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Executive Summary

Introduction

‘Place attachment’ refers to the emotional or affective bonds which an individual feels
to an area or place (which may in turn partly be a function of various forms of
practical attachments to the place as well). This study examines the attachment that
people feel to their current neighbourhood, particularly for those living in more
deprived areas. Attachment is generally seen as having positive impacts for both
individuals and for neighbourhoods. More recently it has been linked to the
regeneration of deprived areas where it is associated with stable, cohesive
neighbourhoods and where it is viewed as encouraging resident engagement in the
neighbourhood in some positive way. This report examines the extent and nature of
place attachment in deprived areas and, in particular, looks at the impacts of
neighbourhood instability and social mix on attachment. This study is unique in
considering place attachment from a regeneration perspective.

Aims and key messages

The aims of the study were: to investigate what factors influence residents'’
attachment to deprived areas; to consider whether attachment is affected by the high
turnover of residents in the area; and to look at the impact of social mix on residents’
attachment to place.

The key messages from the study include the following:

e Place attachment tends to be higher for older people and those who have lived in
an area longer, and for those who feel their area has strong social networks or
cohesion, and low crime.

e Although the most important factors associated with place attachment are the
same in deprived neighbourhoods as elsewhere — people are less likely to be
attached in deprived areas than more affluent areas. This difference is mostly a
result of weaker social networks or cohesion and worse views on crime or lack of
safety in the neighbourhood.

e High turnover can negatively affect place attachment by undermining social
networks, and by eroding trust and feelings of safety or security in an area.

e Social mix in deprived areas is not by itself associated with reduced attachment,
though rapid changes in mix (particularly ethnic mix) may be problematic
although it is not clear whether this is a temporary or more permanent
phenomenon.
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Background and policy context

Attachment can be seen as important for the efforts of regeneration initiatives by
encouraging stability and engagement. Attachment is assumed to have a recursive
relationship (meaning a statistical link) with residential stability, each reinforcing the
other. High turnover of residents within an area has therefore been identified as
potentially disrupting local social networks and reducing levels of attachment. The
study sought to identify the factors which were most strongly associated with place
attachment but specifically to consider the relationship between turnover and
attachment.

Place attachment is often thought to be higher in more homogeneous areas where
individuals have common backgrounds, interests, cultural or religious affiliations, or
lifestyles. Since the early nineties, however, there has been a focus in neighbourhood
policy on promoting mixed communities. The project has set out to examine the
relationship between different dimensions of mix and attachment to place.

Data sources

The study combined quantitative and qualitative methods. Quantitative data were
provided by the Citizenship Survey 2005. As well as demographic details about the
individual, the survey provided information on a person’s attachment to the place they
lived and their views on the neighbourhood. Data from the Census and the Index of
Multiple Deprivation 2004 (ID) supplied information about the neighbourhood in
which individuals lived including levels of deprivation, population turnover and social
mix. Social mix was assessed on a range of dimensions including tenure mix, ethnic
mix and mix in relation to educational attainment and social class.

The study also collected data from in-depth interviews from four contrasting deprived
neighbourhoods in the Greater Manchester area. This allowed the results from the
guantitative data to be confirmed but more importantly provided an opportunity to
explore in more depth the concepts and factors affecting place attachment.

Place attachment

The most important factors associated with place attachment are the same in deprived
neighbourhoods as they are elsewhere. As other studies have shown, older residents
and those who have lived longer in an area tend to have higher levels of attachment.
The strongest influence on attachment, however, was the individual’s views of their
neighbourhood. Of these views, those on social networks and cohesion had the
largest impact on attachment but views on crime/safety and on values/trust were also
important.
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People in deprived areas have substantially lower levels of attachment on average.
Once neighbourhood views are taken into account, the effect of deprivation is very
weak. In other words, attachment is lower in more deprived neighbourhoods because
levels of social networks/cohesion are lower there and because problems of
crime/safety are worse. Qualitative data from the four case study areas confirmed the
importance of social networks/cohesion and crime/safety as factors in the formation of
place attachment, with some evidence that strong networks acted as a defence
against the worst problems of crime and security.

Place attachment and neighbourhood instability

The quantitative evidence suggests that turnover does have an impact on place
attachment but the effect is indirect rather than direct. In high turnover areas, there
are fewer people who have been there a long time so average attachment is lower.
Once this has been taken into account, there does not appear to be any further
impact of high turnover on attachment.

Evidence from the qualitative case studies gives a slightly different picture. This
suggests that, in deprived areas, high turnover impacts on individuals’ social networks
and on their patterns of social interaction, limiting social networks and cohesion. High
turnover made people anxious about new neighbours and those with whom they had
not had time to build up trust. It was also linked to more general concerns about
problems of insecurity in deprived areas.

Place attachment and area social mix

In the quantitative data, the evidence for a relationship between attachment and
social mix is weak for all dimensions we considered. There is some evidence that mix
in terms of ethnicity, qualifications and dwelling type have a small effect on levels of
attachment. However an individual’s views on their neighbourhood, their age and the
length of time they have lived in an area remain the dominant influences.

In the qualitative research, social mix in the neighbourhood was rarely identified as
problematic. The one exception was in an area of high turnover where a recent rise in
ethnic mix was highlighted as an issue by some respondents (though not all). In the
case study areas with more stable patterns of mix (in terms of tenure and ethnicity),
the level of mix was seen either as irrelevant or as something positive.

Place attachment and residential correspondence

The research recognised that attachment may be affected less by social mix on its own
than by whether an individual formed part of the majority or the minority group in an
area. This ‘fit’ between the individual and their neighbourhood is termed ‘residential
correspondence’.
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The analysis suggests that correspondence may be important for some kinds of mix
but not others. In relation to tenure mix, correspondence does not appear to be
important. Owners and renters both appear to have higher attachment in areas with
more owners (i.e. more affluent areas). The same is true in relation to educational mix;
people with different levels of qualifications all have higher attachment in areas with
more highly qualified groups. In relation to ethnic mix, however, residential
correspondence does appear to have some importance. White people and Asian
people both indicate a stronger attachment to areas where their correspondence is
highest.

Combining correspondence scores for the different dimensions suggests that higher
levels of correspondence on a number of dimensions has a stronger positive effect on
attachment than any one dimension on its own. However, correspondence or one’s
‘fit" with the neighbourhood, still remains secondary as a driver of attachment when
compared to factors like strong local networks.

Conclusions and policy recommendations

If place attachment is seen as important in both retaining people and in encouraging
engagement and participation in deprived communities then, as the most important
factor in driving attachment, policies that both encourage and protect social cohesion
and social networks should be considered. Crime and security as an issue have
particular importance in the formation of attachment for those living in deprived areas
and policies that reflect this would be important in preserving place attachment. Age
and length of stay as factors which encourage attachment to place are less amenable
to policy, certainly in the short term. However, social networks and cohesion, and
turnover are areas where policy could have considerable impact. Policies which help
those living in deprived areas to maintain the communities and cohesion that already
exist will also help promote stronger attachment. Certainly policies which are likely to
encourage high turnover should be avoided but where turnover is already high
policies that support community development and help build and sustain social
networks might be considered. Helping new arrivals make links to existing
communities may help those entering areas of high turnover to develop stronger
attachments. There is no evidence here that suggests that in general social mix is
either beneficial or detrimental to people’s attachment to their neighbourhoods but
that in certain situations, rapidly changing population for instance, support may be
needed to counteract any reaction to the change.




Chapter One

Introduction

The term ‘place attachment’ refers to the emotional bonds or ties that people have to
particular places, including the neighbourhood in which they live. Place attachment is
generally seen as having positive impacts for individuals and for neighbourhoods. For
individuals, it may provide security, access to social networks and/or a sense of
identity. For neighbourhoods, it is associated with stable, cohesive areas where people
play an active role. As a result, place attachment has increasingly become a focus for
policy makers who are concerned with the regeneration of deprived areas and the
promotion of ‘sustainable communities’.

This report examines the extent and nature of place attachment in deprived areas and,
in particular, looks at the impacts of neighbourhood instability and social mix on
attachment. This study is unique in considering place attachment from a regeneration
perspective. The research aims:

e to identify the factors which are important for the development of place
attachment in more deprived neighbourhoods;

e to examine what impacts neighbourhood instability and social mix have on
attachment, particularly in deprived neighbourhoods; and

e 10 assess the extent to which place attachment might help to retain people in
more deprived areas.

In more deprived areas, we might expect attachment to be relatively low, reflecting
negative judgements on the physical or social environment, and the high levels of
people looking to move out. Efforts by regeneration initiatives to improve the
environment and build social networks or social capital in deprived areas might be
expected to enhance place attachment.

Place attachment, and by extension regeneration efforts, in deprived areas may be
threatened by high turnover. While instability is not a feature of deprived areas (Bailey
and Livingston, 2007), a high level of population turnover may have more negative
impacts in these areas. Instability may undermine the social networks and cohesion
that are needed to build sustainable communities. The research considers the impact
of population turnover on attachment nationally and more specifically in deprived
areas. It also considers the mechanisms by which turnover affects attachment.

Place attachment tends to be associated with relatively homogeneous areas.
Attachment is seen as stemming from, amongst other things, local social relationships
or interactions and these might be expected to form more easily between people
with common backgrounds, interests, cultural or religious affiliations, or lifestyles.
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Current area regeneration policies, however, stress the value of promoting social mix
and heterogeneity as a means of achieving sustainable communities (ODPM, 2003)
There are good arguments for doing so, as the literature on area effects has
documented the damaging impacts of living in areas with high concentrations of
deprived individuals. In promoting greater social mix, however, one of the foundations
for sustainable communities may be undermined. The report examines whether social
mix influences place attachment and tests the idea that individuals form attachments
more easily in more homogeneous areas.

While social mix may be important to your likelihood of forming an attachment to
your neighbourhood, what may be more important is the extent to which you ‘fit" in
with others in your neighbourhood — your residential correspondence. For example,
do more affluent individuals form attachments in more deprived areas to the same
extent that they form them in more affluent areas? Are people more likely to form
attachments when they are part of the ethnic majority in the area than when they are
in the minority?

The report uses a combination of quantitative and qualitative data. First, individual
data from the Citizenship Survey were combined with neighbourhood-level data from
the Census to give a national overview. With over 9,000 individual responses, the
scale of this dataset enables us to compare attachment in deprived and non-deprived
neighbourhoods, and to compare the impacts of turnover and social mix in both kinds
of place. Second, in-depth interviews were carried out with 39 individuals in four
relatively deprived case study neighbourhoods. These areas were selected to have
different levels of turnover and social mix to enable a more detailed examination of
how neighbourhood context and individual experience influence the development of
attachment.

The structure of the report is as follows:

e Chapter Two provides the detail on the current literature and the policy context
for this research.

e Chapter Three outlines the data sources, the methods and measurements used in
the report.

e Chapter Four considers the factors which influence place attachment in general
and in deprived areas in particular.

e Chapter Five examines the impact of population turnover on attachment.

e Chapters Six and Seven tackle the issues of social mix and residential
correspondence and their influence on place attachment.

e Chapter Eight draws out the main conclusions of this work and discusses the
policy implications.




INTRODUCTION

Summary of key terms

Citizenship Survey

Deprived area

Entropy score

Index of Multiple Deprivation
(IMD)

Place attachment

Residential correspondence

Social mix

Super Output Area (SOA)

Turnover

The Citizenship Survey is a government survey of nearly 14,000 people,
which gathers data on the person’s neighbourhood; active communities;
racial prejudice and citizenship.

Unless otherwise specified, a deprived area is defined here as one which is
in the most deprived 10 per cent (i.e. the most deprived decile) on the
relevant Index of Multiple Deprivation (ID). Deprivation is a continuum, with
little to distinguish those areas which fall just inside this cut-off from those
just outside it. This cut-off is used as a convenient point at which to make a
comparison, however, and is one commonly used by policy makers and
practitioners.

The Entropy Measure or the ‘information theory index H' is a measure of
mix or segregation with a scale from 0-1 where 0 represents an area where
100 per cent of the population belong to one group and 1 represents an
area where all groups are equally represented.

Deprivation is measured using the ID 2004 for England (ODPM, 2004). This
index was produced at the level of Super Output Areas.

Place attachment is generally seen as an emotional bond that an individual
has to a place, though in this study we also consider attachments derived
for practical reasons. Place may have any number of differing boundaries
but for this study we are interested in attachment to the neighbourhood in
which a person lives.

The term ‘residential correspondence’ refers to the extent that a person’s
characteristics match those of the neighbourhood they live in. Or the extent
they ‘fit’ in the neighbourhood.

Social mix refers to the mix of people in a neighbourhood and includes mix
on a number of dimensions, e.g. ethnicity, tenure, social class, qualifications
etc.

Lower Layer SOAs are the spatial units used to represent ‘neighbourhoods’
in the quantitative analysis. These are the areas recently devised for the
production of neighbourhood statistics including the Index of Multiple
Deprivation. They have an average population of 1,500.

For the purpose of this study turnover is the sum of out- and in-migration
plus twice the level of within area migration. So each neighbourhood has a
potential migration rage of 0 to 200 per cent.
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Chapter Two

Background and policy context

In this part of the report we discuss the three phenomena of place attachment,
neighbourhood instability and social mix. We start by reviewing the theory of place
attachment, and the evidence about its drivers and consequences. We then consider
the definition of neighbourhood instability and its relationship to place attachment.
Third, we consider arguments about the positive impacts of social mix, and review the
evidence for a relationship between social mix and place attachment. Having reviewed
these three phenomena, we outline the current policy interest in each of them. The
chapter concludes with a statement of our research aims and objectives, as developed
in order to contribute further to the evidence base.

Place attachment

Place attachment

Place attachment is the ‘bonding of people to places’. This can take two forms: functional
(or practical) attachment and emotional attachment. We form a stronger bond to a place if
it meets our needs, both physical and psychological, and matches our goals and lifestyle.
We become emotionally attached to places if they support out self-identity: places do this if
they offer distinctiveness from others; if they offer continuity of experience over time; and
if they enable us to make a positive evaluation of ourselves, thus supporting our self-
esteem.

Research indicates that the strongest influence upon an individual’s place attachment is
their length of residence in an area — the longer a person'’s residence the more positive their
sentiments towards a community are likely to be. Being a home owner and being highly
educated are also positively associated with place attachment.

The community context itself is also an important influence: an individual is more likely to
feel attached in a place where other people feel attached; where they have many local
friends and relatives; where there are long-term residents in the area; and where there are
higher levels of involvement in local organisations. In deprived areas, higher levels of fear
of crime, higher rates of serious crime, and higher child densities detract from the collective
level of place attachment.

Place attachment is generally viewed as having positive effects for individuals, helping to
enrich people’s lives with meaning, values and significance, thus also contributing to
people’s mental health and well-being. Place attachment has also been found to be a
strong predictor of someone’s social capital resources.
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However, we have to recognise that for some people in some circumstances, it would be
better to move than stay; in these cases, place attachment may be detrimental in precluding
new experiences, new opportunities for personal development, or in prolonging hardship
and resources. One might say that there can, in some circumstances, be a conflict between
the emotional and functional purposes served by place attachment.

There are some indications that individuals are more attached to the people associated with
a place than to the place as a physical entity, but this relationship between the social and
physical attachments to place is inadequately explored in the research.

Place attachment denotes the presence of strong links between people and the places
they interact with, most commonly through current or past residence, or by virtue of
their patterns of other behaviour. Thus, it is important to remember that place of
residence is not necessarily coincident with place(s) of attachment. Much of the
literature on place attachment is concerned with physical characteristics or
‘environmental settings’, but it has been extended beyond geographic features to
social and cultural values associated with the community in a place (Stokowski, 2002,
cited in Todd and Anderson, 2005). Most often, place attachment is considered a
good thing, though there may be some ways in which strong attachment can be
detrimental to individuals and communities.

For some authors (e.g. Relph, 1976) place attachment is a fundamental human need,
but others do not accept place attachment as an ontological requirement (e.g.
Appadurai, 1996; Hannerz, 1996; Rojek and Urry, 1997), and moreover would argue
that the need for place attachment will vary considerably between individuals and
groups. Many advocates of place attachment would contend that it is under threat
from creeping spatial uniformity, increased mobility and a growing functional or
instrumental relationship with places, whilst others would say that mobility and
communications technology are simply dis-embedding people from their local contexts
altogether (Hay, 1998; Meyrowitz, 1985). Thus, there is no consensus on the status of
place attachment in modern society.

Place attachment can be considered as the “...bonding of people to places’ (Low and
Altman, 1992), but this bonding can take two forms: functional (or practical) and
emotional. This division is described variously as “...the distinction between behaviour
and bond’ (Giuliani, 2003) or as comprising two dimensions of attachment — place
dependency and place identity (Williams et al., 1992; Jorgensen and Stedman, 2001).
A relationship between the two is often assumed, thus: ‘Attachment to a place is a set
of feelings about a geographic location that emotionally binds a person to that place as
a function of its role as a setting for experience’ (Rubinstein and Parmlee, 1992).

Functional attachment

Place dependency, or functional attachment, refers to the ability of a place to enable
us to achieve our goals and desired activities (Schreyer et al., 1981; Stokols and
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Shumaker, 1981). If we have an ongoing relationship with a place (by virtue of
residence or repeated visits) and if this supports our highly valued goals and activities,
then we will form an attachment to the place. Although some commentators (e.g.
Williams and Vaske, 2003) refer mainly to physical characteristics of places in this
regard, others (e.g. Shumaker and Taylor, 1983) talk of "...the congruity between
needs [physical and psychological] and the physical and social resources of the
environment’ (Giuliani, 2003, p.149) such that the strength of the ‘bond’ depends
upon an evaluation of the current situation (i.e. the place we are in) against other
alternatives and the realistic possibility of making a choice between them.

There is a close link between place dependency and place identity through the notion
of self-efficacy, wherein people use their physical environment as part of ‘the
maintenance of self’ (Korpela, 1989). Individuals seek to achieve a sense of personal
agency, and in the words of Twigger-Ross and Uzzell: “...feelings of self-efficacy are
maintained if the environment facilitates or at least does not hinder a person’s
everyday lifestyle’ (1996, p.208). Although not explicitly stated in the literature, the
implication is that, if a place supports a person’s sense of self-efficacy, they will form a
stronger attachment to it (though one could also infer from the literature that self-
efficacy is a potential outcome of attachment).

For places to facilitate self-efficacy, they must be ‘manageable environments’ (Winkel,
1981, cited in Twigger-Ross and Uzzell, 1996) such that people can organise local
signals and information to “...develop a predicative system that allows them to judge
whether a setting supports their goals and purposes’ (Winkel, 1981). This is akin to the
idea that neighbourhoods should be familiar and predictable environments (Kearns and
Parkinson, 2001), and relates to Altman and Low’s (1992) argument that one of the
purposes of place attachment is to provide people with a sense of control and security.

Emotional attachment

Emotional place attachment refers to the feelings, moods and emotions people have
about certain places, which as Giuliani (2003) points out, can relate both to the place
itself and to the communities defined by, and which help to define, that place.
Shumaker and Taylor (1983) define attachment as “...a positive affective bond or
association between individuals and their residential environment’ (p.233). For Relph
(1976), attachment to a place is a fundamental human need, in part because place
identity is a component part of self-identity (Proshansky et al., 1983) as well as an
aspect of social identity, or place-related social identity, according to Uzzell et al.
(2002). According to the latter, people develop their identity by identifying themselves
as part of a group which is itself defined by a place with particular features; this is
similar to earlier formulations of the close relationship between group and spatial
identity (Fried, 1963).

Place identity is said to involve a psychological investment in a place that develops
over time (Giuliani and Feldman, 1993), partly through social relationships in a
neighbourhood that help develop a sense of belonging (Gerson et al., 1977).

1"
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Thus, attachment represents commitment to a place which is a product of institutional
ties, social activity and interaction, the local presence of friends and relatives, and
residential satisfaction.

The relationship between place attachment and identity is set out in Breakwell (1986
and 1992) and discussed by Twigger-Ross and Uzzell (1996). According to their
exposition, three principles of identity may be met through place attachment, in
addition to self-efficacy already discussed. The first is distinctiveness, by which people
use place identifications to distinguish themselves from others, so that “...the bond to
a particular town also contributes to one’s differentiation from residents in other town
areas’ (Lalli, 1992, p.25, cited in Twigger-Ross and Uzzell (1996).

The second is continuity, wherein one’s concept of the self is preserved over time in
two ways. Place-referent continuity refers to a person’s desire to maintain a link to a
place because it acts as a reference to past selves, actions and experiences, and is a
benchmark to compare oneself to at points in time (Korpela, 1989). Place-congruent
continuity refers to a person’s desire to maintain continuity in the characteristics of
their place between sites, consistent with their settlement identification (Feldman,
1990), and thus they will look for places that reflect their values (Graumann, 1983).
This discussion of continuity suggests that the nature and strength of a person’s
attachment to a place will be dependent on their life-stage, and that people can be
attached to more than one place at a time, if several places hold key significances for
their self-identity and life experience.

The third principle of place identity is se/f-esteem, according to which people seek to
maintain or obtain a positive evaluation of themselves, a feeling of social value or
worth, through the qualities of the place they are associated with, or a sense of pride
by association (Uzzell, 1995). Place attachment, then, may make people feel good
about themselves depending on their assessment of the relative status of the area in
question.

Territoriality

An extreme form of place attachment is territoriality, or the control of space, which
can take three forms. The possession of space, or rather feelings of possessiveness
towards a territory, may stem from its associations with self-image and self-identity, so
that one does not want others/strangers to also consume the space and one also
wants to protect it (see Brower, 1980). Place attachment in the form of territoriality
may also serve as a form of requlation of social interaction and of privacy (Harris et al.,
1996). Lastly, ‘primary territories’ are used to express individual identity through the
personalisation of space, and this intensifies affective bonds (Brown and Werner,
1985). It is worth noting that some commentators (e.g. Taylor et al., 1985) make a
distinction between territorial functioning and place attachment (rather than seeing
one as an extreme form of the other), since place attachment can apply symbolically
to places that one has never directly experienced. Pollini (2005) also makes such a
distinction between place attachment and what is termed ‘socio-territorial belonging’,
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the latter referring to being part of a ‘spatially defined collectivity’, i.e. a territory with
perceived boundaries and to which a name is given.

The drivers of place attachment

Investigations of the drivers of attachment have focused upon the relative influence of
place characteristics, personal traits, community involvements and length of residence.
The underlying issue, therefore, has been whether place attachment is determined
more by where you are, who you are, or what you do.

In a seminal piece of research on ‘community attachment in mass society’ using data
for Great Britain, Kasarda and Janowitz (1974) contrasted a linear model of
community, whereby increases in city population and density reduced the significance
of community, with a systemic model whereby community, comprising a system of
friendship, kinship and associational ties, is an essential part of mass society. They
found support for the systemic model in that ‘local community sentiments’ (including
sense of belonging, interest in local affairs and desire to remain in/regret about leaving
the area) were influenced, positively, more by length of residence than any other
factor.

The impacts on place attachment of urban structure, measured through community
size and density, were weak and mostly insignificant, though higher density reduced
regret about leaving. Higher social status generated interest in local affairs but not
necessarily belonging and attachment. Local social bonds were a more important
influence with numbers of local friends being most positively associated with stronger
community sentiments, followed by number of local relatives. Overall, length of
residence explained more variation in community sentiments and in local social bonds
than social class, life-stage and urban structure combined. Two decades later, Giuliani
(2003) reported that “...a positive correlation between length of residence and the
intensity of attachment to the place of residence is a widely reported finding’ (p.152).

More recent work by Woolever (1992) sought to test two conceptions of community,
namely the ‘community of limited liability’ where neighbourhoods are mostly about the
protection of status and socialisation of the young, and the 'natural community’, where
people maintain high levels of local social interaction, which would impact positively
upon community sentiment or neighbourhood attachment.! Although this study was
only carried out in one city (Indianopolis, Indiana) the advantage over other studies is
that it included many (around 30) measures of neighbourhood characteristics.

As regards individual drivers of attachment, the most important characteristics were
found to be home ownership, level of education, age and length of residence (all
positive) and white ethnicity (negative). Of the neighbourhood characteristics, density
and level of education were the most important: higher densities lowered social
involvements and feelings of attachment; higher education was associated with higher

1 Neighbourhood attachment was measured using a number of variables covering belonging, pride in the
area, level of commitment to the neighbourhood, and identification with the community’s welfare.
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levels of attachment; differences in income between neighbourhoods and racial
composition were not significant predictors of attachment.

These neighbourhood characteristics were reported to be only weakly associated with
place attachment, but to have an influence upon social interaction. Informal (visiting
neighbours) and formal (participating in local organisations) neighbourhood
interactions were found to be strong predictors of attachment, with the informal
being the more important. Woolever concludes that her findings support the view of
the neighbourhood as a natural community with the strongest predictors of
attachment being social involvements, then individual characteristics, then some
aspects of the neighbourhood context.

The question of how the drivers of attachment relate to the different spatial scales of
place has been addressed by Hidalgo and Hernandez (2001) in research in Santa Cruz
de Tenerife in Spain. Their work is an important contribution to the issue of how
neighbourhood attachment compares to other levels of attachment, as well as for
attempting to separate social from physical attachment. They found that the
neighbourhood was the spatial scale with the weaker degree of attachment
compared to the home and the city, though people are nonetheless attached to their
neighbourhood; they attribute these findings to a decrease in activities carried out in
the neighbourhood and to the fact that increased mobility means people can always
move back to a neighbourhood they move away from at some point.

Social attachment is greater than physical attachment at all levels, i.e. people are more
attached to the other people associated with a place than to the place itself, though
they also argue that these things often operate in tandem. With regard to individual
characteristics, the study finds place attachment increases with age, is not related to
social class, and is higher for women than men (which has been found in other
studies). But for age, the authors report an important interaction with spatial scale:
younger people are most attached to the city, middle-aged people to the home, and
older people are attached equally to all scales.

Place attachment and deprived areas

Although there are some studies of place attachment in deprived areas, there are few
studies which address the question of whether or not area deprivation in and of itself
affects variations in place attachment between areas. In their early study, Kasarda and
Janowitz identified the negative effects of higher density areas (something also found
in other studies) and commented that “...we may infer that in high density areas,
housing conditions or other social or physical features diminish community
attractiveness’ (1974, p.335); this composite impact could equate to the effects of
area deprivation. However, the effects of density or of physical environmental quality
may be distinct from the impacts of poverty and deprivation.

In support of the latter argument, Woolever (1992) found that higher density and the
percentage of sub-standard housing in an area were both associated with lower place
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attachment, but variations in average income levels between areas were not.
However, variations in educational levels between areas did affect attachment, with
higher neighbourhood education levels being associated with higher place
attachment. Thus, the key factor may be one of cultural resources, not poverty, so
that higher levels of education in an area may help generate more social involvements
(one of the objects of Woolever's analysis) and hence higher place attachment.

Some further insights into the role of key characteristics often associated with poor
areas can be derived from Sampson’s (1988) nationwide study of attachment in
Britain, following up Kasarda and Janowitz's analysis a decade or so later using British
Crime Survey data. Whilst Sampson did not use a measure of area deprivation in his
study, he reports that ‘collective attachment’ at the community level is negatively
affected by urbanisation (the type of settlement a person lives in), neighbourhood fear
of crime, the local victimisation rate for serious crime, and the density of children in
an area. Urbanisation and the victimisation rate also negatively affect community
attachment at the individual level.

The distinction between individual and collective attachment is important here. For
example, at the individual level, the presence of children may provide more
opportunities for the development of place attachment by parents through their
involvement in child-centred, local activities. However, for other adults in the area,
higher child densities may detract from the attractiveness of the neighbourhood due
to perceptions of disturbance associated with children; we do not know at what level
of child density such a negative effective would occur.

Sampson highlighted the role of ‘systemic’ community factors upon an individual’s
integration into a community (in terms of their friendship ties, local social activities
and place attachment). Two factors in particular stand out. First, community residential
stability (based on percentage of residents brought up in the area) affects the level of
local friendship ties at the community level; this in turn affects the individual’s local
friendship ties and through this their place attachment. Second, the mean level of
place attachment at the community level is positively associated with the level of
attachment felt by the individual.

Thus, we might say that people are more attached in residentially stable, well-
integrated communities, irrespective of area deprivation, unless the negative factors
identified above, and often associated with area deprivation, serve to intervene in this
relationship.

The consequences of place attachment

For the most part, place attachment is seen as a good thing by commentators.
Giuliani (2003) for example notes that emotional place attachment “...certainly has a
strong positive effect in defining our identity, in filling our life with meaning, in
enriching it with values, goals and significance’ (p.138), thus contributing to our
mental health and well-being.
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Although place attachment is often seen as partly a product of local social
relationships, social involvements are also taken to be a positive consequence of
emotional attachment. Recent research on two Dutch neighbourhoods, for example,
found that a composite index of place attachment was a relatively strong predictor of
people’s local social capital (Kleinhans et al., 2007).

On the other hand, though less often discussed, place attachment can have

detrimental effects if it prevents people from seeking out new experiences and new
opportunities for personal development (Fried, 2000), and for some people possibly
prolonging hardship or stigma — it rather depends on the qualities and status of the
place to which one is attached. Hence, the advantages of place attachment have to
be weighed against the advantages of spatial mobility for people at particular times

n
particular places.

Both place attachment and territorial functioning, as an extreme form of attachment,
can lead to conflicts between groups with conflicting claims on the same place, or
who feel that their place is threatened by developments in a nearby, other place.
Again, therefore, place attachment can have negative effects, this time on wider
society.

Residential turnover and neighbourhood stability

Residential turnover and place attachment

High levels of residential turnover can be problematic in deprived areas, because they
undermine social and neighbouring relations through the consequent increase in the
number of unknown neighbours, and through the fear of strangers that can develop
among residents in such circumstances. Conversely, neighbourhood stability is said to
facilitate place attachment both because there are more likely to be well-developed local

thus to participate in such local interrelations. However, the argument that high levels of

attachment (emotional or functional) can be said to be ‘unproven’ on the basis of the
research evidence.

A more crucial factor influencing place attachment may be whether or not an individual
feels that their initial and ongoing residence in an area is a matter of personal choice.
Where choice is felt to be lacking (and if someone feels trapped in an area) they may be
less well disposed to an area psychologically (and thus less likely to develop emotional

choice is, however, under-explored in the research.

social relations, but also because the individual is more likely to feel safe and in control and

residential turnover at the neighbourhood level undermines the individual’s sense of place

attachment), and also less inclined to think that the area can meet their practical needs and
personal goals (and therefore less likely to develop functional attachment). The influence of
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The term ‘stability’ refers here to the extent to which the population of an area
remains the same from one year to the next. Population turnover (the number of
people entering or leaving an area each year) is the means of measuring stability. For
some people, instability is used in a more general sense to describe neighbourhoods
suffering from problems such as a lack of community, poor social relationships and
high social disorder. Instability is often associated with deprived areas and high
turnover may be seen as a part of the picture (PMSU/ODPM, 2005). We use stability in
the narrower sense, and seek to explore whether it has a relationship with other
aspects of a community, notably levels of attachment.

For individuals, mobility is generally seen in positive terms — as the means to achieve
a better fit with housing needs or aspirations. For communities, a high level of
turnover tends to be seen as problematic (although very low turnover can also be
seen in negative terms as well). The most usually cited potential problem with high
turnover is the disruption it may cause to social ties and neighbouring relations
within the area. High turnover is anticipated to lead to difficulties in local people
getting to know one another and having ongoing friendly relations, and in particular
helpful relations, with one another, since a greater number of one’s neighbours may
be considered ‘strangers’. The extent to which high turnover results in problematic
local relations is largely unknown, and in any case the argument is premised on
assumptions about the degree to which people in stable residential circumstances
engage in social interactions with their neighbours, so that the absence of such
relations would be considered to erode local social life. Sampson et al. (1997),
however, provide evidence that high turnover is particularly problematic in more
deprived areas.

There is a distinction to be made, then, between community instability and residential
instability within a neighbourhood, although the two may be related. Neighbourhood
instability in residential terms assumes the presence of a so-called ‘threshold effect’
(see Galster et al., 2000) in the relationship between turnover in one time period and
turnover in the subsequent time period. In other words, there may be a gradual
increase in turnover per annum within an area, but at some point turnover will reach
a level where instability takes root and turnover in the subsequent time period rises
dramatically, never to return to normal levels. Such areas are considered unstable, and
undesirable to live in both by virtue of the weak social relations mentioned above, and
due to associated anti-social behaviour problems. The latter may result from the lack
of informal social control among residents who are unfamiliar with one another, or
from the types of people attracted to, and directed towards, living in unstable places.

The extent to which there are such unstable places in the UK is unknown. In general,
residential turnover in the most deprived decile of areas, at 23 per cent on average, is
about a third higher than in the least deprived decile of areas (Bailey and Livingston,
2007), indicating that deprived areas should not be characterised as unstable as is
often assumed.
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Neighbourhood stability and place attachment

A simple two-way relationship between stability and attachment is easily presented:
stability produces place attachment, and place attachment produces stability. With
regard to the former relationship, these processes operate at individual and community
level. For individuals, remaining longer in an area enables one to develop social
relationships and familiarity with the area, which support one’s sense of safety and
control — all these are factors that can generate attachment. As mentioned earlier,
Kasarda and Janowitz (1974) have shown a strong relationship between individual
length of residence in an area and what they term ‘community attachment’.
Furthermore, the development of social relationships and place attachment may also be
facilitated by stability among the local population, not just by stability for the individual
concerned.

However, since attachment is related to other factors such as shared values and identity
with co-residents, there remains a question as to whether these things are dependent
on stability or length of residence. Giuliani (2003) reports that whilst the length of
residence of the individual and strength of place attachment are often positively related
to one another, at an area level “...the causal relationship postulated between high
residential mobility and lack of affective bonds with places is far from having been
proven’ (p.152). The research by Kleinhans et al. (2007) on restructured
neighbourhoods in Rotterdam also reported that neither length of residence nor
expected future length of residence helped predict an individual’s local social capital.

Taking the second relationship, that between prior attachment and subsequent
stability, one has to acknowledge that stability can arise for both positive and negative
reasons. People may be prevented from leaving an area due to affordability problems
or discrimination, amongst other reasons. Thus, stability may not be a reflection of
apparent place attachment. Brown et al. (2004) argued that length of residence may
not be the sole or main driver of high attachment.

More important may be the issue of whether one’s residence in an area derives
from personal choice: a study by Bahi-Fleury (1996, cited in Giuliani, 2003) in Paris
found that attachment to an area was influenced by how the person had arrived
there; in particular, whether a person perceived their arrival in a neighbourhood to
be a free choice or compulsory was subsequently influential upon attachment. It
may also be important for attachment that a person thinks that they have an
ongoing choice to remain or depart from an area. It is worth noting that Kasarda
and Janowitz (1974) argued that, notwithstanding strong place attachment, people
would want to leave an area if it no longer met their aspirations (cited in Kleinhans
et al., 2007).

Thus, the degree of choice a person feels they had in initially living in a particular
place, and the ongoing degree of choice they have in deciding to remain or not (i.e.
do they feel "trapped’?) may have two effects on their place attachment. First, it may
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influence a person’s disposition towards a place and hence the likelihood of their
developing an emotional attachment. Second, it may influence a person’s intention to
try to satisfy their own objectives locally and thus develop a functional attachment; in
other words, whether or not someone sees their local area as a place that can meet
their needs.

Social mix

Social mix and place attachment

An important argument (supported by limited research evidence in the UK context) is that
lower levels of social mixing, and higher levels of social homogeneity in an area supports
greater place attachment among residents. This is because in situations where people see
themselves as sharing similarities with their neighbours they are more likely to engage in
collective actions to meet their shared needs and to develop their shared lifestyles. This is
turn promotes an individual’s place-related social identity (the intertwining of place and
self-identity) and thus their place attachment.

Note that in relation to this argument and area of research, it is people’s perceptions of
similarities and differences between neighbours that is said to matter; actual differences are
not usually measured. Recent European research has also indicated that people’s place
attachment is positively related to their level of satisfaction with the residential composition
of their neighbourhood.

Some research indicates that renters may gain in terms of place attachment and in other
ways through living in more mixed neighbourhoods, but the reverse effects upon owners of
doing this are largely unreported, so the net benefit to communities and societies is unclear.
Other research suggests that place attachment for individuals is higher where owning is the
dominant tenure (above 60 per cent of the local market), though this can nonetheless be
described as a ‘socially mixed’ situation.

Similarly, some studies have indicated, in both US and European cities, that ethnic minorities
feel stronger place attachment where they form a substantial minority or majority of the
local population — anywhere from 30 per cent to 50 per cent have been reported. However,
the views of white people in such circumstances are less well understood: some may like
ethnic diversity up to a point (though we don’t know up to what point); and some may
dislike ‘diversity’ not in and of itself but because it is often associated with higher levels of
deprivation — this interrelationship between the effects of diversity and deprivation on
place attachment is unexplored.

Many of the reported conclusions about social mixing and place attachment are highly
dependent upon the type of place attachment concerned (emotional or functional), the
spatial scale involved (neighbourhood/community versus block/street), and on what exactly
is meant by ‘social mix'.
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The widespread interest expressed in achieving social mix within neighbourhoods and
communities stems from two sources. Partly it is a nostalgic and, some would say,
utopian ideal that Aneurin Bevan's post-war notion of creating “...the living tapestry
of a mixed community’ should still be relevant today (see Cole and Goodchild, 2000),
reflecting British values of tolerance and neighbourliness, i.e. we can all get along
with each other, even people who are from different social classes. There may also be
an echo of the ecological argument that communities are stronger if they are diverse.
It is still argued that “...the most successful communities involve a wide spread of
people’ and ‘Bevan’s evocation of the value of social mix remains a powerful picture
of the ideal community life’ (Warburton, 2006), even though some are prepared to
admit the reality could be that of a ‘faded tapestry’ (Holmes, 1997).

Social mix is also considered as a remedy for the negative effects of ‘concentrated
poverty’, an American term referring to the impacts of the segregation of low income
and mostly non-white population groups within cities. Case-study UK research has
reported important negative effects upon residents of living in deprived areas.
Atkinson and Kintrea (2001; 2004), for example, compared pairs of deprived and non-
deprived neighbourhoods in two cities, using evidence both from resident surveys and
from interviews with practitioners. They found consistent evidence from both sources
about the negative impacts of area stigmatisation and discrimination, the lack of weak
social ties to people living elsewhere, and for worse outcomes in deprived areas with
regard to employment, education and health. Their evidence from the two sources
was contradictory as regards social isolation however, and due to social support
effects in poor areas they remarked that, ‘Being poor in a poor area in fact can be
regarded as having distinct advantages and being poor in a more affluent area is
sometimes seen as producing less preferable outcomes’ (2004, p.452).

In a review paper for the Joseph Rowntree Foundation, Fitzpatrick (2004) concluded
that “...qualitative evidence on the negative impact of area effects is now very strong’
(p.10). She emphasises three areas — stigma, social networks, and conflict — and in
each of these highlights interesting psychological impacts. First, neighbourhood
reputations and the perceived relative positioning of areas undermines people’s
emotional well-being and sense of identity. Second, inward-looking social networks
(‘'network poverty’) may cut people off from information about job opportunities, but

7

in addition it results in “...significant psychological barriers to residents taking
advantage of opportunities in the wider urban area’ (p.11). Atkinson and Kintrea
make a related point when they argue that inter-generational isolation and
worklessness leads to “...the transmission of values that [are] fatalistic and introverted’
with regard to education and employment (2004, p.452). Third, residents in deprived
areas are most likely to have their residential satisfaction eroded by concerns about
crime and anti-social behaviour, and this in turn limits their consideration of other

places to live which contain social rented housing.

Despite this qualitative research, a recent review concluded that “...the available UK
evidence for special neighbourhood effects of concentrated poverty is weak, and the
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case is not proven’ (Tunstall and Fenton, 2006, p.11). This comment reflects the
evidence available from long-term, quantitative cohort studies of populations in
Canada, the UK and Western Europe as reviewed by Cheshire, again for the Joseph
Rowntree Foundation (2007). The studies range from a duration of five years to thirty
years, and show that the effects of the characteristics of a person’s neighbourhood of
origin upon their subsequent rate of employment or level of earnings is very weak
compared to the effects of other factors such as family background. Original household
employment and earnings are important though, so it may be that neighbourhood has
an important influence through affecting these things, as discussed above.

Turning to the treatment rather than the problem, much of the evidence on the
success or otherwise of mixed tenure, mixed income communities comes from case-
study research conducted for the Joseph Rowntree Foundation in the last few years.
Seven of these studies were reviewed by Chris Holmes (2006) and a brief synopsis of
his summary of the evidence follows. The studies showed that mixed income
communities can function successfully, with social harmony and civility between
people from different backgrounds and in different housing tenures. Where they have
involved adaptations of existing communities, mixed income developments have
reduced problems of residential turnover and of poor area reputations and they have
enhanced people’s quality of life and neighbourhood satisfaction. These benefits
derive not just from the fact of being mixed income, but also from improved
environmental quality and design, from there being a true mix of house types and
sizes (thus avoiding concentrations of particular social and demographic groups), and
from an approach which seeks to minimise differences in quality and appearance
between properties in different tenures. These contributors as well as that of ‘decisive
management’, were particularly prominent in the study of neighbourhoods within the
Bournville Village Trust in Birmingham (Groves et al., 2003).

Yet there are limitations to the achievements of mixed income communities so far.
They may be mixed, but not inclusive, in that problematic households may be
excluded from the rental sector and the range of income groups accommodated may
be very narrow (though other studies have suggested that this is a key to their
success). Despite reports that co-residents see each other as ‘ordinary people’ (Allen
et al., 2005), and that people identify with each other and see a ‘sameness’ in the
resident group, there is limited evidence for two of the hypothesised gains from
mixing, namely social capital gains and peer effects. It is worth quoting Holmes
summary of the evidence here in full:

...owners and tenants described their relationships as ‘civil’” and ‘polite’. They
mostly co-existed as neighbours rather than friends. This meant that co-operation
between households took place but did so in relation to practical issues rather
than personal issues. There was little evidence that better-off residents acted as
‘role models” who help in finding better employment opportunities or raising
expectations of attainment. Nor was there evidence that mixed tenure had
enhanced social capital.

(Holmes, 2006, p.4)
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As well as the case-study research in the UK, there have been experimental studies,
cohort studies, and research reviews from elsewhere which have also been ambivalent
about the outcomes of mixing. For example, the question of whether or not the aim
of ‘deconcentrating poverty populations’ produces an aggregate net social benefit to
both origin and destination communities has been questioned, with the evidence
described as ‘exceedingly sparse’ (Galster, 2002). Further, despite an assumption that
mixing housing tenures will simultaneously achieve a mix of incomes (see Bailey et al.,
2006), the relationship between tenure and income is ‘not perfect’ (Tunstall and
Fenton, 2006), and that between housing mix and social mix is ‘not very strong’
(Musterd and Andersson, 2005).

The argument underlying much social mix policy, that affluent households can have
positive effects upon neighbours who are less well off has stronger support in US
research than in Europe, where the evidence is more mixed (Galster, 2005). Even in
the US though, there are conflicting signals, with some studies showing employment
gains for black adults from relocation to more socially mixed areas (Rosenbaum, 1995)
whilst other studies have shown few job gains from dispersing public housing tenants
and little use of diverse social networks for employment reasons (Briggs, 1998; Kleit,
2001).

Reviews of the available evidence have tended to stress the importance of
neighbourhood social context (the degree of social mixing) for child and adolescent
outcomes more so than for adult outcomes (Berube, 2005). Moreover, the
relationships with youth outcomes are stronger in respect of socio-economic mixing
than in relation to levels of ethnic homogeneity or mixing (Galster, 2005), so area-level
affluence may matter more than area diversity. In his review of the British research,
Holmes (2006) argued that families with children can be attracted to mixed income
developments and that households without children can be retained when they start
families (a key concern in inner city locations). But the study upon which this
comment is based, as well as clearly stating the same messages, also reveals that
success in this regard is modest: first, the proportion of families attracted to the mixed
income communities was “...less than national and city averages in the private sector’;
and second, ‘at least half the families... intended to move within the next five years...
somewhat above the average for urban families in private homes’ (Silverman et al.,
2005, pp.2-3). Thus, although the evidence from elsewhere indicates that child
outcomes can be enhanced through mixed communities, the UK evidence highlights
the challenges involved in producing sustainable, mixed income communities
attractive and conducive to families.

Social mix and place attachment

There is very little British or European research evidence available on the direct effects
of social mix upon place attachment. However, Uzzell et al. (2002) explore an indirect
relationship via processes of identification. In their theoretical model, social mix

influences social cohesion, which is defined in terms of a group of people in physical
proximity with a shared lifestyle and shared needs that can be met through collective




BACKGROUND AND POLICY CONTEXT

action (p.30). Through this route (via cohesion) residents may develop a shared social
identity, or, what the authors term ‘place-related social identity’, wherein the
identification of a place is bound up with the development of self-identity. Thus, the
underlying processes of cohesion and identification are influenced by social mix, in
that “...the perception of similarities and differences between neighbours plays an
important role in the formation of cohesion’ (ibid., p.42). Cohesion (and, through this,
place-related social identity) will be stronger where people see themselves sharing
similarities and ‘closeness’ with their neighbours, i.e. the neighbourhood is seen as
homogeneous.?

Here it is worth considering the potential connections between place attachment and
social capital. A crucial distinction of relevance to this discussion is that between
‘bonding’ social capital and ‘bridging’ social capital (see Putnam, 2000; Woolcock,
1998). Bonding social capital is that between people from a similar social group,
mainly between family, close friends and kin, whereas bridging social capital is that
between people who move in different social circles. Bonding capital is typified as
exclusive and inward-looking, helping people to ‘get by’, whilst bridging capital is
described as inclusive, capable of generating wider identities and reciprocities, and
thus helping people to ‘get ahead’ (Field, 2003). Thus, poor communities which are
homogeneous in a lower income sense are said to be rich in bonding social capital but
lacking in bridging social capital (Fitzpatrick, 2004).

So, for poorer, non-mixed communities, high levels of social capital (being of the
bonding variety) may strengthen place attachment in that the ability to get by is
associated with living in a particular community and place. For more affluent people,
high levels of social capital (especially of the bridging variety) does not have the same
effect of reinforcing place attachment since it derives from connections to people in a
variety of places. However, this argument is focused on the social networks element
of social capital; in richer communities, the trust and norms elements of social capital
may generate place attachment by virtue of the safety and security they generate for
people. Thus, the connections between social capital and place attachment may be
different for poorer and richer communities, but in theory mixed income communities
should be capable of offering residents different types of social capital, thus
strengthening place attachment from more than one direction. The difficulty may be,
as reported by Hickman et al. (2007) and highlighted in a recent review of housing
market change (Cole, 2007), that people’s decisions about where to buy a house are
heavily influenced by lifestyle, status and safety factors so they choose to live near
‘people like us’ and are concerned about the social and cultural messages
communicated about themselves by virtue of where they live.

If we consider these arguments in the light of the findings and conclusions from a
study of households in 12 neighbourhoods in Baltimore (Taylor et al., 1985), it
becomes clear that much depends on the precise interpretation of ‘social mix’, the

2 Itis worth noting however, that in their own study in Guildford, Surrey, this positive relationship between
cohesion and place-related social identity was found to be true for one study area, but not the other.
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type of attachment concerned, and on the spatial scale involved. Taylor et al. studied
two forms of place attachment: being rooted and involved locally; and local
acquaintanceship ties — knowing people in the area and considering them similar to
oneself (akin to Uzzel et al.’s *...perception of similarities and differences’). For both
forms of attachment, racial diversity at the block level was associated with lower levels
of attachment, though educational diversity at the block level supported higher local
acquaintanceship.

In relation to the ‘rooted and bonded’ form of attachment, the neighbourhood spatial
scale was also significant, with people who lived in more socially mixed areas where
renting comprised 40-60 per cent of the housing market being less attached. Thus,
the argument that housing tenure mix supports place attachment may only be true if
by that one is referring to places where home ownership is dominant, but not
overwhelmingly so. Place attachment was highest in areas where home ownership
was over 60 per cent, and what is more, the negative impacts of neighbourhood
diversity were greater in this study than the impacts of block level income or racial
diversity.

Turning to the issue of ethnic mixing or diversity, expectations within the debate on
this issue are influenced by Putnam’s findings that people who live in ethnically diverse
communities in the USA “...tend to withdraw from collective life [and] to distrust their
neighbours’ (2007, p.150). This is not the same thing as measuring place attachment,
but given what we have already said, we might expect, especially in non-affluent
communities, for reduced social capital due to ethnic diversity to be reflected in
eroded place attachment. However, there are indications from other studies that the
effects of mixing may be different between majority white populations and ethnic
minority communities.

In the USA, Brown et al.’s (2003) findings from a study of place attachment in
declining neighbourhoods in Salt Lake City partially echo the above arguments. They
found that, ‘Residents experienced more positive place attachments if their blocks,
collectively, had a greater proportion of home owners and non-White people or
Hispanics, fewer observed and perceived incivilities, higher neighbourhood control and
cohesion, and less fear of crime’ (p.268). The authors conclude that renters can
benefit from the development of mixed tenure blocks that also provide higher
standard social and physical conditions. They also argue for a certain type of ethnic
mix, whereby a substantial minority ethnic presence in an area (in their case over

30 per cent Hispanic) can support place attachment, allowing the ethnic group to
form an enclave and feel at home, as long as this is not allied to the poverty,
discrimination and poor physical conditions experienced by African-Americans.

In one of the few European studies of social diversity and place attachment, Dekker
and Bolt (2005) summarise the US evidence (based mostly on the work of Charles,

7

2003) as showing that place attachment, or what they term “...identification with the

neighbourhood’... is enhanced by a homogenous composition of residents’ (p.2453).
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However, they qualify this by noting ethnic variations in the outcome such that
‘...ethnic minorities feel more comfortable about living in a mixed neighbourhood and
are therefore more likely to feel attached to their neighbourhood in mixed areas than
are White people’, the latter preferring areas where White people predominate
(p.2453).

In their own work, Dekker and Bolt examined place attachment3 (as one element of
social cohesion) in two post-war Dutch housing estates, both of which had above
average levels of social renting and of ethnic minority presence. They did not so much
investigate the direct impact of social diversity on social cohesion as the impact of
people’s satisfaction with the resident composition of the estates; thus, this is an
interesting study of the effects of perceptions of diversity. They found that ethnic
minorities have higher place attachment than Native Dutch residents and that this is
due to their higher satisfaction with the population composition (which is between
40 and 50 per cent ethnic minority in the two estates). Native Dutch residents on the
other hand have lower feelings of attachment and this may be due to the fact that
they have a less attractive situation than the average Native Dutch person in the two
cities in question and would aspire to live in areas with higher social status and fewer
ethnic minority residents. Thus, social diversity in ethnic terms is an important
influence on place attachment, but it is intertwined with issues of area social status.

Policy relevance

Each of our main issues of inquiry, place attachment, neighbourhood stability and
social mix, feature prominently in current policy agendas, both for deprived areas and
for communities in general.

Place attachment

Place attachment can be seen as fundamental to the government’s aims relating to
social capital and the empowerment of communities. The UK government'’s
neighbourhood renewal strategy aimed “...to revive and empower communities’ so as
‘...to build community confidence and encourage residents to help themselves’ (SEU,
2000, p.5 and p.10). This amounts to an attempt to rebuild the reduced social capital
which is considered a cause of decline in deprived neighbourhoods: goals of social
stability and self-help are said to be founded upon the "...vital resources of social
capital’ (ibid., p.24). One aspect of community renewal where this type of approach is
most prominent is in combating anti-social behaviour, where residents in deprived
areas are co-opted to take on responsibilities and to work hard to achieve crime

and nuisance reduction (Atkinson, 2006), and the government’s strategy involves
‘...fostering community spirit’, and ‘raising confidence and self esteem’ (SEU, 2001).

3 Dekker and Bolt constructed two measures of place attachment: ‘social belonging’ which contains elements
of social capital and social status; and ‘spatial-emotional’ belonging, which contains elements of
attachment, identity and involvement.
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Thus, social capital has featured prominently in regeneration, urban policy and other
policy sectors in recent years (see Kearns, 2003) and is assumed to have a recursive
relationship with residential stability and place attachment: each reinforcing the other.
The longer people stay in an area and the more committed or attached they are to it,
the more likely they are to engage with their co-residents to develop the social capital
required for community renewal.

Components of place attachment also feature in other government policies. The
Sustainable Communities Plan includes as one of its key requirements for sustainability
that there is “...a sense of place’ (ODPM, 2003) and that communities have
‘...environments in which people can take pride’. The corollary is that physical
improvements in deprived areas may support the development of attachment, and
Brown and Perkins (1992) argue that changes in the environment can enhance
people’s attachment to place. Related documents refer to the social and cultural
dimension of sustainable communities as including “...a sense of community identity
and belonging’ (Egan Review, 2004). Similarly, the community cohesion agenda,
which aims to “...help micro-communities to gel or mesh into an integrated whole’ is
taken to require those communities to develop common goals and a shared vision
‘...which would seem to imply that such groups should occupy a common sense of
place as well’ (Home Office, 2001, p.70).

The importance of place was reasserted by the Lyons Inquiry into Local Government
(Lyons, 2007). His argument was that "...a degree of local choice’ which allows for
variation in public services between 