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A small but steady stream of people ask me for information regarding sense of place, place
attachment, and the scales| have used to measure these things. Unfortunately, | haven’t yet
published these scales or developed a detailed paper or report describing the several studies|
have done using these scales | am happy, however, to provide information about their use,
given their current level of development | would recommend that you use them with some
caution. Below | describe two basic approaches that | have used for measuring place
attachments Feel free to use and modify as you see fit. Onething | would ask isto please keep
me informed on any use of scales and other devel opmerts of your work on this topic.

Likert Approach to Measuring Recreational Attachment

Validity, Reliability and Senstivity

Validity isalways a matter of degree. Asasingle dimension of place attachment, | think the
evidence supports their use to measure emotional or affective bonds with recreation sites (and
may apply or be adapted to other kinds of sites; i.e, see Nanistova, 1998). A more complex issue
of validity is whether the two main sub-dimensions of place dependence and place identity
congtitute separate forms of attachment. Again, | believe there is some evidence in the studies
and some “theory” to support this distinction. Reliability is generally not a problem. Various
applications have demonstrated that 5-6 itemsfrom each of the two sub-dimensionswill
generally produce a Cronbach’s alpha of .80 or better. In my mind, the biggest issieis
sensitivity: Do these scal es discriminate meaningfully between levels of attachment between
subjects or for that matter between places for the same rater? On thisissue | do not think the
scal es exhibit as much variance as | would like. However, most applications | know of have
been based on “on-gte” studies of visitors to a recreation/tourist destination which tends to
reduce variance due to a built in selection bias (i.e., more attached visitors to a site are more
likely to visit, stay longer, and therefore get selected for the study).

Scale Development and ltem Analyss

Over theyears| have examined 61 patential place @tachment items. The summary presented
here isbased on analysis of four data sets(See Tables2-6). Some of thisanalyss has been
reported in Williams, McDonald et al. (1995) and Williams & Roggenbuck (1989). The
“Student” data set is a sample of about 380 college students from several American universities.
They were asked to rate an outdoor area of their choice on al 61 items. The “Mt. Rogers’ and
“Shenandoah” data sets were collected from a Forest Service National Recreation Areaand a
National Park, respectively. The " Caney Creek” data set refersto the original items used in the
wilderness study reported in Williams et a. (1992). The numbersin the columnsrefer to the
items numbers from a master list of 61 items (a partia list of the 61 items are shown in Table 1).



They are also presented in order of highest to | owest factor loadi ngs. Each table presents a
different data set or factoring technique.

In the some factor studies we have seen some sub-dimensions within place identity dimension.
These sub-dimengons are similar to the multi-dimensional product involvement scale in
consumer behavior (see Mclntyre, 1989; others?). Place identity may have sub-componentstoit
that revolve around themes such as such as self-expression and centrality. | sugoect thisisaso a
reflection of the fact that we used consumer involvement and recreation activity involvement
studies literature asmodels for some of our itemsin the 61 item pod.

Most people are getting good results with the following short version measuring two dimension
(Place Dependence and Place-ldentity):

[tem No. Domain Item

11 | dentity | feel like[this place] isapart of me.

14 Dependence [Thisplace] isthe best place for what | like to do

30 | dentity [This place] is very specia to me

08 Dependence No other place can compare to [this area/place]

09 | dentity | identify strongly with [thisplace]

13 Dependence | get more satisfaction out of visiting [this place] than from
visiting any other [place]

06 | dentity | am very attached to [thisplace]

07 Dependence Doing what | do [here] is more important to me than doing it in
any other place

01 | dentity Visiting[this place] says alot aboutwho | am

10 Dependence Thethings| do [here] | would enjoy just asmuch at another site
(negatively worded — invert the scale)

22 | dentity [This place] means alot to me

05 Dependence | wouldn't substitute any other area/place for doing the types of

things| do [here]

Depending on the circumstances, some investigators use place names instead of some generic
reference to “this place” or “thisarea’ or “here.” Items are usualy rated on afive-point Likert
scale from (1) Strongly disagree; (2) disagree; (3) neutral; (4) agree; (5) strongy agree. Tomy
knowledge no one has used a seven point scale or scales anchored with different words.



Table 1. Frequently Used and Recommended Items for Measuring Place Attachment

Place Dependence

No. [tem

08 No other place can compare to this area

13 | get mare satisfaction out of visiting this place than from visiting any other
07 Doing what | do here is more important to me than doingit in any other place
05 | wouldn't substitute any other area for doing the types of things | do here

14 Thisisthe best place for what | like to do

37 No other place can compare to thisareafor what | like todo in my spare time
51 | can't imagine a better place for what | like to do.

35 This place makes me feel like no other place can

(Items used in some studies that |oad sometimes on dependence)

32 Thisis my favorite place to goduring my freetime
10 Thethings | do here | would enjoy just as much at another ste

Place Identity

The next are severa “identity” factorsin order of variance explained in the factor structure from
the student data.

Identity/Importance

11 | feel like this place isa part of me
22 This place means alot to me

06 | am very attached to this place

09 | identify strongly with thisplace
12 | think alot about coming here

30 This placeis very special to me

(Used on the Shenandoah Study)

01 This place says alat about whol am
02 | would prefer to spend more time hereif | could



Identity Expression

26 My use of this place allows others to see me as | would really like them to see me
45 | can relate this place to other parts of my life

33 Because of my lifestyle, this place isimportant to me

50 When | am here, others see me the way | want them to see me

39 Visiting this place helps me attain the life | strive for

44 Y ou can tell alot about a person by whether they visit this place

38 Thisplaceisfor me

15 | use this place to help define and expressyou | aminside

16 A visit to thisplace isabit like gving a gft to oneself

Centrality

32 Thisis myfavorite place to goduring my free time (loadsalso on dependence)
04 This place playsa central rolein my lifestyle

52 | find that alot of my lifeis organized around this place

17 One of the major reasons | now live where | doisthat this placeis nearby

03 | enjoy doing the typesof things | do here more than inany other area

29 Most of my friends are in some way connected with my use of this place
Satisfaction

59 Coming here is one of the most enjoyable things | do

61 Coming here is one of the most satisfying things | do

58 | get greater satisfaction out of visiting this place than | do out of work

Identity Items Used in Other Studies

18
40

| feel no commitment to this place
Thetime | spent here could just as easily have been spent somewhere else



Guttman Approach to Measuring Sense of Place

A second approach to measuring place attachmert is the "sense of place” measure we devel oped
for Mt. Rogers Community Residents (see Williams, McDonald et al. 1995). The advantageis
that it can examine places at multiple geographic scales, unlike the place attachment measure
above which focuseson tourig or recreation places. Below is atale showing how proposed
itemsrelate to Shamai's attachment levels.

Level (Shamai, 1991) [tem
(0) Not having any sense of place | would rather be (live) somewhere else
(1) Knowledge of being located in aplace | have no particular feeling [love] for this place
(2) Belongingto aplace | do not really feel like | am from this place
| (always) feel like | belong here
(3) Attachment to a place | am emotionally attached to this place
(4) Idertifying with aplace | identify with the goals of this (community)

| identify with the lifestyle and values of the peaple
who live (come) here

(5) Involvement (investment) in a place | have (am willing to) invest(ed) my heart and soul
in this place
(6) Sacrifice for aplace | would make (have made) personal sacrificesto

save/protect/preserve/maintain this place
In the Mt. Rogers Community Survey the following items were used:

| have negative feelingsfor this place

| have no particular feeling for this place

| do not think of myself as being fromthis place

What happens in thisplace is important to me

| have an emotional attachment to this place — it has meaning to me

| am willing to invest my talent or time to make thisan even better place
I am willing to makefinancial sacrifices for the sake of this place

In amore recent survey this was modified as follows:

| have no particular love for this place

| sometimes feel like | do not belong in this place

What happens in thisplace isimportant to me

| have an emotional attachment to this place — it has meaning to me

| identity withthe physical landscape of thisplace

| identity with the lifestyles and values of the people who live here

I am willing to invest more time or effort to make thisan even better place

| am willing to makegreater financial greater to make this an even better place



This scaling approach was set up much like a Guttman scale (meaning if the respondents feel a
that the nextitem going down the scale is “true” about them then logcally they should say
“true’ to al of the positively phrased lower levels). The problem we have observed is that most
of the variance is aresult of the last three items. In the Mt. Rogers study it was interesting
however, to note that about 15% of the respondents endorsed the negative item. The advantage
of this overall approach is theat these itemscan be presented in a matrix with different places
listed as columns as shown in the questionnaire (See Mt. Rogers Questionnaire -- Figure 1). We
used a“true/false” response format to Smplify the task of rating multiple place scales. Inthis
matrix form, ratings at one level of scale tend to be duplicated at other levels of scale (i.e.,
people do not appear to give very independent ratings as they go from one scaleto the next). In
some applications it might be better to present these different scales in sparate questions within
the questionnaire. The labelscould be varied in termsof the specific (named) places, or levels
of specific places (i.e., from town to region), or in terms of the major components of places (i.e.,
"social" community, natural landscape).

For example:

Please rate how you feel about your town or local community.
Please rate how you feel about the region.

Other ideas might be to separate out major aspects of the place to identify which aspect(s) are
the most salient for sense of attachment (e.g., social nework and friendshipties, physical
landscape, and/or cultural landscape). For example:

Please rate how you feel about the land and natural features that make up the (this place/region).

Please rate how you feel about the people and culture of the place/region.

Perhaps another way to get at the basis for attachment might be to ak what aspect of living in
the [e.g., Rocky Mountain] region do people most identify with?

Socia networks and friendships

The physical landscape (Mountains, valleys etc.)
The people, values, culture(s) and ways of life
etc....
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Table 2

Student Data
(Varimax)
F4 F5
Centralitv Satisfaction
26 07 11 32 59 |
= 08 2 04 61
I | 33 05 06. 52 58
l 50 13 09 17 :
39 37 12 03 I
I 44 14 30 29 I
I 38 51
15 - 35
l 16 | | l



Table 3

Shenandoah
(Variables Present/Natrual Factor Loadings/Varimax)

Expression W Dependence | Jdentitv Centralitv Satisfaction
15(1) 08 (2) 09 (1) 04 (1) .

| 13 (2) 11 (1) 03 (1,2)

I 05 (2) 06 (1) |
| 07 2) 12 (1) |
" ~ 14 (2) | Others: I
| 1 |
| 20|
| 10 (2) |
|

Note: Numbers in Parentheses indicate factor association




Table 4

Caney Creek

(Vanables Present)

Identi Satisfaction
08 - 09 52 |
13 11 03
35 22
05 06

|

|

|
Others: l
20 l
|




Table 5

Mount Rogers Factor Structure
(Forced from Student Struct.)

08 11 39 32 61
13 06 50 04 15*
07 09 38 52 16*
05 12
14 22
37 30
51 15%
35 16%

*=Cross loaded




Table 6

Mount Rogers
(Natural factor loadings/Varimax)

Fl1 F2 F3 F4 F5
Identitvl i Identitv2

1]

|

v |

|

|

|

%
]
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