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Abstract 

Global urbanization puts pressure on current city capacities, resulting in a rise in living density. 

Promoting a good quality of life within these cities requires the development of livable urban 

environments with good public spaces. Placemaking is an approach to urban development that aims 

to promote quality of life through (re)shaping spaces into quality places where people can live, work, 

and relax. While there are many theorized benefits of placemaking, the concept remains 

undertheorized, lacking empirical support and verifiable outcomes. This study proposes the concept 

of place attachment, and two sub-concepts of place identity and place dependence, as candidates 

for the theoretical grounding of placemaking. First, this research reviewed empirical findings on 

place attachment through an extensive literature review, providing insights on the concept and 

correlating environmental factors. Second, expert interviews with five experts on the concept of 

placemaking were conducted, providing insights into placemaking as a practice, important aspects in 

the placemaking process, as well as gaps in current practices. Upon review, placemaking was found 

to strongly align with the concept of place attachment. In turn, the two sub-concepts of place 

attachment, place identity and place dependence, were linked to two important aspects in 

placemaking, identity and stakeholder needs respectively. Empirical findings in place attachment can 

be used to justify placemaking methods by providing empirical evidence. Suggested is the 

development of standardized measurement instruments for placemaking based on place attachment 

measurements for verifying placemaking outcomes to endorse placemaking as an urban 

development approach for creating good public spaces.  

 

Keywords: Placemaking; Place attachment; Place Identity; Place dependence; Urban development; 

Theoretical grounding  
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1 Introduction 

It is estimated that by 2050, the world’s population will reach 10 billion people and that 75% of this 

population will live in cities (UNFPA, 2010). This shift in demographics puts pressure on current city 

capacities (Moore et al., 2003), possibly leading to housing shortages, traffic congestion, and 

environmental degradation, as has been the case with increased urbanization in the Asia-Pacific 

region over the past few decades (Wei & Ye, 2014).  One method used to counteract the housing 

shortage is through compact developments, such as cluster developments on reduced-size lots 

within existing urban areas (Wei & Ye, 2014). This response to urbanization is not limited to Asia, all 

over the world increased need for more living quarters has led to the development of smaller, more 

compact living spaces in urban areas (Moore et al., 2003; K. Williams, 2009). While urban growth is 

taking place more rapidly in lesser developed areas compared to the more developed countries 

(Zhang, 2016), urban sprawl is still increasing in most major cities, like across the U.S. (Plunkett et al., 

2018). 

With land being in short supply, increased living density and new housing projects often come at the 

expense of existing green and public spaces (Zhang, 2016). Many public spaces have seen a 

deterioration of the built environment, causing a loss of character and decreasing the social 

interactions in these places (Low, 2006). Traditionally, public spaces are hubs of social activities 

(Cattell et al., 2008). The deterioration of public spaces leads to a decline in the livability of the 

streets (Mahmoudi et al., 2015), which reduces people coming to a place and participating in the 

social activities that take place there (Deshpande, 2016; Low, 2006).  As observed in a study on social 

factors in public spaces “[what] attracts people most, it would appear, is other people” (Whyte, 

1980, p. 18). The reduced inflow of people in an area impacts not only the social but also economic 

activities. This results in a less diverse street view and lifeless places (Deshpande, 2016).  Besides the 

physical deterioration of public spaces, people-place bonds have become increasingly more fragile as 

a result of globalization and increased mobility (Scannell & Gifford, 2010). People are less attached 

to one place, living in different places or commuting to work, rather than staying in one place.  

When it comes to considering the implications of community life in urban development and the role 

people play in the planning of public spaces and urban areas, Jane Jacobs and William H. Whyte are 

considered pioneers. Their work emphasized the importance of diversity in the streetscape and the 

role of social factors in public spaces. Diversity can, for instance, be achieved through the presence 

of diverse storefronts, providing entertainment for people in adjacent public spaces, as well as giving 
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them something to look at (Whyte, 1980). Mixed land use when considering the use of buildings, 

both considering vertical and horizontal space (Montgomery, 1998), creating visual interest with a 

mixture of old and new buildings, or a variety in broad streets and narrow alleys can all add to 

creating better cities through city planning (Jacobs, 1958). These examples are just one aspect of the 

interaction between people and public spaces.   

Public spaces within a city provide a wide range of functionalities. These public spaces define the 

built environment as physical spaces,  offer spaces for events or local traditions, and represent the 

meaning and identity of the community (Montgomery, 1998). Public spaces are places for people to 

come together, share experiences, and have social transactions (Whyte, 1980). They allow people to 

fulfill their needs or provide the means to achieve personal goals (Gehl, 2011). Public spaces provide 

access to leisure and recreational activities, fulfilling a therapeutic role, and improving general 

wellbeing (Sas-Bojarska & Rembeza, 2016). Especially public green areas have a growing role in 

supporting ecological, social, and health factors.   

Reduced personal living spaces could be enriched by extending daily life into public spaces.  

Especially with growing populations and increased density in cities, there is an increased need for 

good public spaces (Francis et al., 2012). Whyte (1980) considered social life in public spaces to be 

fundamentally contributing to the quality of life, both for the individual as well as for society as a 

whole. A study on a variety of predictors of loneliness showed that the urbanization level of the area 

where people lived had a significant effect on the extent to which they felt lonely (MacDonald et al., 

2020). Public spaces can also function to connect areas within a city, with city fragmentation in 

contemporary towns harming the urban environment (Sas-Bojarska & Rembeza, 2016).  This could 

be a reason to further encourage the development of good public places, stimulating social activity 

for those within the community.  

The argumentation above implies that there is value in having good urban spaces. Urban 

regeneration involves the remaking of existing places to improve the physical environment, 

stimulate economic growth, and create better social spaces for people (Ujang & Zakariya, 2015). 

Traditional urban development practices mainly focus on the physical factors of the built 

environment when creating places. However, a place is both a physical as well as a psychological 

entity, with activities and meaning coming together to generate a sense of place within the users.  

In environmental psychology, places are interpreted as environmental experiences that incorporate 

personal, social, and culturally significant aspects of activities (Canter, 1997). More generally, a place 
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is understood as a meaningful site that combines location, physical and environmental properties, 

and sense of place, or the emotion a place evokes (Cresswell, 2009).  Thus, place, as experienced by 

people, is both physical and psychological.  

When developing successful new places, or regenerating existing ones, places need to be 

understood in their complete experience, focusing not only on the physical aspects of place but on 

the psychological ones as well. Yet this connection of urban spaces with the psychological sense of 

place is missing in many urban (re)development projects. Placemaking is an innovative urban design 

practice that aims to do just that. However, placemaking policies are varied and there is a wide 

range of interpretations of how this practice should be conducted. The aim of the current thesis, 

therefore, is to attempt to strengthen placemaking strategies, by drawing from empirical and 

theoretical knowledge on place attachment – a relevant related phenomenon in people-place 

relationships – and real-life current practices and experiences. However, before the concept of 

placemaking can be viewed through the lens of empirical findings in place-attachment, it is 

imperative to have a good understanding of the concept of placemaking itself.  This was done 

through extensive literature research, which is elaborated on in the following section.  

1.1 Placemaking 

Placemaking is an urban planning practice in which spaces are reshaped to create quality places in 

which people want to live, work, relax, and socialize (Loh, 2019). It is an iterative process, requiring 

collaboration between the designer and the different stakeholders involved, working together to 

shape the social and physical characteristics of a place. While there are many theorized benefits and 

goals of placemaking, the general aim of this process is to generate a sense of place (Sweeney et al., 

2018). This sense of place is considered a human need, essential for individual well-being, a sense of 

security, and helping against feelings of alienation (Aravot, 2002). Placemaking, in a broader sense, is 

a way of connecting people, communities, and places. “Placemaking is not just about the 

relationship of people to their places; it also creates relationships among people in place.” 

(Schneekloth & Shibley, 2000, p 133) In this way, placemaking not only concerns people-place-

relationships on an individual level but affects the community involved. 

Theorized benefits of placemaking are both on an economic and social level (Marshall & Bishop, 

2015). It is thought to increase community attachment and improve the quality of life of all those 

involved (Markusen, 2013). Other benefits of placemaking include the re-use of vacant or 

underutilized spaces, passing on cultural knowledge, and attracting as well as retaining diverse 
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businesses (Loh, 2019). However, while this all sounds promising, there is a lack of empirical 

evidence concerning the effectiveness of placemaking strategies, despite it being embedded 

proactively within urban design practices (Aravot, 2002).  

Sense of place is determined through the environment and perception of a place (Soini et al., 2012). 

Aspects of the environment that can help invoke a sense of place are legibility, defined urban spaces, 

pedestrian stimulation, stimulation of all senses, and an emphasis on local characteristics (Aravot, 

2002). These aspects can also be found in the early literature on the research of public spaces, such 

as those by Whyte (1980) and Jacobs (1958). Lively and well-used places generally provide places to 

sit, socialize, or observe other users of a space (Gehl, 2011; Whyte, 1980). Such places create a 

comfortable environment for people, providing both physical as well as psychological comfort. 

Where sitting spaces allow for literal, physical comfort, psychological comfort can be provided by the 

space as well, for example by providing a sense of safety (Jacobs, 1958). Aspects of the environment 

that provide this sense of safety can consist of well-maintained spaces and the presence of other 

people in public open spaces. Places with high legibility also generally induce a higher sense of 

safety.  

One of the aims of placemaking is to develop places with an identity to provide meaning (Balassiano 

& Maldonado, 2015). “We need to remember in order to have an identity and sense of place.” 

(Mowla, 2004, p 1). The creation of such an identity can happen accidentally or be realized 

purposefully, but it is often a time-consuming process (Othman et al., 2013). In the redevelopment 

of places, existing identities can be weakened or lost due to inconsistent concepts in the planning 

and development of these places. This is one of the reasons why familiarity and past experiences are 

important factors when considering people’s attachment to places (Mowla, 2004; Daniel R. Williams 

& Vaske, 2003).  

People have a desire to remember the place through personal association and memories of a place, 

which is an important factor in creating places of meaning (Mowla, 2004; Othman et al., 2013). 

While the aim of placemaking can include attracting more people to the location, completely 

replacing the previous users with new people is not the preferred outcome and can be harmful to 

existing people-place relationships. When existing places are reshaped evaluating which elements 

are important in defining the identity of a place can prevent disassociation between people and 

previously familiar places (Scannell & Gifford, 2010). It is important to consider the unique qualities 

of the environment when developing places, considering local authenticity. While solutions and 

designs can be transferred from one location or project to another, they should be adapted and 
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tailored for the specific community (Salzman & Yerace, 2018). The combination of culture, history, 

climate, and topography creates a unique setting that should be utilized and taken into account 

when developing these places (Jacobs, 1958). In using the urban environment to portray its culture 

and history, a deep and perceptual meaning can be provided to space (Mowla, 2004).  

The process and ideas behind placemaking have been a part of urban development for the last few 

decades, but there has been a shift in the focus of this process. The first wave in placemaking 

primarily focused on the physical attributes of a place (Ghavampour & Vale, 2019), with the main 

objective being a tangible product (Aravot, 2002; Strydom et al., 2018). All decisions were made by 

policymakers with little involvement of other stakeholders. The second wave in placemaking 

resulted in the inclusion of a wider variety of stakeholders being engaged in the placemaking process 

and guiding decision making (Strydom et al., 2018). This type of placemaking is more of a democratic 

process, in which the needs of all stakeholders are considered, and the active involvement of these 

stakeholders is preferred. The goal of this type of placemaking is to have the diversity of the 

community reflected in a design that fulfills the needs of the people within that community 

(Strydom et al., 2018; Thomas, 2016). Where it once was an urban development process in which 

decisions were made only by policymakers and designers, placemaking has been transformed into 

community practice, empowering individuals and considering their goals and needs. It has become 

an enabling tool, facilitating the making of places by numerous stakeholders involved.  

1.1.1 Creative placemaking  

One approach to placemaking that is gaining increasing attention is the so-called creative 

placemaking. This implementation of placemaking actively involves artists and cultural aspects, often 

from the local community. While all creative placemaking is a form of placemaking, not all 

placemaking is creative placemaking. What sets creative placemaking apart from the general, 

overarching concept of placemaking is that it is seen as a distinctly art driven process, involving 

mainly local art and culture (Salzman & Yerace, 2018). It concerns the (re)shaping of public space, 

influencing both the physical and social character of a place, with a focus on, or through art and 

cultural activities (Markusen & Nicodemus, 2018; Salzman & Yerace, 2018). Rather than shaping a 

static space or physical environment, creative placemaking is often related to art projects, events, 

and festivals(Salzman & Yerace, 2018). This shaping of public space can take place on a 

neighborhood level, but it can also take place at the level of a town, city, or even at that of a region.  
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Creative placemaking provides a new perspective on stimulating community involvement in public 

spaces, increasing their engagement in shaping and influencing the liveliness of these spaces (Sas-

Bojarska & Rembeza, 2016). Like with placemaking, the central objective of creative placemaking is 

rejuvenating existing places and making the overall streetscape more attractive to the public. In 

practice, this is generally understood as any activity or attraction that brings people to a public space 

(Salzman & Yerace, 2018). This can be a permanent addition to the public space, but it is also 

possible to have a temporary or recurring one, like a yearly event. Creative placemaking as an urban 

development approach creates experiences, which aim to increase community involvement, social 

cohesion, and generate overall positive experiences for those involved in the activities (Salzman & 

Yerace, 2018; Stern, 2014). These events can become associated with a  place to such an extent that 

they are part of the memory of that space in people’s minds (Mowla, 2004). 

In the current study, creative placemaking is seen as a type of placemaking, a method which can be 

used in the larger scope of a placemaking process., with the key difference between the two being 

the art-driven nature of creative placemaking. However, there are some opposing views concerning 

the distinction made here between placemaking and creative placemaking. Some researchers use 

the terms interchangeably (Markusen & Nicodemus, 2018), considering all placemaking processes to 

be creative placemaking and vice versa, while others make a clear differentiation between the two 

concepts (Karndacharuk et al., 2016). When considered as separate concepts, a main difference 

between the two is the duration. General placemaking is often understood to lead to permanent 

changes to the public space whereas creative placemaking often makes use of temporary 

interventions, such as exhibitions, festivals, or an event.  

1.1.2 Placemaking limitations 

A general problem within research on placemaking is the fact that it remains a ‘fuzzy’ policy concept. 

There is no singular, generally accepted definition of placemaking, nor is there one way to measure 

its effectiveness or success (Sweeney et al., 2018). Even on the spelling of the word, there has not 

been a consensus, with three versions of the concept being used in the research literature: 

placemaking, place-making, and place making (Lew, 2017).  Placemaking as a concept means 

different things to different people (Markusen, 2013). Some see it as a tool when starting a project,  

while others regard it as a continuous process that runs parallel to the creation or regeneration of 

public spaces (Aravot, 2002; Loh, 2019; Thomas, 2016). Yet another group of people regards it as an 

ongoing process that stays important even after the physical space has been built (Markusen & 

Nicodemus, 2018; Zhang, 2018).  



7 

Currently, modern placemaking approaches in practice still rely heavily on the architects and urban 

planners to do the decision making. However, for effective placemaking it is important to move 

beyond the expertise of these people and involve the community, i.e. the people who will actually 

be making use of the space (Arefi, 2011; Schneekloth & Shibley, 2000), opting for a bottom-up 

approach rather than top-down. The identity of the community and traits of the place itself need to 

be considered and evaluated before implementing the process. When placemaking processes do not 

properly involve the community in the right phases or make sure they also feel included, the process 

will likely not be successful, especially when one of the goals is creating community attachment 

(Wilson, 2015).  

The appropriation of the placemaking process by experts limits the potential of involving people 

from the community and providing them with control over spaces that are central to their lives. It 

has even been found that placemaking processes that are mainly top-down, driven by municipalities 

rather than the community, do not amount to much in terms of generating community attachment 

(Balassiano & Maldonado, 2015). However, this is not to say that laypeople know best and no 

expertise should be involved in the placemaking process; Schneekloth and Shibley (2000) therefore 

suggest repositioning the experts in a larger context of placemaking. This would result in a process 

involving both experts and the community as stakeholders, applying specific knowledge and skills 

yielded by the multiple participants in those aspects of the placemaking process they can contribute 

most (Arefi, 2011).  

As stated earlier, the hypothesized benefits of placemaking lack a firm empirical evidence base. One 

of the reasons for the lack of evidence that placemaking works are that it is difficult to get a good 

measure of its effectiveness. Most evaluations are done through generic indicators, such as “vitality” 

or “livability”, which, when not defined properly, fail to reflect the value created through 

placemaking (Markusen, 2013). A lack of relevant and sufficiently specific measurement tools makes 

it hard to get definitive answers about the “effectiveness” of placemaking processes, which in turn 

complicates generalizing findings in successful projects to be applied elsewhere.  

2 Research questions  

Placemaking as a concept, although widespread, remains undertheorized (Toolis, 2017). The 

practices are neither solidly grounded in scientific research, nor are their theorized benefits 

supported by empirical evidence, explaining why specific placemaking interventions should improve 



8 

the sense of place. Grounding the aspects of placemaking in existing theories could help strengthen 

placemaking practices.  

Through understanding which aspects of people-place relationships are affected by specific 

elements in the environment and how this comes about, more guidelines can be provided for a 

successful placemaking process. This can be through focusing on specific aspects within the process 

where the most is to be gained in terms of increased sense of place through placemaking, or through 

focusing the involvement of different stakeholders to a certain point in the process. By applying such 

findings from existing theories, placemaking practices can become more unified, with guidelines as 

to which aspects should be considered to obtain a specific goal in placemaking. This will not only 

help create a more unified approach to placemaking but could also lead to a more efficient overall 

process.  

One such theory that could help ground placemaking in empirical findings is place attachment. Place 

attachment describes the emotional bond people have with specific places and forms an important 

aspect of sense of place (Hashemnezhad et al., 2013), which in turn is a preferred outcome of 

placemaking processes. It is a concept that can contribute to sustaining people-place relationships 

and, in turn, promote psychological well-being, fulfillment, and happiness to the urban community 

(Cattell et al., 2008; La Guardia et al., 2000; Scannell & Gifford, 2017). The possible outcomes of 

place attachment are all in line with the aim of placemaking, and hence it is proposed as a useful but 

underutilized tool for neighborhood revitalization (Brown et al., 2003). Thus, gaining a deeper 

understanding of how place attachment develops can help direct placemaking towards better 

obtaining these goals. 

Both placemaking and place attachment are closely related to the concept of sense of place, 

placemaking through the fact that it aims to instill sense of place (Sweeney et al., 2018), and place 

attachment as it is seen as a component of sense of place (Hashemnezhad et al., 2013; Masterson et 

al., 2017). After a systematic review of the literature from the past 10 years connecting both 

concepts, placemaking and place attachment, it was found that, while there is ground to see a 

correlation, the link between these two concepts is not supported with empirical evidence. To date, 

no study has demonstrated a correlation between these two concepts, despite the two concepts 

both being repeatedly linked through a third concept: sense of place. However, arguments could be 

made that the placemaking process could benefit from operationalizing empirical findings on place 

attachment if its goal to increase sense of place is achieved through increasing place attachment.  
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Therefore, this research aims to establish which elements of place determine place attachment. 

These findings can in turn be operationalized to generate guidelines for a more efficient placemaking 

process, with the aim of generating an increased sense of place within people of the community.  To 

achieve this, a set of research questions has been proposed. The main research question holds:  

How can empirical findings in place attachment theory support placemaking processes? 

Using empirical findings on the concept of place attachment could be a way to theoretically ground 

placemaking, as well as providing a foundation for specific approaches to the placemaking process 

supported by theory. This helps counteract the lack of empirical evidence for placemaking benefits 

and provides support for decisions made in the process. To help answer these questions, a set of 

sub-questions has been proposed as well. The first sub-question holds:  

What are, according to the empirical literature, the main factors in developing place attachment? 

Defining the concept of place attachment and what aspects of an environment influence the level of 

place attachment will allow for operationalization of this knowledge, which leads to the second sub-

question: 

Which elements of place attachment could benefit the placemaking process? 

After determining the aspects of place that shape place attachment, these elements can be isolated 

and operationalized. By gaining insights about specific elements of an environment that can be 

manipulated, specific guidelines can be developed to apply this knowledge in the placemaking 

process to increase place attachment, and thus increase sense of place. The final question is as 

follows: 

What are the strong points and limitations of current placemaking practices as experienced by 

experts in the real-life application of the concept? 

By involving experts on placemaking, in this study defined as people who work with the 

implementation of placemaking processes on a professional basis, findings concerning the first two 

questions can be reflected upon. Contrasting these theoretical findings with real-life implementation 

of the placemaking process has several goals. First, it helps establish which findings are already being 

implemented or part of the placemaking process and allows for providing empirical support for 
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these policies. This also supports the results found in the literature section of this study. Secondly, it 

allows for establishing limitations within current placemaking practices, which could be improved 

upon by grounding the practice in theory. When goals of placemaking can be traced back to aspects 

in place attachment, the goals can be approached from a new angle based on place attachment 

theory.  

Through an extensive literature review on the existing body of research on the concept of place 

attachment, an overview of empirical findings has been created. Insights gained from this framework 

will be used during the interviews with experts in the field of placemaking to answer the second 

research question. Finally, findings from both the literature review as well as the interviews will be 

combined with existing case studies on placemaking. This is combined with a set of case studies on 

past placemaking projects, reviewed through a lens of place attachment findings. Altogether, the 

findings are combined to provide a set of guidelines, incorporating empirical findings in place 

attachment, to benefit future placemaking projects in their goal to provide a sense of place.  

3 Part 1: Conceptualization and Empirical Findings on Place 

Attachment  

Before research can be done on how empirical findings in place attachment can benefit the 

placemaking process, it is important to gain a clear understanding of the different concepts involved. 

One of the main issues encountered when researching these topics concerns the definitions of the 

different concepts. As Lewicka (2011) puts it, “studies on people place relationships seem to be 

stuck in definitional questions and attempts to fit together various place-related concepts”(Lewicka, 

2011, p. 208). This concerns a variety of concepts, such as place attachment, place identity, sense of 

place, and place satisfaction. In earlier research, such terms have been used interchangeably, 

inconsistently, or with different interpretations across different disciplines. Such conceptual 

confusion about multiple terms concerned with the relationship between people and place has 

made it difficult to generalize findings since there is a risk that the interpretation of a concept differs 

between researchers.  

Place attachment is a concept which highlights the connection a person can have with a place, a 

connection that is commonly considered to be grounded in two concepts, place identity and place 

dependence (Buta et al., 2014). Place attachment contributes meaning to a place, establishing a 

connection between people and the places that are meaningful to them (Sampson & Goodrich, 
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2009).  It is a possible result of the relationship between a person and a place, an affective bond 

between people and specific places (Hidalgo & Hernández, 2001; Low & Altman, 1992). Place 

attachment is defined in positive terms, as it relates to a desire to maintain closeness to a location 

and the positive emotions associated with it (Scannell & Gifford, 2010):. 

The following overview of empirical research was based on an extensive literature review of existing 

research on place attachment in order to answer part of the proposed research questions. First, the 

research on place attachment will be discussed, exploring empirical findings in the existing literature. 

Second, the literature on two sub-concepts of place attachment is reviewed, namely place 

dependence and place identity. Last, implications will be considered concerning the practical 

application of these empirical findings in the placemaking process.  

3.1 Place attachment 

Studies have shown that human bonds to specific places can be deeply emotional (Kyle et al., 2004). 

By interacting with a place, neutral spaces can be ingrained with meaning and emotion. It is a result 

of the individual’s interests and experiences of a place, based on a variety of factors, either personal, 

cultural, or community-based (Hashemnezhad et al., 2013). Jane Jacobs (1958) suggested the 

possibility to emotionally connect to a space to be a deeply human characteristic, linked to the need 

for belonging in a place.  

While place attachment is the emotional bond between people and places, these affective processes 

are not the only aspects that influence people-place relationships. In Canter’s (1977) model of place, 

he suggested that places are shaped through three different aspects. One of these is the conception 

of a place, how it is interpreted by people, and which is partly reflected in place attachment. These 

conceptions reflect the meaning a place holds to people, shaped by memories or attitudes a person 

has towards the place. The other two aspects include the place’s physical attributes and the 

activities that take place in a space (Canter, 1997).  The physical attributes of a space can influence 

the symbolic meaning of a place,  just like activities taking place there can (Montgomery, 1998). One 

way to do this is by reflecting the values of the community or representing the culture or history of a 

place. Activities are what bring liveliness to a place as a result of vitality and diversity. Jane Jacobs 

(1958) was one of the first to emphasize this importance of activity in an urban environment, as it 

reflects as well as produces quality in the built environment.  
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The strength of place attachment varies depending on the characteristics of both the place itself and 

the person interacting with the place (Lewicka, 2011). An overview of different factors that have 

been found to correlate with place attachment can be found in Table 1. Many of these factors can be 

considered an interaction of the place and person, such as sense of security or sense of control. 

While these factors are often considered at the individual level, place attachment can also take place 

at the group level. One study on correlational factors of place attachment that differentiates 

between the individual and the community level is that by Brown and colleagues (2003). The 

strength of the correlation between physical and social properties of a location and place 

attachment differed between the two levels. For instance, years of residence correlated significantly 

on the individual level, but average years of residence did not correlate with place attachment at a 

community level (Brown et al., 2003). Other determinants of place attachment at a community level 

that have been found in the study by Brown and colleagues the number of homeowners on the 

block, community sense, sense of collective efficacy, and sense of safety.  

In multiple studies, a sense of safety has been found to correlate with higher levels of place 

attachment (Brown et al., 2003; Kamalipour et al., 2012). It is important that a place feels safe 

before people can develop an attachment to it since places that evoke a sense of danger are likely to 

prevent positive affective connections. Positive correlations have been found between place 

attachment and sense of safety, meaning that when people feel safer they have a higher level of 

place attachment (Brown et al., 2003; Kamalipour et al., 2012). But the importance of a safe space is 

also emphasized through the correlations with incivilities in the area, fear of crime (Brown et al., 

2003; Kamalipour et al., 2012), and even with a lack of maintenance of the environment (Brown et 

al., 2003; Kamalipour et al., 2012), which, in turn, has been linked to perceived safety (Raffaetà & 

Duff, 2013).   

Community attachment, as a form of place attachment at the community level rather than an 

individual one, has been found to be rooted in the length of residence, participation in the 

community, social connectedness, and multiple socio-demographic characteristics (Buta et al., 

2014). Research on community attachment assumes, when assessing the social factors of place 

attachment, that the attachment to a specific place means attachment to those who live there as 

well as the social interactions that the place affords (Scannell & Gifford, 2010). This is also in line 

with the positive correlation between sense of community and place attachment (Brown et al., 

2003), as social interactions are an important aspect of community sense.   
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This importance of social ties also is important at the individual level when it comes to developing 

place attachment. A positive correlation has been found between place attachment and social 

cohesion (Brown et al., 2003; Kamalipour et al., 2012), social ties, and sense of social control (Brown 

et al., 2003). Social relations based in a place seem important in shaping attachment to that place for 

a person, like they are for attachment at a community level. These relations are linked to the place 

as a physical space in which the interactions take place, due to affordances offered by the place for 

meetings (Uzzell et al., 2002). 

Other factors that are associated with place attachment are related to a sense of control. This can be 

expressed in a higher sense of social control (Brown et al., 2003), but also in a sense of control that 

people have regarding their privacy in their environment (Harris et al., 1996; Kyle et al., 2004). When 

people have more ease in regulating their privacy, they generally report a higher level of place 

attachment. The study by Harris (1996) focused on the attachment that people have to their homes 

and the influence of privacy on this attachment, but it also holds for public spaces. People being able 

to regulate their privacy and autonomy in public spaces, too, has been positively associated with 

increased levels of place attachment (Kyle et al., 2004). 

Previously discussed factors concern the perception of an environment, while also including people 

and the community. Besides these factors, which are more likely to be contributed to environmental 

characteristics, several other items have been found to be correlated to place attachment, which 

could more easily be contributed to the individuals or the community. Especially years of residence 

has been found as an important predictor in place attachment (Brown et al., 2003; Gu & Ryan, 2008; 

Kamalipour et al., 2012; Lewicka, 2011). This increase in place attachment with length of residence 

seems the strongest in the first years but stays significant after this (Lewicka, 2011). Another factor 

that was found to relate to place attachment is that of homeownership. Both homeownership at an 

individual level (Kamalipour et al., 2012) and the general number of homeowners in the 

neighborhood (Brown et al., 2003; Harris et al., 1996) have been associated with higher levels of 

place attachment. 
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Table 1 Correlational factors of place attachment 

 Article 

 
Correlational factors 

 

(Brown et al., 2003) 

              Individual predictors 
o Positive correlation between PA and years of residence 
o Positive correlation between PA and sense of efficacy 
o Positive correlation between PA and sense of social control 
o Positive correlation between PA and social ties 
o Positive correlation between PA and social cohesion 
o Negative correlation between PA and incivilities in the area 
o Negative correlation between PA and fear of crime 
o Negative correlation between PA and physical incivilities 
o Negative correlation between PA and low maintenance 

 
Community predictors 

o Positive correlation between PA and higher proportion of 
homeowners 

o Positive correlation between PA and community sense 
o Positive correlation between PA and sense of collective 

efficacy 
o Positive correlation between PA and sense of safety 
o Negative correlation between PA and physical incivilities 

(Gu & Ryan, 2008) 

o Positive correlation between PA and years of residence 
o Positive correlation between PA and the environment being 

perceived as a cultural asset 

(Harris et al., 1996) 

o Positive correlation between PA and ease in regulating 
privacy 

(Kamalipour et al., 
2012) 

o Positive correlation between PA and years of residence 
o Positive correlation between PA and homeownership 
o Positive correlation between PA and sense of safety 
o Positive correlation between PA and number of 

homeowners in the neighborhood 
o Positive correlation between PA and open spaces 
o Positive correlation between PA and sense of control 
o Positive correlation between PA and social cohesion 
o Negative correlation between PA and fear of crime 
o Negative correlation between PA and cultural tension 
o Negative correlation between PA and lack of maintenance 
o Women, on average, have a higher level of place 

attachment compared to men 
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3.2 Underlying dimensions of place attachment 

Various researchers have made use of the two-dimensional model which holds that place 

attachment is made up of two dimensions, namely place identity and place dependence (Kyle et al., 

2004; Lewicka, 2011; Snider et al., 2011; Suntikul & Jachna, 2016; Daniel R. Williams & Vaske, 2003). 

Place identity refers to the cognitive connection people have with a place (Prohansky, 1978 in 

Wynveen et al., 2012), whereas place dependence reflects the connection between a person and a 

place based on the extent to which the environment supports that person’s goals, needs, or 

motivations (Buta et al., 2014). The present study will also follow this two-dimensional model. 

Another view on place attachment holds that place attachment and place identity are two 

independent types of psychological people-place bonds (Hidalgo & Hernández, 2001). A final view 

considers the concept of place attachment as a multidimensional model, including factors such as 

place dependence, place identity, and affective bonds (Kyle et al., 2004; López-Mosquera & Sánchez, 

2013), or more generally one of the many aspects of place (Inalhan & Finch, 2004; Jorgensen & 

Stedman, 2001; Marshall & Bishop, 2015).  

Place attachment and place identity are two highly correlated concepts as they both concern the 

emotional aspects of a relationship with a place (Shao & Liu, 2017). Due to their conceptual 

similarities, they are frequently used interchangeably. Multiple studies show high correlations 

between the two concepts (Brown et al., 2003; Hernández et al., 2007), which is why some 

researchers consider them to be one singular concept (Scannell & Gifford, 2017). In this study, 

however, place identity is considered as one of the two distinct dimensions that make up place 

attachment, in line with earlier research (Kyle et al., 2004; Lewicka, 2011; Snider et al., 2011; Daniel 

R. Williams & Vaske, 2003).  While both concepts concern people-place relationships, there is a clear 

difference in definition, as place attachment concerns the emotional relationship that develops 

between a person and a place, whereas place identity is generated based on meaning, beliefs, and 

attitudes assigned to a place, distinguishing it from other places (Peng et al., 2020).  

3.2.1 Place identity 

Place identity as a concept refers to the significance and meaning that a place holds to people (D. R. 

Williams & Patterson, 1999) while embodying the definition of self for an individual (Kudryavtsev et 

al., 2012). It reflects a connection between people and various memories, ideas, and feelings about a 

specific place or setting (Shao & Liu, 2017) that influences a person’s self-identity (Proshansky, 1978 

in Wynveen et al., 2012). Place identity is not a direct result from one specific experience, but rather 
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a relationship a person has with a place that develops over time (Proshansky et al., 1983 in Vaske & 

Kobrin, 2001).  

Place identity is an interaction between a person and a place, meaning that place identity is unique 

for each person. However, there are several general predictors and determinants for the level of 

place identity. An overview of these factors as based on literature can be found in table 2 below. 

Important in shaping a person’s place identity are social aspects provided by the environment, 

rather than physical aspects (Buta et al., 2014; Uzzell et al., 2002).  Greater social ties have been 

found to lead to a greater emotional attachment to a place, expressed in the form of place identity 

(Brown et al., 2003; Buta et al., 2014).  The social interactions that take place in an environment are 

associated with improved connections and increased shared experiences between people, resulting 

in a social connection. This connection ultimately is translated to a higher level of attachment to the 

environment in which these interactions took place (Buta et al., 2014). Moreover, it has been 

suggested that shared experiences of a place contribute to a general understanding and common 

meaning of place, creating a more general conception of place attachment for a larger group of 

people (Low & Altman, 1992; Scannell & Gifford, 2010; Snider et al., 2011).   

Communities can be reviewed as local environments that allow individuals to develop a sense of 

identity within a place. “Community attachment captures the emotional connections residents have 

to their community that ultimately generates a sense of belonging and rootedness.” (Buta et al., 

2014, p 2). Strong predictors for this community attachment are the social interactions an individual 

has within their neighborhood, specifically those with other members of the community (Buta et al., 

2014). When people develop a sense of belonging within a neighborhood or community, they more 

strongly identify with it as well, since they feel part of that community. Social interactions and the 

environment in which they take place are important in shaping this sense of community, thus 

influencing the identity of the individual as well as the place identity (Buta et al., 2014).   

Place identities affirm the relationship between socio-environmental values and the essence and 

character of a space. A place should reflect human values (Cheshmehzangi & Heat, 2012) and the 

symbolic importance that a place holds in the community (D. R. Williams & Patterson, 1999). In 

general, individuals are more attached to environments that they consider to match their personal 

values (Scannell & Gifford, 2010). Some researchers even suggest that the environment should 

reflect the identity of a person in such a way that acts as part of the extended self (Wynveen et al., 

2012). Behaviors afforded and enabled by the environment that are in line with past behaviors and 

personal values will lead to increased place identity (Scannell & Gifford, 2010).  



17 

Place knowledge and a sense of ownership are both important for the development of place identity 

(Gu & Ryan, 2008; Kyle et al., 2004; Scannell & Gifford, 2010). Place knowledge is even considered to 

be essential for the development of place identity since some requisite knowledge is essential to 

assess whether a place is congruent with the self-identity of a person, and to what extent (Kyle et al., 

2004).  When it comes to place ownership, a correlation has been found between the degree of 

place identity and the sense of responsibility for a place (Scannell & Gifford, 2010), which has also 

been linked to sense of ownership (Salzman & Yerace, 2018). This sense of ownership can also be 

related to place identity through another path. Individuals that are local to a place experience a 

lower degree of place identity when “their” place is being visited and used by large groups of tourists 

or other outside visitors. However, when this is restricted either through increased visitors being 

bounded to specific seasons or them not staying overnight, the negative effect on place identity is 

limited (Gu & Ryan, 2008).  

A more extensive study on different factors that correlate with multiple aspects of place attachment 

was done by Kyle and colleagues (2004). In their study, they found that there was a positive 

correlation between place identity and the desire to learn more about a place. While this study was 

done in the setting of urban parks, findings indicated that people had a desire to not only learn 

about the natural history of a place but about the cultural history as well (Kyle et al., 2004). Besides a 

correlation with this desire to learn, there was also a positive correlation between place identity and 

a sense of autonomy. Autonomy was expressed in a desire to be on their own, experience solitude, 

and reflect on one’s personal values (Kyle et al., 2004). This confirmed need for solitude and self-

reflection as a motivating factor for outdoor recreation. While more factors were considered in this 

study, only these two were significant in their correlation with place identity.  
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Table 2 Correlational factors of place identity 

 
 
Article 

 
Correlational factors  
   

(Buta et al., 2014) o Social interactions taking place in an environment lead to improved 
connections and increased shared experiences between people, 
resulting in a social connection with the space  

(Cheshmehzangi 
& Heat, 2012) 

o Temporary physical interventions can be used as socio-environmental 
devices to endorse identity 

o To endorse PI, the environment needs to reflect human values held 
by the community  

(Gu & Ryan, 
2008) 

o Physical and social attributes of the environment strongly shape 
place identity, involving not only localized experiences but also 
specific memories of other people's feelings about the place 

o Negative correlation between PI and inflow of outside visitors  
(Kyle et al., 2004) o Positive correlation between PI and the desire to learn about natural 

and cultural history 
o Positive correlation between PI and autonomy, the desire to 

experience solitude and self-reflection  
o Place knowledge is essential to the development of PI 

  
(Low & Altman, 
1992) 

o Shared experiences generate a shared meaning of a place, shaping PI 

 
(Scannell & 
Gifford, 2010) 

o Positive correlation between PI and sense of responsibility for a space 

 
(Uzzell et al., 
2002) 

o Social aspects provided by the environment are important in shaping 
PI 

o Positive correlation between PI and social cohesion  
(Wynveen et al., 
2012) 

o To endorse PI, the environment needs to reflect the identity of the 
person, acting as part of the extended self 

 

3.2.2 Place dependence 

Place dependence is a concept that refers to the extent to which a place supports one’s needs, goals, 

or motivations (Buta et al., 2014). This instrumental bond with a place is defined by how a place is 

being valued for its attributes on an individual level (Lewicka, 2011), but place dependence can be 

similar for a group of people, with the attributes of a place fulfilling the same needs.  

In contrast to place attachment, place dependence can be a negative association between a person 

and a place (Jorgensen & Stedman, 2001). Place dependence as a concept considers the extent to 
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which a place can serve the goals and needs of a person. This can be negative, in the sense that the 

attributes of a specific place can limit the achievements of valued outcomes for this individual, 

leading to a negative place dependence (Jorgensen & Stedman, 2001). Place dependence 

distinguishes itself from place identity in that it is defined by specific needs and behavior, rather 

than it being an affective connection with a place (Jorgensen & Stedman, 2001; Snider et al., 2011). 

As stated before, the strength of place dependence is defined by how well a place supports one’s 

needs, goals, or motivations. It focuses on the instrumental meaning of a place rather than the 

emotional meaning (Lewicka, 2011).  

Within the concept of place identity, the importance of social factors was emphasized in shaping this 

type of relationship between people and places. For place dependence, the factors that influence 

this relationship can be linked to the physical qualities of a place, as well as the social aspects (Pretty 

et al., 2003; Wynveen et al., 2012). While there are multiple aspects to consider in place dependence 

and the needs and goals are unique to each individual, the main goal of the physical environment 

should always be to provide a good and comfortable place to live (Buta et al., 2014). 

Earlier research found a general trend in specific factors that play a role in shaping place 

dependence. There is a positive correlation between place dependence and the affordances for 

recreational activities within a place (Buta et al., 2014; Kyle et al., 2004; Ramkissoon & Mavondo, 

2015; Wynveen et al., 2012). This means that when places are better able to support people’s 

activities, there is a higher level of place dependence. One study found this to be specifically true for 

health-related activities supported by the environment. Kyle and colleagues (2004) established a 

positive correlation between place dependence and the ability to provide affordances for exercise 

and mental relaxation. Places can thus support people’s health in not only a physical way, such as by 

providing somewhere to go for a walk and get some fresh air, but also support mental health when 

they provide psychological relaxation (Kyle et al., 2004).  

This positive correlation holds for places in general, but especially for public parks, there is a 

relationship between people and the place through the affordances it provides. Nature has long 

been found to be able to provide a multitude of physical and psychological benefits (Kaplan & 

Kaplan, 1989). Nature allows people to fulfill specific needs, like restoring mental fatigue, which 

supports findings of a positive correlation between place dependence and spaces like parks and 

natural environments.  However, it should be noted that these affordances can also be provided by 

urban environments.  
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Table 3 Correlational factors of place dependence 

  Article 

 
Correlational factors 

 

(Buta et al., 
2014) 

o Positive correlation between affordances for recreational activity and 
opportunities to fulfill people's needs 

 

(Kyle et al., 
2004) 

o Positive correlation between PD and health through affordances in 
exercise and psychological relaxation 

 

(Ramkissoon & 
Mavondo, 2015) 

o To form place dependence, the place needs to be the best in 
providing affordances for recreational activities that people enjoy 

 

(Wynveen et al., 
2012) 

o To form place dependence, the place needs to be the best in 
providing affordances for recreational activities that people enjoy 

 

3.3 Practical implications of empirical findings in place attachment on placemaking 

The insights gained through this literature review of empirical findings in place attachment could 

help support the placemaking process. By focusing on those factors which have been found to 

correlate with place attachment, the process can be directed towards increasing sense of place 

through place attachment. Urban developers and those who initiate placemaking processes can use 

these insights to ensure that the needs of multiple stakeholders are embedded in the design of a 

place, placing focus on those aspects which have been found to have the most impact on place 

attachment. Through the implementation of this knowledge on place attachment, the planning and 

management of places can be aided and improved upon (López-Mosquera & Sánchez, 2013).  

When considering the concept of place attachment, there are a few aspects that can be focused on 

when it comes to predicting factors. While individual aspects such as years of residency or gender 

are not directly influenced through urban development, creating spaces that feel safe and promote 

social interactions is achievable. Since empirical research has shown that these aspects of a space or 
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neighborhood correlate to increased place attachment, it is advised to prioritize this when aiming to 

increase sense of place through place attachment in placemaking processes.  

When people experience a sense of safety in a location, they tend to have a higher level of place 

attachment to that place (Brown et al., 2003; Kamalipour et al., 2012). Besides providing general 

safety in a neighborhood when it comes to crime, there are also aspects of a place that can help 

generate a sense of safety. Outdoor lighting in public spaces, for instance, influences this sense of 

safety (Rea et al., 2017). Other aspects of a place that influence perceived personal safety concern 

the cleanliness and maintenance of a space (Brown et al., 2003; Kamalipour et al., 2012). When 

places are well maintained and clean, they are more likely to feel safe and lead to higher place 

attachment compared to run down places (Raffaetà & Duff, 2013).  

Besides safety, social aspects also correlate with place attachment (Brown et al., 2003; Kamalipour 

et al., 2012). While this may not directly be part of the physical characteristics of a place, places can 

incorporate features to stimulate social activities. This can be providing affordances for a 

conversation, such as benches to sit down, or open spaces that allow larger meetings. By creating 

places where people want to be, where they are drawn towards, allows for coincidental meetings 

and interactions between people within that place. Social benefits provided by a place have been 

highlighted as a significant factor in determining the level of place attachment people have to a 

place(López-Mosquera & Sánchez, 2013). Combined these findings suggest a focus should be put on 

creating spaces that stimulate and create affordances for this social cohesion. And this is not just 

embodied in a physical product but can already be addressed during the placemaking process by 

bringing different groups of people within the community together. 

Besides their correlations to place attachment, these social aspects of a place have also been 

identified as important predictors for place identity (Buta et al., 2014; Gu & Ryan, 2008; Uzzell et al., 

2002). One way place identity is shaped is through shared experiences and shared meaning of a 

place (Buta et al., 2014; Low & Altman, 1992). With this in mind, especially creative placemaking has 

high potential as a way to shape place identity since one way to endorse identity is through 

temporary physical interventions as socio-environmental devices (Cheshmehzangi & Heat, 2012). 

Setting up an event or festival is a well-used method in creative placemaking and creates a good 

environment for generating shared experiences among those attending.  

Another important aspect of place identity that was found in earlier studies is that an environment 

should reflect the values held by the community, as well as their identity in general (Cheshmehzangi 
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& Heat, 2012; Wynveen et al., 2012). Taking this into consideration, it is important to establish what 

these values and identities encompass. Thus, the placemaking process should start with gathering 

this information, mapping the values and needs of the community. It is important to involve the 

stakeholders early on, making sure they are heard and represented in the collective identity of the 

place. By incorporating this at the start of the process rather than later on makes it easier to have 

the environment reflect the identity of the people and stakeholders involved, which is important for 

endorsing place identity (Wynveen et al., 2012). 

The final concept considered is that of place dependence. As can be deduced from the definition of 

the concept, the most important factor in determining place dependence is that the place fulfills the 

needs of the people (Buta et al., 2014; Kasemets et al., 2019; Kyle et al., 2004; Wynveen et al., 

2012). To generate places with high place dependence, it is necessary to determine what those 

needs are. So again, the involvement of stakeholders early on should be emphasized as being a 

crucial aspect of efficient placemaking. However, while directly asking what people want from a 

place can be a good start, it is also important to reflect on the underlying needs. 

When looking at specific types of activities, places should mainly provide affordances for recreational 

activities (Ramkissoon & Mavondo, 2015; P. Williams & Soutar, 2009; Wynveen et al., 2012). This can 

range from simply creating space that allows for a specific activity, such as sports or a place to sit 

and read a book, to activity-specific structures, such as a basketball court, workplace, or community 

gardening. Important is that the place provides affordances for recreational activities that people 

can enjoy  (Ramkissoon & Mavondo, 2015; P. Williams & Soutar, 2009; Wynveen et al., 2012). A 

specific type of activity that has been found to positively correlate to place dependence is health-

related activity. Places that provide benefits for physical health through exercise or mental health 

through psychological relaxation have been found to be correlated to higher levels of place 

dependence (Kyle et al., 2004). Places that provide health benefits have been found to lead to 

increased place attachment in general (López-Mosquera & Sánchez, 2013).  

Concluding, several aspects of a place can be shaped in a specific way to increase place attachment, 

as well as place identity and place dependence. Important is the creation of places that provide a 

sense of safety and that create affordances for social interactions as well as recreational activities. It 

is important to use the needs, values, and identity of the stakeholders as a base during the 

placemaking process to gain the most benefit from these findings. 
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4 Part 2: Interviews 

Findings from the existing body of research were used to create an overview of the empirical 

literature, which forms the base for this thesis. Earlier research was also used to analyze case studies 

of placemaking implementation with the goal to determine if any aspects could be linked back to the 

concept of place attachment. Subsequently, findings in the literature were used to derive motives 

that could serve as input for the series of interviews with experts in the field of placemaking and 

urban planning. The interviews were used to validate findings and the potential for applying place 

attachment theory in the placemaking process. 

4.1 Interview set-up   

Using the empirical findings from the literature review as a base, interviews were conducted with a 

series of experts. The aim of the expert interviews was to gain insight into the application of 

placemaking as a concept in urban development projects, to determine common practices and 

aspects of the process deemed most important by experts, as well as to uncover aspects that need 

to be improved upon. These expert interviews were conducted with a total of five practitioners in 

the field of urban design and development, ranging from architects to consultancy agents. The 

interviewees were found online through platforms like LinkedIn and Stadmakers Online. Participants 

were approached via email requesting them to share their views and experiences regarding 

placemaking.   

The group of experts that participated in this interview consisted of M. Bol, architect and self-

proclaimed “city-maker” at Buro Kade, C. Jonkers, real estate developer and placemaker at 

Overmorgen, J. van der Kroft, process manager at municipality Zaanstad, A. Dekker, sociologist and 

urban planner at Placemakers, and S. Botterweg, partner at Urban Sync. These experts represent 

diverse views on the placemaking process as used in urban development, each with a different 

background and level of involvement concerning development projects.  

The semi-structured interviews started with a series of open questions to establish how the experts 

interpreted the main concepts of this study: “What do you consider placemaking?” and “How do you 

interpret the concept of place attachment?”. After this, their experiences with the concept in 

practice were discussed, as well as their view on specific aspects of the process. A full overview of 

the questions can be found in appendix A.  
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All interviews were conducted in the Netherlands between the 9th and 29th of October, 2020. The 

interviews were held in Dutch and lasted between 45 and 65 minutes. Interviews were conducted 

remotely using Microsoft Teams and were recorded in the same program. Participants were asked to 

keep their cameras on during the interview to allow for more natural interaction, but the collected 

visual material was not used during the analysis of the interviews. A back up audio recording of the 

interview was made using a digital audio recorder to ensure the material was available after the 

interview in case of any faults with the setup. During the interview, the interviewer was taking notes, 

which were used as a reference for follow up questions later in the interview. 

4.2 Analysis 

After conducting the interviews, all recordings were transcribed in order to allow processing for 

subsequent analysis. A thematic content analysis was conducted on the transcripts, revising the 

texts and highlighting the important sections of the interview which were to be used in the analysis. 

These sections were selected based on their relevance concerning the topics discussed. After 

selecting the relevant sections, these sections were coded, summarizing pieces of text in a more 

concise way. This resulted in a total of 482 codes, with 367 codes being uniquely phrased, although 

the scope of several codes may be similar. 

These codes were then collected in an Excel file and sorted into different themes. After multiple 

rounds of analysis, the codes were first grouped into 15 themes, which were then grouped until the 

final set of seven themes was decided upon, some of them consisting of sub-themes. The themes 

elaborate on the goal of placemaking, placemaking practices, the most important aspects of 

placemaking, and limitations in the current application of placemaking. The context of the themes is 

elaborated upon in the result section. 

4.3 Results 

The results from the data analysis resulted in a set of themes that link to the different subjects being 

discussed during the interviews.  

4.3.1 Activation of places and people  

The main goal of placemaking as indicated by multiple experts is activation. Activation being that 

spaces are turned into lively places where diverse groups of people come together and share 
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activities. This relates to the activation of both the physical place as well as the people involved, the 

stakeholders. Besides activating, it is also important to keep those people involved, creating long-

lasting engagement with the place and among stakeholders. As put by Jonkers, placemaking is 

something that can be used to give places an impulse, making a place a hotspot for activities. 

Placemaking should have an effect of attracting people to places, which in turn should lead to some 

form of attachment to the place.  

Placemaking is often used as a method to re-activate forgotten or underused places, places that 

have the potential to play a bigger role within the community but are currently being underused. 

Through placemaking, these places can get a new destination plan in which they are transformed, 

with the goal to create a place that holds value for the community. Generating a distinct image for a 

place can be used as a tool to attract people and bringing possibly forgotten places under the 

attention of the community and possible stakeholders, “really putting a place on the map”, as 

Jonkers put it. This promoting of a place is often done using temporary interventions, attracting 

people with events such as community BBQs or music performances.  

Besides the aims of general activation of a place and creating engagement among the stakeholders, 

each development project has its own goals and main questions to be answered throughout the 

process. These place goals can be defined by the different needs of the community, based on the 

requirements provided by the client, or a combination of both. While each place has unique needs 

and stakeholders, some frequent goals include generating a meeting place and creating a healthy 

environment, targeted at both mental and physical health.  

4.3.1.1 Placemaking is an ongoing process, not a temporary solution 

As beforementioned, the goal of placemaking is to generate a platform that consists of long-lasting, 

ongoing support, and engagement from the community. Thus, while there is often a goal to be 

reached with the placemaking process, there is no final product but rather an ongoing process. This 

requires the stakeholders to stay active and involved, even after experts have moved on to another 

project. Several experts even expressed that, in order for placemaking to be successful, it needs to 

result in ongoing change and long-term engagement. Van der Kroft stated: “Currently placemaking is 

being considered as a mere tool. I would like to state that if you make an area more attractive 

through applying placemaking in any way in that area, in the end, well there should not be an end.” 
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Some experts made clear that temporary interventions should be seen through to the point that 

they make a lasting impact, otherwise they do not do right to the philosophy and goals of 

placemaking. They are considered as palliative rather than leading to change and value creation. This 

was often mentioned when discussing methods in line with creative placemaking, such as setting up 

a festival or event. While such methods can be effective tools, the results should be utilized in order 

to result in ‘good’ placemaking. It was emphasized by all experts that placemaking should not be 

seen as a temporary tool, but something that takes place over the long term.  

4.3.2 Practical aspects of the placemaking process 

4.3.2.1 The starting phase is crucial 

While placemaking is an iterative, ongoing process, the starting phase was noted to be of high 

importance. Before any interventions can be made to a location, needs should be outlined. This 

involves both the ambitions and vision of the client and the needs as expressed by the stakeholders. 

These stakeholders range from a handful to several hundred people. Stakeholders include the 

people living in proximity to the place, future residents, businesses that want to settle there, 

property owners, and other people that are affected by the location. Placemaking goals should be 

set, although they do not need to be defined in detail, and a general concept should be drafted, 

addressing the vision for the development. Where some projects focus on the needs of stakeholders 

as a base, other projects are centered around a specific main question posed by the client depending 

on the assignment and vision of the client. The client is usually the property owner, when it concerns 

the development of public spaces this often is the municipality in which the space is located.   

At the start of the placemaking process, the location should be mapped out. Not only regarding the 

physical qualities of the space, but also the social aspects of the area and the needs of the 

community and other stakeholders. Regarding identifying the interests of the stakeholders, 

Botterweg mentioned the following: 

 “Based on the information from the community you start identifying everyone’s interests. So, 

you mostly listen, and only after that you start involving people, often within that area, asking what 

their ideas are, what it is people are missing.” 

 After the area is mapped out, any existing identity is conceived, and ambitions have been defined, a 

concept can be drafted and proposed to the client or used to start the implementation of 

interventions. By taking these steps at the beginning of the placemaking process, the process is 
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based on insights on the location, providing a strong base for the duration of the process. Otherwise, 

the lack of an overarching goal that the process works towards can lead to the outcome not 

achieving the activation it aimed for.  

4.3.2.2 Expert support and process facilitation 

While the involvement of stakeholders in both ideation and execution is an important part of the 

placemaking process, according to the experts, not all tasks should be carried out by the 

stakeholders. For successful placemaking in urban developments, experts have a role to play, which 

results in several responsibilities carried out by the experts rather than by stakeholders. The main 

responsibility of experts hired to carry out placemaking processes is guiding the process. Experts 

should support initiatives from the stakeholders, but generally, they will not be executing them. 

Execution is either done by the community, which can be beneficial in place activation, or by 

specialized contractors. 

While the experts came from different backgrounds and are involved with the placemaking process 

to a different degree, all indicated to have a supervising position within the larger scope of the 

process. This involves keeping track of the process, what has been done and what still needs to 

happen, collecting initiatives and ideas from stakeholders, and mediating between different 

stakeholders. Being brought in from outside of the community, experts are in a neutral position, 

which allows for them to moderate between stakeholders with different viewpoints or priorities.  

It was generally acknowledged that, while the community is the most important source of 

information when it comes to the needs and identity of an area, they are generally not experts 

concerning the strategic aspects of urban development projects. These tasks are the responsibility of 

the experts. They have knowledge about matters like paperwork, permits, and the financial side of 

these projects. The role of experts on this was also discussed by Dekker: 

 “What I always notice is that the residents don’t always know all the ways to receive grants, 

how to put together a strong program, so those kinds of responsibilities should be carried out by an 

external party.” 

Not only do most stakeholders lack the expertise to carry out these responsibilities, it generally 

should not be expected from them. It is the role of the expert to support stakeholder initiatives and 
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fulfill the more strategic tasks, while stakeholders get involved with the interventions that help 

activate the space.  

4.3.2.3 Consider the context of the location 

The physical location and environment of a place play an important role in providing information 

about the place, its identity, and how it relates to the community. To an extent, each setting 

influences the identity, and environmental factors, such as climate or proximity to water, provide 

specific affordances concerning the development. However, during the placemaking process, the 

setting plays another important role. Information about the environment, as well as information 

concerning the needs of the stakeholders, should be gathered within the local setting, requiring a 

hands-on approach. 

When questioned about their approach to gathering information on place identity and stakeholder 

needs, most experts indicated that they prefer to do this in the physical area of the development. 

This could be approaching people during their daily routine, inviting them over for a formal meeting, 

or setting up a fun event in the area. All these approaches emphasized the importance of gathering 

information in the physical context of the environment. As stated by Van der Kroft, “It isn’t 

something you can do from behind your desk.” When meeting with people in the actual 

environment, it places the conversation within a context.  

In some cases, it is not possible to gather the information on location, like when construction has 

started, or the area is not accessible to everyone at that time. In these cases, it is still important that 

the setting for gathering information is considered carefully. The setting should be informal and in a 

casual environment, in contrast to formal locations such as a city hall. The experience is that an 

informal setting makes people feel more at ease, which leads to them speaking their minds more 

freely when addressing their needs and providing input for the placemaking process. This can be 

further aided by making the setting a fun event or more interactive meeting, rather than a 

presentation for an audience.  

4.3.3 Participation 

The main aspect of placemaking that differentiates it from traditional urban development 

approaches is that it is based on participation. While experts can be brought in from outside to help 

guide the process, the experts agreed that bringing in stakeholders from the start of the 
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development helps achieve activation of the place, which is the main goal of placemaking. 

Placemaking is more of a bottom-up approach to urban development when compared to traditional 

approaches. Throughout all phases, stakeholders should be involved, both in the ideation process as 

well as in the execution of those ideas. Dekker stated that it should be prevented that the execution 

is done by experts from outside of the community, but rather that the stakeholders get involved. 

When stakeholders have a say in the process, the experience is that they are more willing to get 

involved in carrying out the ideas as well.  

By having stakeholders actively involved in the process themselves, rather than outsourcing all 

activities, people start building a relationship with the place. However, while getting stakeholders 

involved in the execution is important, it is more essential to involve the community throughout the 

decision-making process. Most experts emphasized the importance of making sure the stakeholders 

feel heard. The local community can be used as a source of information on matters like the local 

identity, shortcomings of the existing area, and requirements to support the needs of the 

community. While not all ideas brought forward by locals and stakeholders need to be incorporated 

in the final design, allowing them to speak their mind and provide input and ideas for the 

development is deemed to be of high importance.  

4.3.3.1 Stakeholders are not the expert 

Involving stakeholders in both the ideation and execution of the placemaking process is a good way 

to support place activation. However, quite likely, not all the necessary knowledge will be found 

among these stakeholders. Some aspects of the process benefit from involving experts, be it on 

financial matters, design aspects, or the physical implementation.  

While participation requires the involvement of the different stakeholders, not all responsibilities 

are shared equally among them. Some tasks fall to the experts or specific stakeholders, such as the 

municipality or project owner. When discussing her role as an expert, Dekker stated: “We organize 

and we help them and we are there for all the aspects that are our responsibilities, aspects that we 

don’t place on the residents or can’t place or shouldn’t place with them.” Some knowledge lies with 

experts or specific stakeholders and it should not be expected from the community to have 

knowledge about all the details that go into an urban development process. It is, however, still a co-

creation process in which the participation of all stakeholders is required for the most effective 

results.  
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4.3.3.2 Identity 

Identity was indicated to play a key role in placemaking, even considered to be one of the most 

important aspects of the placemaking process. All experts used existing identity as a base when the 

placemaking process took place in existing locations, redeveloping, and building on what was already 

there rather than generating a new identity from scratch. It plays a role in place activation, steering 

towards an approach suited to that place. In fact, the aim of placemaking should not be to redefine 

the existing identity of a place, but rather enhance it.  

An exception to the use of already present local identity is made when the existing identity is no 

longer in line with that of the community or prospected stakeholders. In this case, the community is 

involved to create an identity that is more in line with them, reshaping the place based on this new 

identity rather than building on the existing one. Another exception is made when there is no 

existing identity to depend on. This is the case for new developments that are not part of an existing 

community, either because there is none or because the place is and will not be connected to the 

adjacent area to that extent. For such developments, identity is determined by the intended users, 

such as future residents of the area. 

Some interventions are more pronounced in highlighting identity than others. Specific interventions 

can lead to a certain type of feeling, an example given by Jonkers considered the use of containers as 

temporary units and the industrial, ‘hip’ atmosphere it is associated with. In cases where identity is 

defined relatively broadly, it allows for a different range of options compared to more strictly shaped 

identities. Locations with a more generic character allow for a wide range of purposes and activities.  

However, the importance of maintaining cohesion was stressed by several experts, as there is still a 

general identity to be taken into account. 

4.3.4 Uncovering stakeholder needs 

The stakeholder needs are a central aspect of the placemaking process. Fulfilling the needs of the 

stakeholders is essential to successful placemaking, and often used as a starting point in the process. 

The most straightforward way that these needs are assessed is by involving stakeholders and directly 

asking them what they think should be done with a place. Different approaches to gain these 

insights include sending questionnaires, approaching people on the street, or setting up events at 

which people can give their input.  
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While requests and wants as expressed by the community can provide good insights into what 

would be beneficial to the development process, just asking stakeholders what they want or what 

their ideas do not cover the full extent of actual stakeholder needs. It was emphasized that it is 

important to not only listen to what the stakeholders themselves indicate as a need but to also look 

at the underlying needs of such a request. Where needs are often formulated through clear 

requirements, there can be a more fundamental need underneath such a request. Uncovering these 

underlying needs may point to different solutions, which are perhaps more suited to the situation. 

Illustrated by S. Botterweg was an example in which the request for a community garden came from 

a need for a place where women from the community could come together and share an activity. 

Similarly, an example was pointed out by Dekker concerning a request made by the community. 

 “You are researching some sort of deeper need under the support of the community, and it is 

important that you might not find that to be a library, but rather the idea of sharing knowledge or 

gathering young people and elderly in a room to enable a connection”. 

Specific needs that came forward during the interviews were those concerning the social aspects of 

place and community. In the interview, Dekker referred to the process of establishing needs as going 

back to the basics of human needs. “Those needs are communal, shared with everyone, and when 

you go back to those basic needs, then you can connect or create cohesion.” Cohesion and social 

aspects were deemed the most important needs to be considered as indicated by the experts. They 

were also indicated as a common result of most placemaking processes, since, no matter what the 

activity, bringing people together generates social interaction. 

4.3.5 Lack of measurement tools 

It remains one of the main issues with placemaking that the effectiveness of interventions and the 

success of the project is difficult to express in hard numbers. One approach is measuring impact, the 

extent to which the interventions have made changes to the environment, setting a baseline 

beforehand, and seeing how things have changed after placemaking interventions have been 

implemented. Other ways of measuring impact depend on goals that have been determined 

beforehand. Especially when project delivery constitutes a finalized building, the outcome is a clear 

deliverable. However, when considering how the value of a place has changed it is hard to measure 

how much impact the interventions have had compared to if they would not have been 

implemented. 
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The main issue with measurability in placemaking is the desire to measure something that has a 

value other than monetary worth. Placemaking often involves creating social value for the 

community, something that is hard to express in numbers. The success of the placemaking process is 

therefore something that is interpreted by the experts based on their experiences in earlier projects, 

applying their expert knowledge when evaluating the effectiveness of interventions have had. They 

look at aspects like increased inflow of people and general enthusiasm as expressed by the 

stakeholders as an indicator of the effect of placemaking, especially when it comes to activation of a 

space. As put by Bol: 

“I think placemaking is very hard to measure as a method. And often it comes down to a gut feeling, 

so, yeah, how I measure the outcome at this moment? Just based on the enthusiasm of people.”  

The experts expressed a desire for more dependable ways of measuring placemaking outcomes. 

When working with clients, proof of success is crucial. When the outcomes can be made measurable, 

they can provide feedback to the clients and show the relevance of their work. When the goal is to 

increase the implementation of placemaking as an approach to urban development, it is desirable to 

have proof in the form of standardized measurement tools to show the effectiveness of placemaking 

as a concept.  

4.3.6 Have a clearly defined understanding of placemaking 

The ambiguous nature of placemaking as a concept and the wide range of interpretations can lead to 

obstacles within the process. While it was indicated by the experts that it is not something that 

impacts them throughout the whole process, they all agreed on the inexplicit nature of placemaking 

as a limitation of placemaking. Problems resulting from discrepancies between the interpretation of 

placemaking are often the result of the clients not having a specific view on placemaking. This is 

resolved by letting the interpretation of the concept over to the experts. Other times past 

applications of placemaking by the experts are the reason they were requested for the process, 

leading to the view on placemaking from both parties is already in line. When there is some 

dissonance between the different views on placemaking within one development project, the 

experts indicated to make sure that at the start of the project there was consensus about the 

approach they would take with the placemaking process. This ensures no further obstacles during 

the development due to differences in interpretation of the concept. 
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4.3.7 Creative placemaking 

When discussing creative placemaking, it was agreed upon the concept being a part of placemaking 

rather than it being a different approach to the process, considering it as one concept. The 

distinction was made that, while all creative placemaking is a form of placemaking, not all 

placemaking is creative. Many of the tools that are generally considered part of creative 

placemaking, such as festivals and events, or art-based interventions, were coined as good ways to 

initiate engagement from stakeholders. Besides providing a steppingstone or kickstarting place 

activation, it is also an important tool to give new substance to a place in a creative way, setting the 

process apart from traditional urban development processes.  

One use of creative placemaking as highlighted by Bol is to use it as a sample testing, trying out 

several tools to see the impact before committing to larger-scale interventions. He highlighted this 

as one of the benefits of placemaking compared to traditional urban planning approaches, since it 

allows for trying out interventions on a smaller scale. This way, when it has proven to be effective, 

they can move on in that direction, and otherwise, the process course is easily adjusted with 

relatively few losses.  

Strengths of creative placemaking tools include what was coined as a “fun-factor”. It involves more 

creative ways of interacting with stakeholders, initiating activities, or collecting information for the 

placemaking process. Multiple experts suggested that creative approaches to bringing people 

together, rather than traditional meetings, help to attract a more diverse group of people, which in 

turn better represents the diverse stakeholders, but it also has the benefit of kickstarting 

engagement among those that attend such events. While it may not be the most efficient way of 

gathering data, such meetings lead to more than just gathering information. Also, it was pointed out, 

that as long as events involve fun and joy, even if the resulting data gathered is lacking, the losses 

are compensated by other benefits such as community activation or bringing the location under 

attention. 

While creative placemaking can be a good tool, the process should not stop at temporary events or 

be a mere aesthetic intervention of the space. S. Botterweg mentioned in her interview: “It can be a 

good tool to draw people toward a place, but it cannot be a hit and run. I believe that it needs a 

follow-up.”. So, while creative placemaking can be am approach to generate activation in the place, 

good placemaking requires more action. Any activation or engagement gained through creative 

placemaking should be put to use and seen through to have a long-lasting impact on the space. 
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Creative placemaking is one approach to place activation but considered only part of a larger 

process.  

4.4 Discussion 

The main goal of placemaking is the activation of people and places. Placemaking should result in 

lively spaces, places that attract people, and create affordances for activities that bring people 

together. Important in this activation is that, while placemaking interventions can provide an 

impulse to generate this activation, people should stay involved. Placemaking is not a temporary 

solution but should be seen as an ongoing process within urban development. The aim of this 

process is to create long-lasting engagement, both with the place as among stakeholders.  

The expert interviews highlighted several aspects of placemaking processes in practice. Two factors 

came forward as the most important aspects of placemaking, namely determining stakeholder needs 

and identity. Determining the stakeholder needs is important for creating targeted interventions 

aiming to fulfill those needs. It provides a solid base for the type of activities that a place should 

support and shapes the requirements for a place. The other important factor in placemaking is the 

identity of both the place and the community. It forms the base for the general process, with the 

aim of the development being to enhance the existing identity. Local identity needs to be in line with 

the identity of the community, with the space reflecting this identity and its values.  

When considering the practical aspects of placemaking, participation plays a central role in the 

process. With placemaking being a bottom-up approach to urban development, the involvement of 

the different stakeholders is key to both the decision-making process as well as the overall 

execution. Important is the first phase, in which information is gathered about the two previously 

discussed factors, stakeholder needs, and identity. This also ensures the involvement of different 

stakeholders at the start of the process, which can then merge with the participation by involving 

them in the decision-making process as well.  

While participation is central to activation through placemaking, this does not mean that all aspects 

of the process should be carried out by the stakeholders. While they should be engaged in aspects 

such as decision-making, idea generation, and to some extent the execution of the interventions, 

they are not responsible for all tasks. Some matters, like paperwork and municipal affairs, are the 

responsibility of the experts. They are also the ones facilitating the process, mediating between 

stakeholders, and making final decisions, especially when no consensus is reached among 
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stakeholders. Since the role of these experts is usually outsourced, they are an impartial party within 

the process, able to act in the common interest.  

The largest obstacle within placemaking as experiences in practice is the lack of measurement tools. 

While the concept itself could still benefit from a standardized definition, standardized 

measurement instruments are deemed of greater importance. Current measurement instruments 

focus on the monetary value created through placemaking. However, placemaking often provides 

social value as well, which is not easily converted into economic measurements. When it is possible 

to measure the outcome of placemaking with a measurement instrument, an objective estimate can 

be made of the effectiveness of the placemaking process.  

5 General discussion  

The aim of this research was to find theoretical grounding for placemaking as a concept by applying 

empirical findings on existing theories in environmental psychology, specifically the concept of place 

attachment. Placemaking aims to generate a sense of place (Sweeney et al., 2018). One of the 

theorized components that makes up this sense of place is place attachment, which concerns the 

positive emotional relationship people can have with a place. Placemaking as a concept is 

ambiguously defined and thus open for interpretation, which has resulted in large variations in the 

application of placemaking as an approach to urban development processes. After reviewing 

empirical findings on place attachment and findings from the expert interviews, place attachment is 

proposed as a candidate for theoretically grounding placemaking.  

Place attachment consists of two sub-concepts, place identity and place dependence. Both concepts 

can be linked to one of the two factors that form the base of placemaking, as found in the 

interviews, which were identity and stakeholder needs respectively. Place identity refers to the 

significance and meaning that the place holds to people (D. R. Williams & Patterson, 1999), while the 

factor of identity, as derived from placemaking practices, refers to the qualities and beliefs that 

make the place, as well as that of the community. In placemaking, the process aims to enhance the 

identity of the place. Empirical findings on place identity established that it is shaped through shared 

experiences and shared meaning of place, as well as by having the environment reflecting the values 

and identity of the community. The effectiveness of certain placemaking approaches, such as those 

found in creative placemaking, can be explained through this empirical evidence. For example, 
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hosting a festival where people can come together and have a shared experience linked to that 

location, or by commissioning an art installation which represents the community. 

The other two factors that align between placemaking and place attachment are stakeholder needs 

and place dependence respectively. Where the previous similarities are more conceptual, these two 

factors can be mapped onto each other almost one to one. Place dependence refers to the extent to 

which a place supports people’s needs (Buta et al., 2014), whereas in placemaking stakeholder 

needs are used to provide a reference for activities that should be facilitated by the place. In 

essence, placemaking aims to generate high levels of place dependence by aiming to fulfill the 

stakeholder needs as defined in the placemaking process. Empirical findings on place dependence 

highlighted the importance of affordances concerning recreational activities that a place should 

provide (Buta et al., 2014; Ramkissoon & Mavondo, 2015; Wynveen et al., 2012). The findings 

showed that it is important that these are activities that people enjoy, with a focus on those 

activities that promote physical and mental well-being (Kyle et al., 2004). This knowledge can be 

applied by taking care to involve stakeholders in the decision-making process, especially where it 

concerns the type of (recreational) affordances the place should provide.  

The literature on empirical findings in place attachment showed that it correlates with social ties and 

social control, a sense of safety, as well as a sense of community and sense of efficacy. Social 

affordances of a place determine the degree of place attachment people have to that place (López-

Mosquera & Sánchez, 2013). The importance of social aspects was also emphasized in the expert 

interviews when considering stakeholder needs, so it is crucial that a place can facilitate social 

relationships. Social interactions can be directly facilitated through physical interventions, such as 

providing a bench where people can sit and talk, but also simply through creating a versatile open 

space where people can come together. 

Sense of safety is essential to ensure people are attracted to a place and want to spend time there 

(Brown et al., 2003; Kamalipour et al., 2012). To aid in this, the placemaking process can take steps 

towards a space that feels safe, for example through providing open spaces, outdoor lighting, taking 

measures against future incivilities, and making sure that the place will stay well maintained in the 

long-term. The consideration of a sense of safety was not explicitly mentioned during the interviews. 

This could be because it is not deemed important, but more likely is that it is such an essential part 

of creating ‘good’ places, that it can be assumed as a necessity, rather than one of the aspects within 

placemaking.  
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Other aspects of place that correlate with place attachment are sense of community (Brown et al., 

2003) and sense of efficacy (Brown et al., 2003; Kamalipour et al., 2012). Insight into the importance 

of these factors is most beneficial during the placemaking process, rather than limiting to specific 

interventions. The experts emphasized the importance of people feeling heard throughout the 

process, the need to involve people in the decision-making process and allowing them to provide 

new ideas and input, and to make placemaking truly a participatory process. This does not mean 

that the stakeholders make all the decisions or generate all the ideas, but rather that experts 

facilitating the process make sure the input of the stakeholders is not neglected. This will result in an 

increased sense of efficacy in the stakeholders, both on the individual as well as on the community 

level. When this participation is done in a way that brings people together, this can also lead to an 

increased sense of community, as it is something that they accomplish together.    

5.1 Limitations  

For the literature review on place attachment, the aim was to provide a complete overview of the 

work regarding the concept of place attachment and its two sub-concepts, place identity, and place 

dependence. While a wide range of literature was covered, it might be the case that not all relevant 

papers were included in this study. When considering the correlational factors of the concept of 

place attachment, as well as place identity and place dependence, limited studies were found that 

showed a correlation between the concept and properties of the place. This could due to a gap in 

the literature regarding research on these correlations, or it could be that, despite the extended 

effort to include all relevant studies, not all were included in this research.    

The sample size of the expert interviews was limited, with only five experts being included in the 

research. This might have caused a poor impression of the general placemaking experience in 

practice. While saturation seems to have been met with the final sample size, as the content of the 

interviews was consistent overall experts, it would have been beneficial to have a more extensive 

representation of the experts in this field. This limited number of interviews was both due to a time 

constraint as well as due to difficulties recruiting participants for the current study. Since saturation 

seemed to be met with the collected data, no additional experts were recruited. 

A third limitation regarding the interviews concerns the subject-matter of the interviews. While the 

interviews provide a clear view on how placemaking is used in practice, perhaps more emphasis 

should have the focus should also have been put on the theory of placemaking as a concept. While 

this was discussed during the interviews, it could have been done more in-depth. Prompts to 
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elaborate were often illustrated with an example, which helped clarify the viewpoint, but did not 

always provide more insights into the conceptual aspects behind their placemaking approach.   

The current set up of the study was to first conduct an extensive literature review, followed up by a 

series of expert interviews. While this provided a solid base of knowledge for conducting the 

interviews, looking back it might have been beneficial to first conduct the interviews before the 

literature review. One of the goals for the interviews was to determine gaps in current placemaking 

practices where theoretical grounding in place attachment could benefit the process. In setting up 

and conducting the interviews, it is helpful to have at least a basic understanding of the subject. 

However, by first establishing those gaps, a more focused literature review could have been 

executed, which might have provided additional valuable insights in the operationalization of 

empirical findings on place attachment.  This could, of course, also have been achieved through an 

additional literature review after analyzing the interview data. This literature review should then 

focus on filling in the gaps as established in the interviews.  

5.2 Future research 

For future research, additional research should be conducted to determine the defining aspects of 

place concerning place attachment, as well as concerning place identity and dependence. Current 

literature on the subject remains limited and only considers correlations. Ideally, clear factors that 

generate place attachment would be defined, uncovering causal links between environmental 

factors and place attachment, resulting in a deeper understanding of how aspects of an environment 

directly influence people-place relationships. These findings would further support the placemaking 

process, as it would provide a focal point when aiming to generate place attachment through urban 

development.  

Another question that remains for future research is that of how to determine success and measure 

the value of placemaking outcomes. This limitation to placemaking became apparent in both the 

literature review as well as the expert interviews. As indicated in the interviews, placemaking 

generally leads to generating value in a way that is different from pure economic value. While 

aspects such as increased real estate value or revenue of catering on location can indicate a 

monetary value, the added social value remains out of grasp. Developing a measurement tool for 

determining what the outcome is of a placemaking process would greatly contribute to the wider 

application of this urban development approach.  Place attachment is an established concept with a 

history of measurement tools being developed. Place attachment is theorized as an important 
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component in sense of place, and in turn, generating sense of place is a goal of placemaking. By 

using place attachment and its corresponding measurement instruments as a foundation, current 

methods for measuring placemaking could be improved upon. 

5.3 Social relevance 

Placemaking as a concept is a promising approach to urban development projects, but in its current 

form, it remains difficult to generalize the process to ensure the desired level of activation is 

achieved as a result. Due to a lack of theoretical grounding and its general ambiguous interpretation, 

there are no standardized guidelines on how to implement placemaking. Through providing 

theoretical grounding for the placemaking process in empirical findings on place attachment, 

standardized guidelines for placemaking can be created. The reasoning for these guidelines will then 

be supported by theory and existing research. While some aspects of factors that shape place 

attachment are already incorporated in the placemaking process, such as hosting a festival to 

facilitate the creation of shared experiences, now these interventions can be supported by empirical 

evidence. Due to difficulties with measuring the outcome, theoretical support is often missing in 

placemaking projects. 

By creating a focused, theory-based form of placemaking, the placemaking process is brought one 

step closer to having standardized guidelines. While the process itself remains unique to each 

location and each group of stakeholders, tools within this placemaking process can become more 

effective and universal over the different processes. Insights in what factors are important for 

generating place attachment and shaping identity allow for effectively applying these tools, as well 

as provide an indication of the possible outcomes of an intervention beforehand.   

The need for good public spaces resulting from the global trend of urbanization requires urban 

development methods to create those spaces. Placemaking as a participation-based approach to 

urban development has many theorized benefits, which would aid in creating these good spaces. 

However, because the concept remains undertheorized, it is difficult to provide standardized 

guidelines or universal determinants of measuring its success. By proposing place attachment as a 

candidate for theoretically grounding placemaking, this research aims to support placemaking 

methods with empirical evidence. This step towards a more formal application of placemaking can 

help make the process more focused, allowing for a consistent utilization of placemaking. 
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6 Conclusion 

This research has provided a basis for grounding placemaking in empirical evidence on place 

attachment. Through literature review and expert interviews, these two concepts of placemaking 

and place attachment were found to align to a large extent, making place attachment a good 

candidate for this theoretical grounding of placemaking. The existing body of research on place 

attachment provides an overview of environmental factors that it correlates with. When considering 

the operationalizations of this knowledge, many methods are already being used in placemaking 

processes to some extent. These include interventions such as creating an environment for 

generating shared experiences, ensuring the place reflects community identity and values, taking 

action to fulfill stakeholder needs, and having the place provide social affordances. Still, by linking 

the two concepts, findings on place attachment provide empirical evidence as to why these 

approaches should be considered. This empirical evidence is something that the placemaking 

process currently lacks, due to difficulties with the outcome measurement of placemaking. To 

successfully apply placemaking in future urban developments, promoting an improved quality of life 

through public spaces, more research is needed on standardized measurement instruments of 

placemaking outcomes.  
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8 Appendix A: Interview scheme “Making sense of placemaking”  

General questions  

 Tell me a bit about your job 

o What is your specific role/function? 

o How long have you been doing this type of work? 

o At what level are you involved in urban development projects? 

Placemaking – definition 

 In your own words, can you elaborate on what placemaking means to you?  

o Is this something that has to be decided upon when starting new projects with other 

involved parties?  

o What aspects do you think have the largest influence when making use of 

placemaking as compared to other approaches to urban development? 

 Have you experienced differences between the theoretical view on placemaking and the 

concept being used in practice? If so, please elaborate.  

o Can you elaborate a bit on what aspects of placemaking experience the most diverse 

views and interpretations? 

 Are you familiar with the concept of creative placemaking? How do you compare this to 

general placemaking? 

Placemaking – experiences  

 How do you implement placemaking practices in the field? 

 What methods do you employ to involve the local community in the placemaking process? 

o Could you elaborate with experiences from practice? 

 How do you measure the outcomes of placemaking? 

o Do you use specific tools or measurement standards? 

o Are the goals set beforehand and used to measure success or is the process 

reviewed afterwards to determine this? 
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Placemaking – what works and what not 

 What aspects of placemaking seem to work well or yield good results? 

o Can you provide a specific example? 

o Have there been cases where this approach has not worked to the same extent? 

 In your opinion, what aspects of the placemaking process need to be improved on? 

 In which aspect of the process is involvement of the community most important?  

o Should they be involved in all steps? And to which extent? 

o If they could only be involved in one part of the decision making, which is most 

crucial? (social aspects, physical shape, design, color scheme, planned activities, ..) 

Place attachment, place identity & place dependence 

 In how far does the identity of the neighborhood/people play a role? 

 To what extent are needs of the intended users being considered? 

o Do they have a lot of say, extensive research, or top-down decision making? 


