
 
 

Delft University of Technology

Is it really a stupid idea? The counterfactual check

Wee, Bert van

DOI
10.1080/01441647.2023.2246733
Publication date
2023
Document Version
Final published version
Published in
Transport Reviews

Citation (APA)
Wee, B. V. (2023). Is it really a stupid idea? The counterfactual check. Transport Reviews, 43(6), 1055-
1057. https://doi.org/10.1080/01441647.2023.2246733

Important note
To cite this publication, please use the final published version (if applicable).
Please check the document version above.

Copyright
Other than for strictly personal use, it is not permitted to download, forward or distribute the text or part of it, without the consent
of the author(s) and/or copyright holder(s), unless the work is under an open content license such as Creative Commons.

Takedown policy
Please contact us and provide details if you believe this document breaches copyrights.
We will remove access to the work immediately and investigate your claim.

This work is downloaded from Delft University of Technology.
For technical reasons the number of authors shown on this cover page is limited to a maximum of 10.

https://doi.org/10.1080/01441647.2023.2246733
https://doi.org/10.1080/01441647.2023.2246733


Green Open Access added to TU Delft Institutional Repository 

'You share, we take care!' - Taverne project  
 

https://www.openaccess.nl/en/you-share-we-take-care 

Otherwise as indicated in the copyright section: the publisher 
is the copyright holder of this work and the author uses the 
Dutch legislation to make this work public. 

 
 



Full Terms & Conditions of access and use can be found at
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/journalInformation?journalCode=ttrv20

Transport Reviews

ISSN: (Print) (Online) Journal homepage: https://www.tandfonline.com/loi/ttrv20

Is it really a stupid idea? The counterfactual check

Bert van Wee

To cite this article: Bert van Wee (2023): Is it really a stupid idea? The counterfactual check,
Transport Reviews, DOI: 10.1080/01441647.2023.2246733

To link to this article:  https://doi.org/10.1080/01441647.2023.2246733

Published online: 17 Aug 2023.

Submit your article to this journal 

Article views: 209

View related articles 

View Crossmark data

https://www.tandfonline.com/action/journalInformation?journalCode=ttrv20
https://www.tandfonline.com/loi/ttrv20
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/showCitFormats?doi=10.1080/01441647.2023.2246733
https://doi.org/10.1080/01441647.2023.2246733
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/authorSubmission?journalCode=ttrv20&show=instructions
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/authorSubmission?journalCode=ttrv20&show=instructions
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/mlt/10.1080/01441647.2023.2246733
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/mlt/10.1080/01441647.2023.2246733
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1080/01441647.2023.2246733&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2023-08-17
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1080/01441647.2023.2246733&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2023-08-17


Is it really a stupid idea? The counterfactual check
Bert van Wee

Faculty of Technology, Policy and Management, Delft University of Technology, Delft, Netherlands

Proposals for unconventional policies often receive a lot of negative reactions, from
media, citizens, politicians, interest groups, etc. The counterfactual check may be a
simple method to explore if such policies are really a bad idea.

In a recent paper on growing support for controversial policies, we briefly discussed
the idea of asking people whether the counterfactual of a controversial policy proposal
would be a good idea (Van Wee et al., 2023). We gave the example of the proposal to
convert a two-way street into a one-way street. I live in Amersfoort, a medium-sized
city (almost 161,000 inhabitants on January 2023) in the Netherlands, in a 1930s neigh-
bourhood (i.e. the Leusderkwartier). Some years ago, the local municipality suggested
to convert that road in that neighbourhood to a one-way street for motorised traffic
(not for cyclists), for reasons of safety and liveability. The road is frequently used by
cyclists, including 12–18-year-old high school students. In the street where I live, many
people had a poster behind their window stating the following: “keep the Leusderkwartier
accessible”. I did not have such a poster. One of my neighbours asked why. I explained
that I was not sure if I thought it was a bad idea. He responded telling me that I certainly
must think it was a bad idea. I asked him why. He responded saying that the idea was ridi-
culous because we then would have to take a detour driving in “opposite direction”. I said
he was right, that of course that would mean a (small) detour, but also that it would
become a safer, quieter and consequently more attractive street. I asked him: suppose
the street would always have been a one-way street, as the local municipality now
suggested. And suppose the proposal was to make it a two-way street. Would he then
think this would be a brilliant idea? I hypothesised that he and many others would
show a poster behind their window with the following text: “keep the Leusderkwartier
safe and liveable”. He responded that he would not know if he would support the coun-
terfactual change, and that this conversation made him think.

Another example. In 2022, I was at an OECD (Organisation for Economic Co-operation
and Development) Round Table meeting in Paris. One of the participants told me about
the, in his opinion, ridiculous idea of converting the Route Periferique, an urban motorway
surrounding central Paris, into a park with a cycle lane. I asked him why he thought that
was a ridiculous idea. He indicated that the traffic intensities show that we need the Route
Periferique. I asked him: suppose the Route Periferique would have been a park with a
cycle lane for decades or even a century, would he support the idea of now converting
it into an urban motorway, comparable to the current situation? A long silence occurred,
followed by “I do not know”. I also asked him: what would he think would happen if Paris

© 2023 Informa UK Limited, trading as Taylor & Francis Group

CONTACT Bert van Wee G.P.vanWee@tudelft.nl

TRANSPORT REVIEWS
https://doi.org/10.1080/01441647.2023.2246733

http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1080/01441647.2023.2246733&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2023-08-16
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-0370-3575
mailto:G.P.vanWee@tudelft.nl
http://www.tandfonline.com


would build an urban motorway straight through the centre of Paris, from North to South
or from East to West. He confirmed that such a motorway would be intensively used. I
asked him if building such a motorway thus would be a good idea. He did not respond.

Third example. In the Netherlands, a debate is going on for almost two decades about
converting the current annual taxes on cars, into a per kilometre charge. The net revenue
for the government would remain the same. Those who would drive more, will in the
future pay more, those who drive less would pay less. Many people, citizens, journalists,
politicians and others with whom I have discussed this policy in the past decade or longer,
have argued this is a ridiculous, or at least a bad or unfair policy. They gave examples of
people who would be affected negatively in an undesirable way, such as a household with
two workers, with separate workplaces, forcing one worker to commute. The policy would
be unfair towards the “forced commuter”, because s/he would have to pay more in the
future, whereas s/he would not have an alternative for driving, because of their residential
location, not being connected to a railway station. My follow-up question was: suppose
we now would have a system of paying per kilometre and the government would
suggest to replace it by an annual tax. Probably they would consider that proposal as
very unfair, because an 85-year-old driving a certain car 1000 km per year would then
have to pay as much as his/her neighbour having a similar car, but driving 50,000 km
per year. The most common responses then would be: “you make me think”, or “you
are right: almost any change will not only have winners but also losers. If we do not
accept there are losers, this will block about any change”.

Fourth example (or better group of examples): during the past three decades, several
cities and towns with a historical centre, in many countries, were converted from parking
places to attractive car-free squares, often with a fountain, terrasses for cafes and restau-
rants, and sometimes art. Before the conversion, there often was opposition from citizens,
shop keepers, and people running restaurants and cafes. I assume that if local policy
makers would now suggest to return to the old situation (parking place) that many
people would think: “where is the hidden camera, this cannot be a serious proposal”.

Lessons learned from these and several other examples is that asking people about the
counterfactual, or about a proposal in line with the counterfactual (as in the case of the
new urban motorway straight though central Paris) often opens people’s mind toward
seemingly ridiculous (in their eyes) or at least unfair on undesired policies. The negative
attitude towards controversial policies can be explained by several mechanisms – see our
2023 paper referred to above, including attitude changes (Van Wee et al., 2019), reference
point bias as made explicit by the prospect theory (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979), and
because expected and experienced utility can differ (De Vos et al., 2016).

This does not mean that any unconventional idea is therefore a good idea. The coun-
terfactual check gives an idea of the question if a policy is really ridiculous or at least unfair
of undesired. Making use of this check for more than a decade in many debates on uncon-
ventional policies gives me the impression that many seemingly undesired, unfair or even
ridiculous ideas are not as weird as people think based on their initial thoughts. If a policy
proposal passes the counterfactual check it of course needs to be evaluated thoroughly,
assessing if the benefits exceed costs, if it is a fair policy, and if maybe another policy
would work even better. In sum, making use of the counterfactual check can be useful
for policy makers, planners and other practitioners, and researchers with controversial
ideas, facing strong opposition.

2 B. VAN WEE
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