time): Limited parking places
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Appendix III – consent form

Toestemmingsformulier
Betreft: Deelname aan onderzoek “Publieke groene plekken in de Geitenkamp”.

Doel van het onderzoek

Deze studie maakt gebruik van een focus groep om inzicht te krijgen in het perspectief van bewoners
op de publieke groene plekken in hun wijk.

Wat houdt deze focus groep in?

Met behulp van de ABCD-methode wordt er in kaart gebracht welke kwaliteiten de wijk heeft om
gebruik te maken van publiek groen. Vervolgens is er ruimte om te brainstormen over nieuwe ideeën
voor groen in de wijk. In totaal zal de sessie ongeveer één uur duren.

Vrijwillige participatie

Participatie voor deze studie is geheel vrijwillig. Wanneer u besluit om niet mee te doen zullen er geen
negatieve consequenties zijn. Wanneer u besluit om mee te doen mag u op elk moment besluiten om
te stoppen. Het groepsgesprek zal worden opgenomen en later getranscribeerd, waarbij u anoniem
blijft.

Met het tekenen van dit formulier verklaar ik te zijn ingelicht over de aard van de studie en mee te doen.

Datum:
Handtekening:
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Appendix IV- summary focus group
Stage I: sharing personal assets
Person 1

Comes from North-Holland and lives in the Geitenkamp for four years. She has been in the scene for twenty years
and experienced a lot in Amsterdam. For twenty years she has had a kitchen garden there. She tells about her own
learning process within the kitchen garden. The sowing, planting and giving it love before it was destroyed by
rabbits or snails in one night. It’s not the vandalism of people, it’s also a part of nature itself.
She shares some of the historical developments during the time she did wild picking in Amsterdam through the
organization ‘urban farming’. First, the maintenance had been reduced, also called budget cuts. Everything was
cultivated in mono-culture, it was her generation going against it. Since the last fifteen years it is possible to adopt
pieces of the surface. Nowadays, we are in a phase where people are aware of the benefits of green spaces, such
as prevention of flooding. We can proof it with scientific studies, which is good. She is a mom and mentions it is
nice to see that there is already a lot of awareness.
She shares that nature is about the art of living. Nowadays, art is something where you can earn money with. It
has to be something special. Like a princess, you need to be exceptional to become an artist. However, the
opposite is true; art is something directly linked to our culture, which lies in the daily experiences and patterns.
This is the art of living and we are also artists.
Person 2

Lives for five years in the Geitenkamp. Before that, she lived in a lot of different places. She has a big and beautiful
garden and is very happy with it. Mentions that the green in her street can be better.
Person 3

Lives for sixteen years in the Geitenkamp, next to a small park. Mentions she has a wrangle with her neighbors,
because they find her garden too wild. Prefers to do as less as possible in the garden and keep it wild, only
sometimes pulling some nettles out of the ground.
Prefers the wild and does not like it when everything is mowed. Learned wild picking from when she was young.
Likes to pick roses near the church, knows where the walnuts, the hazelnuts, the elderflower, the berries, plums
are. They grow wild in the forest. When there is a festival, she likes to make elderflower for the festival.
Shares a positive experience when she went to an information night to speak up for more green space, instead of
more parking spots. Mentions that they listened to her and instead of floor tiles, they sowed very beautiful seeds
in the ground.
Person 4

Lives in Klarendal near Sonsbeek. Is a member of the association ‘leef’ in the Geitenkamp since January.
Experiences nature in a spiritual context. “We are nature and I experience it that way”.
Person 5

Lives in the Geitenkamp for two years. Does not have a garden, only a balcony. When he was younger, he worked
a lot in the green, like mowing and plowing the ground to help his mom. Nowadays, he is not a lot in the green.
However, he mentions that nature can also be the raw materials he likes to work with to make new things.
Compares the authentic process of making things with nature.
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Stage II: asset mapping
The second part was about the filing in the asset framework and look at the qualities in green spaces within the
Geitenkamp.

Figure 1. Qualities within the Geitenkamp, translated.

During the conversation within the focus group, the participants elaborated on some of the qualities named in
Figure 1, these are explained below.
Organizations
•
•
•

Hoogte 80 festival.
Vlindertuin. For one respondent used it as a working space for textile design.
Tokhok. Explained as an organization that stimulates the use of green.

Institutions
•
•
•
•

The municipality. Explained as an institution that is responsible and stimulate in many different projects.
The Witte Vlinder. Explained as a primary school that adopt pieces of the surface from parks.
Rental cooperation’s.
The sports club van Rijnstad. Explained as a social institute. A man with a carrier cycle, organizing different
activities within the green.

Individuals
•
•
•

Local respondents. Explained as people you meet and speak with in the forest.
Volunteers. Explained as people organizing themselves to pick up trash. You have to subscribe
individually, it is a private initiative.
Mother. Stimulates one of the respondents to be in green to help his mom in her garden.

Physical spaces
•

Tree dripline.
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•

•
•
•
•
•
•

The green around the scouting building. Explained as a very clean space with a lot of green. It’s a very
clean place next to the highway. There are sound walls which are overgrown with green. The sound goes
above, so that when you walk next to the highway, you don’t hear it and it feels as if you are surrounded
by green only. A surreal place.
Forest. You can go into the forest everywhere and it’s very beautiful. You can walk from park to park in
one hour to the city centrum. Past Klarenbeek, Sonsbeek, crossing the Apeldoornse road, Lombok, only
in parks.
Monumental walking routes. There are still some things from the second world war. And a bench with a
view. It’s very beautiful down there, with a community garden complex. It’s only recently that they let it
wild and sow some seeds for the bees. Before, they mowed everything, also at Hoogte 80.
Larickshof.
Monument at Hoogte 80. Explained as a very beautiful monument.
Wild green.
Bridge near COOP. Explained as a nice and functional bridge.

Local economy
•
•

Flower store.
Plant exchange cabinets.

After the mapping process with the asset framework, green spaces within and around the Geitenkamp were
mapped. This was done individually, resulting in Figure 2 and 3.

Figure 2. Map with qualities in green spaces around the Geitenkamp.

Translation of the comments, going from the left to the right:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Green road to the back, just fits in between the roads
Wild picking, rest, walking
Realization of the insignificance, beautiful to reflect
Beautiful, diverse landscape
Breath, walking, peace and wild picking
Walking, wild picking, rest
Rest & space, real nature
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Figure 3. Map of qualities in green spaces within the Geitenkamp.

Translation of the comments, going from the left to the right:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Sunsets
Experience space in nature
Peace
Peace and space
Meeting others
Green into the neighborhood. Nice that there is
No need to walk in the streets

During the mapping process, some extra elaborations were given. These were recognized by the researcher in
form of barriers and motivators and described below.
Discussed motivators during the mapping process

•
•
•

“I think it has to do with the diversity of people living in the Geitenkamp. People naming the pond as a
green space, while I would not think of it. But these men see it as a quiet place for relaxation and for
meeting others.”
“For some places I just accept that they are dirty. I go to other places, such as the Beukenlaan which is
very beautiful. I like to walk there. But if I walk the other way, I walk to Hoogte 80, the park of
Angerenstein and these spaces are even more beautiful”.
“It is interesting to see and think about these different spaces. What I take from it is that I really need
these spaces for rest. I really like rest and get it from nature. And to think as a policy maker; what do
humans need? Well, I think it is rest and space”.

Discussed barriers during the mapping process

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

“There are nice green spaces within the Geitenkamp. However, they are full of dog poo, reducing the
quality.”
“The Witte Vlinder is just a primary school with a lot of shit. It is a dog walking area where you better
hold your nose.”
“There could be more awareness from entrepreneurs and companies such as the snack bar to keep the
area clean.”
“I don’t like these spaces.”
“It is funny that people have positive experiences in these spaces. These spaces are designed, which I
avoid. There is a pond which is used for fishing by these men, but it is an empty pond.”
“I like spaces that are not human made.”
“I like to go search for nature that I can use.”
“I get calm from nature, there is no specific place.”
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•

“I know some of these spaces, but I don’t like them.”

Stage III: brainstorm session
The brainstorm part was analysed, and the topics were divided into seven themes. Quotes relating to these themes
are described below.
Nature as a subjective experience

•
•
•
•
•

“It is all a subjective experience. Neighbors and the inconvenience you experience with them and how
you maintain your boundaries. Everyone has their own opinion.”
“When you talk about the design of green space, the subjective experience plays a role. One person
wants this, the other has no time, and so on.”
“It is a nature experience, because it is inside you. Therefore, it always depends on your own taste for
it.”
“Wait a second. You are here with the respondents of the Geitenkamp. There is no doubt that people
here also experience tension while gardening.”
“Maybe you think, a tree gives rest and is beautiful. I also know the other arguments, people who say
that a tree is annoying and time consuming to maintain.”

Setting the norm

•
•

•
•
•

“It is important that a common norm will be created, this norm should be defined together. One person
finds it okay, the other one experiences inconvenience. You have to come to a kind of whole.”
“We are talking about the behavior pattern in the Geitenkamp. It is learning by doing, that is how it
develops. The kids start, like my daughter who is twelve and picks up trash by herself. You have to give
it time to create awareness. In the Geitenkamp they don’t pick up their trash, but there are a lot of
places where it is the norm. In Germany or Amsterdam, you get slammed. If your dog shits, ten people
complain about you.”
“We can’t play fire against fire; the younger generation should think differently. In that way resistance
against nature will starve out, but this can take a while.”
“The good thing is, when I compare it with twenty years ago, we live in a time with more awareness.
Here in the Geitenkamp you have the die-hard ‘we do it like this and that’ people, they give resistance.
Just like this; I throw the trash away and I don’t care, they can clean it for me.”
“It was the need that created the incentive to have a garden. This neighborhood is built in a garden
village style. This meant that people who could live and work here, but did not need care as they had
their own garden. Mostly people from Groningen came to live in these houses, who also were farmers
and good in working on the land. They were not civilized yet and could take care of themselves. It was
normal to have a pig or chicken in the garden. Therefore, the gardens are this deep.”

The role of education

•
•
•
•
•

“It has to do with education. I am twenty years in this scene and started with education.”
“When you see a beautiful hollyhock, that is amazing. And yes, they fall, but that is a part of it. It is all
about not giving up.”
“When you start with green education, you should counter discouragement. Because it takes a lot of
effort; cleaning shit, boring, think about all the steps, bending, dirty! It has to be built in yourself, learn
it and breaking through.”
“Experiencing green is a natural process, we are part of it. That realization has to do with education and
awareness.”
“It is nice that the awareness has improved. For example, they are aware they have to mow when they
plant bulbs, which is needed to feed the bulbs. Back in the days they did not do that, and they had to
plant it all over again”.

Who is responsible?

•

“The question is; who is responsible? Because gardens need maintenance. People can say, I like this and
that, but who is responsible in the end? This also has to do with education and awareness, the
government has a responsibility in this.”
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•
•
•

•
•
•

•
•

“There is no real answer, it is more like a theme. There are many ideas, but for me it is about the final
piece coming to an essence; what is sustainable? Where is the accountability? What is the function?
Who is responsible and how is this divided? You cannot just drop it by the respondents.”
“When something green is in front of my door, also the rental cooperation is responsible. They also
have material to maintain it.”
“Some form of reward is needed. Passion and benevolence are not enough. It has to come from the
policy from companies, the housing organizations or municipality. If a resident takes the responsibility
to care for something which is out of his own property, there has to be a form of reward. You can’t say;
because you plant the zucchini, you can harvest it. I am very sure that by the time you can harvest a
zucchini in a tree dripline, it is stolen by someone else.”
“It costs a lot of money. Did you know? Each tree costs something.”
It gives more value towards a location when you put something beautiful in it. For example, by sowing
beautiful seeds. There are always people that destroy things, but it helps.”
“I was thinking of the tree dripline. I don’t know if this belongs to the rental cooperation or the
municipality, but I miss cooperation. There are many respondents in my street who have a feeling with
nature. They help each other with trimming the hedges, others have plant exchange cabinets. This goes
really well, and it is very nice. The only obstacle is the tree dripline. Nobody wants to work on it,
because it has been left alone for a long time and it is shabby.
“They can sow something everyone likes, a rose bush for example. I can imagine that the municipality
or owners are willing to give ten euros per year to the resident who maintains that bush.”
“Companies look at their benefits, they want to gain profit. If companies help with giving money, they
like to participate and get in the picture. The first year, they buy and implant enthusiastically and it is
beautiful. However, the second year it overgrows wild with nettles and it gets a mess. In that case, it is
better to place a tree dripline and make the government responsible.

The role of art

•

•
•

“I see a direct correlation between art and the use of the surrounding. Namely, art is a big factor in the
way things are used. An example in India demonstrates this. There was a bridge in India which was very
dirty, and people pissed on it. At a certain moment, they made a giant piece of art at the same spot.
Suddenly, nobody pissed there, it was very clean and also green. It became a place where people felt
good, and the mental health increased. This is beauty, the aesthetic value is very important in the use
and experience in green.”
“It depends on the place. If people do not appreciate or do not get the piece of art, it can be beautiful,
but I don’t think a lot will change. Vandalism is high in the Geitenkamp, maybe they think; nitrate,
boom, bye bye piece of art.”
“I want space for art and culture, through integration with nature. I think that the youth needs
nurturing. There are no options for them to be nurtured, it is not strange they search this in marihuana.
I think mental care, in all different forms can contribute to the mental health of the youth.”

Ideas to apply within the Geitenkamp

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

“Food forest. Could this be in public? Well, who is going to maintain it?”
“Something like workshops, or things to do together with the youth. In general, giving stimulants to
younger people, so they get a sense of nature and also what you can do.”
“A wild picking walk through the neighborhood. Or, I don’t know, something alternative they never did
before. Not only for the mainstream youth”
“Organizing a marihuana walking tour, this way you get the youth along. If only a view get along, you
have already won”
“In Angerenstein is a neighborhood committee who make decisions about the park. I like the idea of
having a park committee, or neighborhood committee.”
“We sometimes organize a jumble sale, but we also decide if new trees will be planted and what sort
and we talk about maintenance.”
“How can you get the curiosity from the youth? Get a plant where it all develops. For me it was with
strawberries and broccoli. I was very proud before it was eaten by the butterflies. To create an
incentive, you have to break through.”
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Appendix V – comparison of the results in field and literature study
Table 1: Comparison of mentions between the literature and field for motivators within the dimension ‘spaces’.
Type of similar mentioned motivator

Amount of mentions within the
literature

Amount of mentions within the field

Total mentions for spaces = 58

Total mentions for spaces = 71
Supporting climate

7 (9,9%)

2 (3,4%)

Reducing urban heat

7 (9,9%)

5 (8,6%)

9 (12,7%)

11 (19,0%)

Preventing landslides

4 (5,6%)

1 (1,72%)

Providing shade

6 (8,6%)

3 (5,2%)

Supporting habitat for wildlife

3 (4,2%)

3 (5,2%)

17 (24,3%)

17 (29,3%)

9 (12,7%)

11 (18,9%)

Supporting bees and insects

2 (2,8%)

0 (0,0%)

Open and private space

4 (5,6%)

0 (0,0%)

Variation

3 (4,2%)

0 (0,0%)

Providing clean air

Natural or green space
Aesthetic reasons

Table 2: Comparison of mentions between the literature and field for barriers within the dimension ‘spaces’.
Type of similar mentioned barrier

Amount of
literature

mentions

within

the

Amount of mentions within the field

Total amount for spaces = 10

Total mentions for spaces = 13
Inadequate greenery

6 (46,2%)

2 (20,0%)

Occupying urban space

2 (15,4%)

0 (0,0%)

Creating dark or closed spaces

5 (38,5%)

0 (0,0%)

0 (0,0%)

8 (80,0%)

Availability of green

Table 3: Comparison of mentions between the literature and field for motivators within the dimension ‘actions’.
Type of
motivator

similar

mentioned

Amount of
literature

mentions

within

the

Total mentions for actions = 110
Socialising
Socialising with friends
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Amount of mentions within the field

Total mentions for actions = 187

17 (15,5%)

9 (4,8%)

7 (6,4%)

3 (1,6%)
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Socialising with family

8 (7,3%)

9 (4,8%)

Taking the children out

10 (9,1%)

12 (6,4%)

Exercise

15 (13,6%)

13 (7,0%)

Walking

10 (9,1%)

54 (28,9%)

Cycling

4 (3,6%)

9 (4,8%)

Observing nature

7 (6,4%)

7 (3,7%)

Observing people

1 (0,9%)

2 (1,1%)

Fishing

1 (0,9%)

3 (1,6%)

Picnicking

4 (3,6%)

2 (1,1%)

Sitting

1 (0,9%)

14 (7,5%)

Photography

1 (0,9%)

2 (1,1%)

Socialising with neighbours

2 (1,8%)

0 (0,0%)

Accompany the older

1 (0,9%)

0 (0,0%)

Socialising with colleagues

1 (0,9%)

0 (0,0%)

Socialising with pets

1 (0,9%)

0 (0,0%)

Sports in general

4 (3,6%)

0 (0,0%)

Running

4 (3,6%)

0 (0,0%)

Yoga/meditation

1 (0,9%)

0 (0,0%)

Ball games

1 (0,9%)

0 (0,0%)

Reading

2 (1,8%)

0 (0,0%)

Studying

1 (0,9%)

0 (0,0%)

Free and interactive play

1 (0,9%)

0 (0,0%)

Walking with the dog

5 (0,0%)

22 (11,76%)

Enjoying the view

0 (4,5%)

8 (4,3%)

Observing wildlife

0 (0,0%)

6 (3,2%)

Observing animals

0 (0,0%)

6 (3,2%)

Working in green space

0 (0,0%)

2 (1,1%)

Listening to music

0 (0,0%)

2 (1,1%)

Watching fire work

0 (0,0%)

1 (0,5%)
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Smoking

0 (%)

1 (0,5%)

Table 4: Comparison between the literature and field for barriers within the dimension ‘actions’.
Type of similar mentioned barrier

Amount within the literature

Amount within the field

Total mentions for actions = 3

Total mentions for actions = 16

Physical health

2 (66,7%)

13 (81,3%)

Aging

1 (33,3%)

3 (18,8%)

Table 5: Comparison of mentions between the literature and field for motivators within the dimension ’times’.
Type of similar mentioned motivator

Amount within the literature

Amount within the field

Total mentions for times = 3

Total mentions for times = 7

Good weather

1 (33,3%)

3 (42,9%)

Enough time

1 (33,3%)

0 (0,0%)

Intending to visit PGS in the future

1 (33,3%)

0 (0,0%)

Seasonality of nature

0 (0,0%)

2 (28,6%)

Growing up in nature

0 (0,0%)

2 (28,6%)

Table 6: Comparison of mentions between the literature and field for barriers within the dimension ‘times’.
Type of similar mentioned motivator

Amount within the literature

Amount within the field

Total mentions for times = 2

Total mentions for times = 10

Poor weather

1 (50,0%)

3 (30,0%)

Planning defects

1 (50,0%)

0 (0,0%)

0 (0,0%)

7 (70,0%)

Being new in the neighborhood

Table 7: Comparison of mentions between the literature and field for motivators within the dimension ‘persons’.
Type of
motivator

similar

Health reasons
Rest
Be out of the house
Enjoyment

Yentl te Riele

mentioned

Amount within the literature

Amount within the field

Total mentions for persons = 87

Total mentions for persons = 69
7 (8,0%)

8 (11,6%)

24 (27,6%)

27 (39,1%)

3 (3,4%)

4 (5,8%)

13 (14,9%)

26 (37,7%)
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Learning from nature

7 (8,0%)

2 (2,9%)

Cultural reasons

2 (2,3%)

0 (0,0%)

6 (6,9%)

0 (0,0%)

Contact with nature

4 (4,6%)

0 (0,0%)

Perception of safety

5 (5,7%)

0 (0,0%)

Personal autonomy

5 (5,7%)

0 (0,0%)

10 (11,5%)

0 (0,0%)

Use parks for breaks

1 (1,1%)

0 (0,0%)

Process the death of a family
member

0 (0,0%)

1 (1,4%)

Smell

0 (0,0%)

1 (1,4%)

Spending time
individual values

alone

and

Economic benefits

Table 8: Comparison between the literature and field for barriers within the dimension ‘persons’.
Type of similar mentioned barrier

Amount within the literature

Amount within the field

Total mentions for persons = 20

Total mentions for persons = 31

Lack of safety

5 (25,0%)

15 (48,4%)

Crowdedness

2 (10,0%)

3 (9,7%)

Not interested

2 (10,0%)

6 (19,4%)

Too busy

3 (15,0%)

3 (9,7%)

1 (5,0%)

3 (9,7%)

Lack of knowledge

3 (15,0%)

0 (0,0%)

Health reasons

3 (15.0%)

1 (3,2%)

1 (5,0%)

0 (0,0%)

Bad behavior of pets

It cost the city too much

Table 9: Comparison of mentions between the literature and field for motivators within the dimension ‘scales’.
Type of similar mentioned motivator

Amount within the literature

Amount within the field

Total mentions for scales = 18

Total mentions for scales = 22

Nearby in distance

8 (44,4%)

8 (36,4%)

Huge size

5 (27,8%)

11 (50,0%)

Accessibility in proximity

5 (27,8%)

3 (13,6%)
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Table 10: Comparison of mentions between the literature and field for barriers within the dimension ‘scales’.
Type of similar mentioned barrier

Amount within the literature

Amount within the field

Total mentions for scales = 9

Total mentions for scales = 10

Too great of a distance

4 (44,4%)

1 (10,0%)

Too small in size

5 (55,6%)

9 (90,0%)

Table 11: Comparison of mentions between the literature and field for motivators within the dimension ‘objects’.
Type of similar mentioned motivator

Amount within the literature

Amount within the field

Total mentions for objects = 57

Total mentions for objects = 5

Good maintenance

7 (12,3%)

1 (20,0%)

Type of greenery

8 (14,0%)

3 (60,0%)

Play facilities

7 (12,3%)

1 (20,0%)

Path’s for cycling or walking

3 (5,3%)

0 (0,0%)

Path’s in a closed loop

1 (1,8%)

0 (0,0%)

Accessibility by a wheelchair

1 (1,8%)

0 (0,0%)

Number of entry points

1 (1,8%)

0 (0,0%)

Facilities

2 (3,5%)

0 (0,0%)

Toilets

4 (7,0%)

0 (0,0%)

10 (17,5%)

0 (0,0%)

Parking lot’s

3 (5,3%)

0 (0,0%)

Lighting

2 (3,5%)

0 (0,0%)

Sport facilities

4 (7,0%)

0 (0,0%)

Facilities for praying

1 (1,8%)

0 (0,0%)

Signposting

1 (1,8%)

0 (0,0%)

Updated information on website

1 (1,8%)

0 (0,0%)

Dog walking areas

1 (1,8%)

0 (0,0%)

Seating facilities

Table 12: Comparison of mentions between the literature and field for barriers within the dimension ‘objects’.
Type of similar mentioned barrier

Bad maintenance

Yentl te Riele

Amount within the literature

Amount within the field

Total mentions for objects = 22

Total mentions for objects = 47

4 (18,2%)

Perceived Assets, Motives and Barriers to use PGS

20 (42,6%)

96

Garbage lying around

2 (9,0%)

10 (21,3%)

Poor facilities

4 (18,2%)

4 (8,5%)

Poor seats

4 (18,2%)

1 (2,1%)

Limited parking lots

1 (4,5%)

1 (2,1%)

Poor public transport service

1 (4,5%)

1 (2,1%)

4 (18,2%)

0 (0,0%)

Poor hygiene

2 (9,0%)

0 (0,0%)

Dog feces lying around

0 (0,0%)

9 (19,1%)

Greenery demolishing private goods

0 (0,0%)

1 (2,1%)

Public goods
greenery
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Appendix VI – Flyer communicated to the residents

Groen in de Geitenkamp
80 bewoners gesproken in de Geitenkamp

Motivaties

rust

wandelen

Barrières

lopen met hond

plezier

natuur

slecht onderhoud

afval

hondenpoep

gebrek veiligheid

sociaal contact

te klein

gezondheid

Welke groene plekken bezoeken bewoners graag?
Groene plekken rondom de Geitenkamp

Groene plekken in de Geitenkamp

Rood = Klarenbeek
Blauw = Hoogte 80
Groen = Angerenstein
Oranje = Rosendaalseweg
Paars = Bos (bij Bredenberg)
Roze = Postbank
Grijs = Veluwe

Rood = Beukenlaan
Blauw = Vlindertuin
Groen = Dennenweg
Oranje = Larickshof
Paars = Witte vlinder

Besproken thema's omtrent de groenbeleving met vijf bewoners

Natuur als subjectieve
beleving

De noodzaak
van bewustwording

De norm bepalen
en neerzetten

Yentl te Riele

Onderhoud van
het groen

Wie is
verantwoordelijk voor
het groen?

De rol van
kunst in natuurbeleving

Ideeën voor groenbeleving
in de Geitenkamp
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Wat is de rol van
educatie in
natuurbeleving?
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PUBLIEKE GROENE PLEKKEN
VERBETEREN IN DE WIJK:
PERSPECTIEF VAN BEWONERS

Appendix VII –
Infographic for
municipality

FASE 1: WAT IS ER
ONDERZOCHT?
De motivatoren en barrières van bewoners voor het gebruik van
publieke groene plekken zijn in kaart gebracht. De getallen
geven aan hoe vaak de motivatoren en barrières zijn gevonden
in de literatuur.

1.1 ADVIES
DE MEEST GEVONDEN MOTIVATOREN
EN BARRIÈRES:
rust

onveilig

natuur

te klein

Bij de ontwikkeling of vernieuwing van publieke
groene plekken is het belangrijk om de volgende
adviezen in acht te nemen:

sociaal contact

ongeschikt groen

1. Creëer open plekken die het gevoel van
veiligheid bevorderen.
2. Plant groen dat het overleefd gedurende de
verschillende seizoenen.
3. Prioriteer het ontwikkelen van grotere
publieke groene plekken over meerdere
kleinere.
4. Plant groen op openbare plekken waar veel
gebouwen staan als een bufferzone.
5. Plaats bankjes in het groen.
6. Zorg voor faciliteiten die activiteiten
prikkelen, zoals speeltuinen en sport
voorzieningen.

FASE 2: INCLUSIE VAN BEWONERS
Met de ABCD-methode worden de krachten van een wijk in kaart gebracht, die het gebruik van
publieke groene plekken stimuleren. Bewoners worden op een positieve manier betrokken bij het
groen in hun wijk. Dit is een waardevolle methode om in de wijk toe te passen, omdat het inzichtelijk
maakt wat er al is en wat er nog nodig is. Deze methode bestaat uit drie stappen.

STAP 1: FOCUS OP ONTMOETING
Elkaar ontmoeten, het verkrijgen van een veilige
omgeving voor het delen van kennis, ervaringen en
passies rondom groen.

STAP 2: KWALITEITEN MAPPEN IN DE WIJK
Het in kaart brengen van kwaliteiten binnen 5
categorieën: verenigingen, instituten, individuen, fysieke
plekken en lokale economieën.

STAP 3: BRAINSTORMFASE
Met elkaar nadenken over verschillende thema's rondom
publieke groene plekken zoals ideeën voor in de wijk of
welke actoren nodig zijn van buitenaf.

WAGENINGEN UNIVERSITY

2.1 ADVIES

1. Maak gebruik van co-onderzoekers die het proces kunnen leiden.
2. Plan meerdere sessies met dezelfde bewoners, om elke sessie de
diepte in te gaan op een ander thema en het mappen aan te
vullen.
3. Gebruik voorbeelden van kwaliteiten in de wijk en foto's van
plekken in de wijk tijdens het mappen.
4. Deze methode initiëren bij bestaande buurtgroepen of
buurtinitiatieven

SCRIPTIE VAN YENTL TE RIELE (YENTL.TERIELE@WUR.NL)
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PUBLIEKE GROENE PLEKKEN
VERBETEREN IN DE GEITENKAMP:
PERSPECTIEF VAN BEWONERS

Appendix VIII –
Infographic for the
municipality of the

FASE 1: WAT IS ER
ONDERZOCHT?
Het perspectief van bewoners op publieke groene plekken in de
Geitenkamp is onderzocht op basis van gesprekken met 80
bewoners. Uit de gesprekken kwamen motivatoren en barrières
naar voren, waarvan de belangrijkste te zien zijn in
onderstaande figuur. De getallen geven aan hoe vaak de
motivatoren en barrières benoemd zijn.

Gebruik in de Geitenkamp
Larickshof werd het meest door
bewoners genoemd.

Geitenkamp

Gebruik rondom de Geitenkamp
Hoogte 80, Angerenstein en het bos
werden het meest genoemd door
bewoners.

1.1 ADVIES
DE MEEST GEVONDEN MOTIVATOREN
EN BARRIÉRES:
rust

onveilig

wandelen

onderhoud

plezier

afval

Bij de ontwikkeling of vernieuwing van
publieke groene plekken in de Geitenkamp is
het belangrijk om de volgende adviezen in
acht te nemen:
1. Creëer voldoende wandelpaden naar en
in het groen.
2. Zorg dat het publieke groen goed wordt
onderhouden, dit verbetert ook het
gevoel van veiligheid in de buurt.
3. Plaats voldoende bankjes in het groen.
4. Bedenk een strategie die ervoor zorgt
dat er minder afval in het groen terecht
komt.
5. Zorg voor faciliteiten in het groen die
activiteiten prikkelen, zoals speeltuinen
of sportvoorzieningen.

FASE 2:INCLUSIE VAN BEWONERS
De ABCD-methode is toegepast bij een aantal bewoners in de Geitenkamp. Vanuit deze
methode hebben de bewoners kwaliteiten in de Geitenkamp in kaart gebracht die het
gebruik van groene plekken stimuleren.

2.1 ADVIES
1. Initieer een vervolgsessies bij
bestaande buurtgroepen of
buurtinitiatieven.
2. Gebruik co-onderzoekers die de
vervolgsessies willen leiden.
3. Reflecteer in de vervolgsessies
op de genoemde kwaliteiten, zijn
participanten het met deze
kwaliteiten mee eens? Horen er
nog kwaliteiten bij?
4. Ga dieper in op thema's rondom
publiek groen, wat willen
bewoners? Wat is er nodig?

WAGENINGEN UNIVERSITY
SCRIPTIE VAN YENTL TE RIELE (YENTL.TERIELE@WUR.NL)
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