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a b s t r a c t
Does the notion of organizational commitment apply to neighborhoods? Typically, sense of place is
examined in relation to belonging and identiﬁcation in communities, whereas organizational commitment is traditionally investigated in work settings. Based on apparent commonalities between the two
constructs, we hypothesized that (a) neighborhood residents would experience them similarly, (b) the
two constructs would be similarly associated with a physical variable (‘greenness’) and (c) individuals living in neighborhoods with more sustainable attributes would experience greater neighborhood (organizational) commitment, and a stronger sense of place. Neighborhood commitment and sense of place were
signiﬁcantly correlated, with moderate shared variance. Neighborhood commitment was signiﬁcantly
associated with the number of ‘green’ neighborhood attributes. Thus, neighborhood commitment and
sense of place appear to be similar but not identical constructs, suggesting that neighborhood commitment has distinct value as an environmental construct in community research.
Ó 2014 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.

Introduction
Neighborhood residents often experience a sense of place – a
strong, emotional connection to the physical surroundings of their
neighborhood. But might residents also feel a form of organizational commitment to their neighborhood? If so, to what extent
are these constructs experienced similarly? Might organizational
commitment add independent value to understanding social
functioning in communities?
The construct of organizational commitment resides in the
literatures of business and organizational/industrial psychology
as an attitude based on the degree of identiﬁcation with, or attachment to, the organization for which one works (Schultz & Schultz,
1998). It is ‘‘the relative strength of an individual’s identiﬁcation
with and involvement in a particular organization’’ (Mowday,
Steers, & Porter, 1979, p. 226).
Whereas, theoretical (Cresswell, 2009; DeMigilo & Williams,
2008; Foote & Azaryahu, 2009; Relph, 1976, 1997, 2008; Tuan,
1974, 1980) and empirical studies (Derr, 2002; Eyles, 1985; Eyles
& Williams, 2008; Hay, 1998; Jorgensen & Stedman, 2001, 2006;
Kaltenborn & Williams, 2002; Kaplan & Kaplan, 1989; Manzo,
2005; Shamai, 1991; Ulrich, 1981, 1984, 1986; Ulrich et al.,
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1991; Williams, 1998, 1999) explain sense of place as a multidimensional construct that describes an emotional connection to a
geographical environment, as well as to the values, symbols, and
cultural meaning given to the setting.
To clarify the construct of sense of place, Shamai (1991) argued
that it could be thought of as an umbrella term under which several
place dimensions reside. Because numerous similar place dimensions exist in place literature, Jorgensen and Stedman (2001,
2006) put forward a three-dimensional theoretical model of sense
of place that is individualistic in focus, treating places as attitude
objects while differentiating between the cognitive (i.e., perceptual), affective (i.e., emotional), and conative (i.e., behavioral)
domains.
Arguably, forming a ‘sense of place’ about an environment and
its meaning is an instinctive and phenomenological human experience (Relph, 1976; Seamon, 2012; Stefanovic, 1998). Indeed,
through this humanistic and phenomenological connection
between perception and meaning, researchers in a variety of disciplines (e.g., human geography, environmental and social psychology, sociology, health studies, urban planning, and urban design)
have investigated the notion of sense of place. Generally, those
who experience a strong sense of place toward a neighborhood
do not want to leave it because of the emotional, cognitive, and
conative elements of the relationship between themselves and
the setting (Casakin & Billig, 2009; Corcoran, 2010; Jorgensen &
Stedman, 2001, 2006; Williams & Stewart, 1998). This relationship
involves both the physicality of an environment, as well as the
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familiar social interactions that occur within it (e.g., Fried, 1963;
Hidalgo & Hernández, 2001).
The ways in which residents experience sense of place toward
their neighborhood may be similar to how committed employees
feel toward an organization. Arguably, organizationally committed individuals wish to be active, impactful players in their organization and contribute beyond what is expected, whether the
notion of ‘organization’ represents a workplace or a neighborhood. Although organizational commitment and sense of place
have been studied in different environments, the two constructs
appear to be grounded in similar conceptual frameworks. Intriguing analogues exist between the three components of organizational commitment (affective, continuance, and normative
organizational commitment; Allen & Meyer, 1987) and the three
components of sense of place (place attachment, place dependence, and place identity; Jorgensen & Stedman, 2001, 2006).
Thus, the hypothesis that organizational commitment overlaps
with sense of place, as experienced by neighborhood residents,
seems reasonable. However, the overlap may not be perfect; organizational commitment may be somewhat distinct, and therefore
add value to community research. The aim of this study is to take
the ﬁrst step in exploring the interrelations between these two
constructs.

Do the constructs of organizational commitment and sense of
place overlap?
Organizational commitment
Organizational commitment refers to how strongly an individual identiﬁes with, and becomes involved in, an organization
(Mowday et al., 1979). The construct is correlated with motivation
and satisfaction at work, and is characterized by acceptance of the
values and goals of an organization, willingness to exert effort for
an organization, and having a strong desire to remain afﬁliated
with an organization (Mowday, Porter, & Steers, 1982).
To further clarify organizational commitment, Allen and Meyer
(1987) developed a three-component model composed of affective,
continuance, and normative commitment dimensions. Affective
organizational commitment is deﬁned as an employees’ emotional
bond to the organization and is inﬂuenced by personal characteristics and experiences at work (Allen & Meyer, 1987). Those who
experience this component of organizational commitment accept
and identify with the organization’s goals and values (Bogler &
Somech, 2004).
Second, continuance organizational commitment is an employee’s perception of costs associated with leaving their workplace
and is based on the magnitude and number of investments the
employee has in the organization, together with a perceived lack
of alternatives (Becker, 1960; Farrell & Rusbult, 1981; Meyer,
Stanley, Herscovitch, & Topolnytsky, 2002; Rusbult & Farrell,
1983). The greater an individual’s perceived chances of obtaining
a different job, and the greater desirability of that alternative position, the lower an individual’s continuance organizational commitment tends to be (Bateman & Strasser, 1984). Although this may
seem like a negative aspect to the overall construct of organizational commitment, employees with strong continuance organizational commitment do experience a willingness to involve
themselves with, and invest effort on behalf of, the organization
(Bogler & Somech, 2004).
Third, normative organizational commitment is an employee’s
level of motivation or obligation to remain working with an organization. This component is based on feelings of loyalty, developed
through experiences prior to, and following, entry into an organization (Meyer et al., 2002; Wiener, 1982).
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The three components of organizational commitment are interrelated: employees with strong affective organizational commitment remain working for an organization because they want to,
those with strong continuance organizational commitment remain
because they feel they need to, and those with strong normative
organizational commitment stay because they feel they ought to
(Allen & Meyer, 1990).
Sense of place
Like organizational commitment, sense of place includes three
components: place identity, place attachment, and place dependence (Jorgensen & Stedman, 2001, 2006). Place identity is deﬁned
as individuals’ perceptions of their identity in relation to the physical environment (Proshansky, 1978). This component is generally
formed through patterns of conscious and unconscious ideas,
beliefs, preferences, feelings, values, goals, and behavioral tendencies relevant to the environment (Proshansky, 1978). Later,
Proshansky and his colleagues further explained that individuals
incorporate places into their larger self-concept during the development of place identity (Proshansky, Fabian, & Kaminoff, 1983).
The second component, place attachment, has been deﬁned as
the affective relationship between people and a place that goes
beyond cognition, preference, or judgment (Altman & Low, 1992;
Riley, 1992; Scannell & Gifford, 2010; Williams, Patterson,
Roggenbuck, & Watson, 1992; Williams & Stewart, 1998). Place
attachment can also refer to the richness of meaning that comes
with familiarity (Gold & Burgess, 1982).
Third, place dependence is an individual’s perceived association
(either positive or negative) between him or herself and a particular place (Stokols & Shumaker, 1981). This component has been
referred to as a person–place connection based on speciﬁc activities afforded by a setting (Schreyer, Jacob, & White, 1981). Often,
place dependence is formed after an individual evaluates how well
a setting might assist in goal achievement, given a range of alternatives (Jorgensen & Stedman, 2001). Thus, place dependence has
more to do with whether an environment allows for behavioral
goals to be attained, rather than whether strong emotions are felt
toward a place.
Like the three-component model of organizational commitment, the three sense of place components noticeably overlap,
but contain distinguishable elements (Bonnes & Secchiaroli,
1995). Interrelations among them are not fully understood
(Brown & Raymond, 2007; Hammitt & Stewart, 1996; Jorgensen
& Stedman, 2001, 2006; Kaltenborn, 1997) but several attempts
to articulate their links have been made. Jorgensen and Stedman
(2001, 2006) assert that place identity, place attachment, and place
dependence can be thought of singularly as ‘‘sense of place,’’ but
others posit that place attachment may subsume place identity
and place dependence (Altman & Low, 1992; Brown & Raymond,
2007; White, Virden, & van Riper, 2008). Jorgenson and Stedman’s
arguments in favor of their multidimensional framework of sense
of place appear strong and statistically viable. As they point out,
understanding the cognitive, affective, and conative framework of
sense of place can allow researchers to better ‘‘explore the potential for complexity in the concept’’ (Jorgensen & Stedman, 2006, pp.
317). Thus, for the purposes of this study, the three-component
model put forward by Jorgensen and Stedman (2001, 2006) is used
to conceptualize sense of place.
Complementary components of the two constructs
That both organizational commitment and sense of place consist of three components does not mean that the two constructs
are equivalent. However, their components appear sufﬁciently
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similar that an examination of their links seems warranted, and
this exam follows.
Place identity and normative organizational commitment
appear to be parallel components. Both result in a strong desire
to remain in a place because of socialization, obligation, and identity-forming experiences in that setting. For example, employees
who feel normative commitment toward an organization may do
so because a family member stresses job loyalty and a connection
between their identity and their profession. Similarly, someone
whose family has lived in a particular neighborhood for many generations may develop place identity toward that neighborhood
because of familial socialization, loyalty, and obligation.
Second, place attachment may be analogous to affective organizational commitment. Both serve as the emotional component in
their respective three-component models. Just as those who experience affective organizational commitment accept the values,
goals, and nuances of their organization, those who experience
place attachment accept the values, goals, and nuances of the place
to which they are attached. This is partly why residents of damaged or contaminated communities do not move away from the
area more often than residents of undamaged or uncontaminated
communities (e.g., Hunter, 1998).
Moreover, both place attachment (Manzo & Perkins, 2006) and
affective organizational commitment seem to manifest themselves
behaviorally in participation. People who experienced more place
attachment toward their neighborhoods interacted more with
other residents and watched over their communities more often
(Brown, Perkins, & Brown, 2003). Similarly, those who experience
strong organizational commitment engage in more voluntary participatory behaviors at work (Boiral, 2009; Bolino, Turnley, &
Bloodgood, 2002). Arguably, considering the emotional aspects of
sense of place and organizational commitment in neighborhood
research may help planners encourage residents to positively communicate, participate, and act upon community initiatives (Manzo
& Perkins, 2006).
Third, place dependence and continuance organizational commitment appear similar. Both constructs denote a perceived cost
associated with leaving a place or an organization. For example,
someone who feels place dependence toward a neighborhood containing amenities that offer goal attainment and behavioral satisfaction may assess the costs of leaving the area because of a lack
of a better alternative. This scenario is similar to believing that
the costs of leaving their organization outweigh the beneﬁts. Both
dimensions incorporate reliance for reasons that are not altogether
germane to that environment. Clearly, these two components represent some negative aspects in the larger constructs of sense of
place and organizational commitment. A person who experiences
place dependence does not necessarily feel positively about a setting, just as someone may experience continuance organizational
commitment because of a lack of alternatives combined with
feelings of investment.

Can organizational commitment be experienced at the
neighborhood level?
If organizational commitment can be experienced at the neighborhood level, then residents must in some way perceive their
neighborhood as comparable to an organization. Although the typical conceptualization of a neighborhood may not be similar to an
organization (e.g., individuals are not often remunerated for work
done in the neighborhood), perhaps residents experience a form
of organizational commitment when they identify with the values
and goals of the neighborhood. This may occur if residents notice
ways in which a neighborhood orders itself like an organization
(e.g., neighborhood advisory committee meetings, formal

discussions about planning issues and initiatives, social events,
fundraising initiatives, or dedicated positions that liaise with a larger municipal body).
More speciﬁcally, factors that inﬂuence the development of
affective organizational commitment in the workplace (e.g., interpersonal interactions, work experiences) have the potential to be
present in both workplace and neighborhood settings. Interpersonal interactions undoubtedly inﬂuence whether an individual
accepts, and ﬁts in with, an organization or neighborhood (and
the social communities within it). An individual’s previous experience living in other neighborhoods could also align with the antecedent factor of previous work experiences. Similarly, continuance
organizational commitment may be experienced in a neighborhood setting as a willingness to exert effort toward the neighborhood because of felt investment. A resident might become
involved in a community event, pick up litter, or use leisure time
to serve on a local committee. In these ways, continuance organizational commitment could be similarly experienced at work and
in the neighborhood. Normative organizational commitment may
also occur in a neighborhood setting if a resident strongly desires
to remain afﬁliated with the area because of personal, familial,
cultural, or organizational socialization similarly experienced in
an organization.
Given these analogies, something akin to organizational commitment is likely experienced by neighborhood residents to varying degrees, just as it is within organizations. Commonalities
between neighborhoods and work settings that foster strong organizational commitment support this argument. For example, organizations that encourage autonomy and engagement by providing
opportunities for employees to use their strengths or special abilities are more likely to have organizationally committed employees (Schultz & Schultz, 1998). Similarly, neighborhoods that offer
opportunities for residents to become involved and use their skills
toward making their neighborhood better (perhaps through community gardens, markets, or advisory committees) may foster
organizational commitment toward the neighborhood.
Participation in neighborhood activities is voluntary, but volunteerism is often found in the workplace as well. Strong organizational commitment experienced by employees has been
understood as a measure of psychological ownership for a place
(Pierce, Kostova, & Dirks, 2003) and can predict pro-social behavior
in work settings, speciﬁcally organizational citizenship behaviors
(OCBs) (Boiral, 2009; Organ, 1988). Characterized as discretionary
actions that promote effective functioning of an organization, OCBs
are not recognized by formal awards (Organ, 1988; Organ,
Podsakoff, & MacKenzie, 2006). They may include attendance at
non-mandatory meetings, becoming informed about organizational issues, and participating in social activities at the workplace
(Bolino et al., 2002). The greater an individuals’ organizational
commitment at work, the more effort he or she will be willing to
invest (Bishop, Scott, & Burroughs, 2000; Saal & Knight, 1988).
Thus, the positive correlation between organizational commitment
and OCBs may indicate that residents who experience organizational commitment for their neighborhood may also exert more
effort in performing OCBs in the area, although perhaps these are
better described as neighborhood commitment behaviors (NCBs)
in this context.

Neighborhood greenness as a test variable
Many researchers have examined physical features of urban
settings that might affect resident well-being (e.g., Fried, 1984;
Giuliani, 2003; Hur, Nasar, & Chun, 2010; Jirovec, Jirovec, &
Bosse, 1985; Kellert, Heerwagen, & Mador, 2008; Kweon, 1999;
Lord & Rent, 1987; Mason, 2010; Moser, 2009). In this tradition,
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we chose to test the hypothesis that a form of organizational
commitment and sense of place are experienced similarly in
neighborhoods that vary in sustainable or ‘green’ design
attributes.
Large-scale organizations, such as Leadership in Energy and
Environmental Design (LEED), the Green Building Certiﬁcation
Institute (GBCI), and the Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation (CMHC) use the word ‘‘green’’ to refer to housing, commercial
buildings, and neighborhoods that utilize eco-conscious practices
and emphasize occupant comfort and health. Why might
‘‘greenness’’ be associated with experiences of either organizational commitment or sense of place? Green design elements in
neighborhoods are known to affect attitudes and behaviors
(Beatley, 2008; Coley, Sullivan, & Kuo, 1997; Hur et al., 2010;
Kweon, 1999). For example, residents’ neighborhood satisfaction
increases with the amount of actual and perceived greenness in
the area (Hur et al., 2010). Parks and open spaces in neighborhoods
can build trust and social capital among neighbors (Mason, 2010).
In addition, neighborhood residents have reported stronger place
attachment with access to a garden (Sime & Kimura, 1988), and
residents who live on a quiet street are more likely to feel attached
to their neighborhood than residents living on a busy street (Pinet,
1988). These design aspects (e.g., trafﬁc calming and access to
green space) and others are included in the present study’s deﬁnition of a green neighborhood and may assist in the likelihood that
those in our sample will report some degree of neighborhood commitment and sense of place.
To summarize, the construct of organizational commitment
does not reside in the research ﬁelds of either environmental psychology or urban planning. However, Manzo and Perkins (2006)
point out that an interdisciplinary, holistic approach to studying
neighborhoods is ‘‘critical for successful planning and community
development efforts since community phenomena happen at all
of these levels simultaneously’’ (p. 336).
Our study ﬁrst focuses on whether the construct of organizational commitment (adapted as neighborhood commitment) and
sense of place are perceived similarly on – and across – three
seemingly parallel dimensions by neighborhood residents. Given
the parallels between their components, we hypothesized that
neighborhood commitment and sense of place would be positively
correlated. Second, as further evidence of the relation between the
two constructs, we hypothesized that both neighborhood commitment and sense of place positively associate with the number of
green design attributes in several neighborhoods. Through this line
of enquiry, we also intended to offer a better understanding of how
psychological constructs can inform the ﬁeld of urban planning
with respect to encouraging resident participation and engagement in local planning efforts.

Method
Participants
Eighty-four residents (26 males and 58 females, average age of
53 years) of three neighborhoods (Neighborhood 1: n = 24;
Neighborhood 2: n = 33; Neighborhood 3: n = 27) in a mid-sized
Canadian city were asked to complete a questionnaire about their
neighborhood organizational commitment and sense of place. Participants were recruited by sending 900 questionnaires, as unaddressed admail (a mailing format in which a return address is
included but mail is addressed to a ‘‘resident’’), to various letter
carrier routes within each neighborhood.
The average number of months participants had lived in their
neighborhood was 144.74, or 12 years, (SD = 122.85). Most participants owned their home (63%). An average of 2 other people
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resided in participants’ households (SD = 1.37) and the average
annual income of participants was C$78,500 (SD = $56,782).
One-third of participants reported a bachelor’s degree or a technical/vocational degree as their highest completed level of education. Eighteen percent had a Master’s degree, 17% had completed
some college, technical/vocational school, or university education,
13% had a PhD or professional degree, 12% reported having completed part of a post-bachelor’s degree, and 7% had a secondary
school diploma (see Table 1 for demographic differences between
neighborhoods).
Neighborhood details
According to census data, total population estimates for each
neighborhood (within the boundaries deﬁned by our study) were
quite different. Five-thousand one-hundred and seventy-seven
people resided in Neighborhood 1 at the time of data collection,
while 2353 lived in Neighborhood 2, and 744 in Neighborhood 3.
While a similar range of housing types (e.g., single-family dwellings, townhomes, condominiums, duplexes) existed in the three
neighborhoods, the number of single detached houses, townhouses, duplex, and apartments in each neighborhood differed. Neighborhood 1 (the most green neighborhood) had the most people
living in apartments (5290 residents), while Neighborhood 3 (the
least green neighborhood) had the lowest number of apartment
dwellers (110 residents).
Perhaps not surprisingly, Neighborhood 1 had fewer people living in single-detached homes (445 residents) than Neighborhood 3
(1170 residents). These data align with other census information
stating that 30% of all residents in Neighborhood 1 were property
owners and 70% were renters, whereas 38% of all those living in
Neighborhood 2 were owners and 62% were renters. In all of
Neighborhood 3, 92% owned their residence and only 8% rented.
Materials
Adapting organizational commitment to the neighborhood context
We adapted the Organizational Commitment Scale (Allen &
Meyer, 1990) to assess affective, continuance, and normative organizational commitment in neighborhood residents. In the new
Neighborhood Commitment Scale (see Appendix A), the 8-item
Affective Commitment Scale (ACS) assessed residents’ emotional
attachment to, identiﬁcation with, and involvement in their neighborhood. Similarly, the 8-item Continuance Commitment Scale
(CCS), and the 8-item Normative Commitment Scale (NCS)
assessed residents’ feelings of investment and loyalty toward their
neighborhood, respectively. One item from the original CCS and
one item from the original NCS were removed because of a lack
of relevance to neighborhood settings.
The word ‘‘organization’’ was replaced with the word ‘‘neighborhood’’ in all three scales. For example, the ﬁrst question of the
original ACS asks participants to agree or disagree with the statement, ‘‘I would be very happy to spend the rest of my life in this
organization;’’ in the adapted scale, the word ‘‘organization’’ was
replaced with ‘‘neighborhood.’’ Responses on the revised scales
were made on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree
(1) to strongly agree (7), as in the original scales.
Measuring sense of place in neighborhoods
The questionnaire included a modiﬁed version of the 12-item
Sense of Place Scale (Jorgensen & Stedman, 2001), which was originally used to measure participants’ thoughts, feelings, and behavioral commitments toward their residential lakeshore properties.
This scale is composed of 3 sub-scales for each component of sense
of place: a Place Identity Scale (PIS), a Place Attachment Scale
(PAS), and a Place Dependence Scale (PDS). The items were altered
to include the word ‘‘neighborhood’’ instead of the words
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Table 1
Demographic differences between neighborhoods.
Demographic variable

Year Born
Gender
Education
Months Lived in Neighborhood
Residential Arrangement
Residential Description
Number of Residents
Annual Household Income

N1 (n = 24)

N2 (n = 33)

N3 (n = 27)

Mean

SD

Mean

SD

Mean

SD

1956.13
1.75 (F)
4.29 (BD)
162.96
1.33 (Renter)
4.92 (Condo)
1.83
$46,312

16.35
0.44
1.37
146.05
0.48
2.19
1.13
$27,966

1961.24
1.73 (F)
4.67 (SPB)
156.47
1.94 (Owner)
2.64 (PH)
2.67
$87,045

13.64
0.45
1.41
110.44
0.43
1.45
1.43
$46,654

1959.48
1.59 (F)
4.67 (SPB)
114.22
1.74 (Owner)
2.59 (PH)
2.67
$96,666

13.84
0.50
1.66
113.36
0.53
1.22
1.39
$57,428

Note: N = Neighborhood; n = Number of participants who responded per neighborhood; SD = Standard deviation; F = Female; BD = Bachelor’s degree, Vocational/Technical
degree or diploma); SPB = Some Post-Bachelor’s degree; PH = Part of a house.

‘‘lakeshore property,’’ and were measured on the same 5-point Likert scale ranging from ‘‘strongly disagree’’ to ‘‘strongly agree.’’ For
example, one question asks participants to agree or disagree with
the statement ‘‘My lake property says very little about who I
am.’’ In this study’s revised version, the item states ‘‘My neighborhood says very little about who I am.’’

middle level of greenness. Neighborhood 1 scored 25 on the GNS,
Neighborhood 2 scored 19, and Neighborhood 3 scored 12.
After the neighborhoods were chosen, questionnaires were sent
to residents with an implied consent form and a self-addressed
postage-paid envelope to return the completed questionnaire.
Results

Measuring neighborhood greenness
To objectively measure environmental and social sustainability
in a neighborhood setting, we created the Green Neighborhood
Scale (GNS) (see Appendix B). Its 18 attributes reﬂect characteristics of green neighborhoods taken from the United States Green
Building Council, CMHC, and Kellert et al. (2008). Points on the
scale were awarded for each attribute the trained observers
noticed in each neighborhood. For example, 1 point was awarded
if the existence of a community market event was clearly communicated through signs. A neighborhood could score above 18 on the
scale if several of one particular attribute was observed.
In many communities, residents have a regular meeting place
that incorporates social interactions such as eating, drinking, and
selling goods and services (Bechtel, 1987). Thus, green attributes
were counted inside a radius of a half-mile, or 800 m (approximately 10 min walking distance), from a chosen central meeting
place in each of the three neighborhoods. Each landmark served
as the neighborhood’s behavioral focal point (the behavior setting
most accessible to the largest number of people in a geographical
area) (Bechtel, 1987).
People often disagree about the boundaries of their neighborhood (Guest & Lee, 1984). To avoid responses pertaining to an area
outside a neighborhood’s boundaries, the questionnaire included a
street map of the appropriate neighborhood illustrating its behavioral focal point. Questionnaires also included instructions to
answer by visualizing the neighborhood as ‘‘spanning a 10-minute
walk from the central point indicated by the ‘A’ on the map.’’
Procedure
Initially, six urban neighborhoods were observed by two trained
researchers to determine the number of green attributes in each
area. They walked for 10 min in four directions from an obvious
behavioral focal point in each neighborhood and used the GNS to
assign points. Observers agreed on the number of attributes in each
neighborhood after discrepant observations were discussed and
reconciled in the ﬁeld. Thus, no inter-rater reliability measures
were necessary because both observers agreed upon each neighborhood’s score on the GNS. The two neighborhoods with the highest and lowest number of GNS points were included in the analyses
(referred to as Neighborhoods 1 and 3, respectively; see Figs. 1–3).
The neighborhood with the third-highest number of green attributes (referred to as Neighborhood 2) was chosen to represent a

Scale reliability
The new Neighborhood Commitment Scale and the Sense of
Place Scale both had very good internal consistency, a = .84 and
a = .87, respectively. The neighborhood commitment sub-scales
(ACS, CCS, and NCS) were also reliable (a = .83, a = .85, and
a = .76, respectively). The reliabilities of the sense of place
sub-scales (PAS, PDS, and PIS) were a = .83, a = .79, and a = .67,
respectively (see Table 2 for means and standard deviations).
Relations between Neighborhood Commitment and Sense of Place
As predicted, the overall Neighborhood Commitment Scale and
the overall Sense of Place Scale were signiﬁcantly correlated
(r = .61, p < .001). Thirty-seven percent of their variance was
shared. This suggests that residents experience neighborhood commitment and sense of place in statistically signiﬁcant ways, with
moderate substantial overlap.
At the subscale level, place attachment and affective neighborhood commitment were positively associated (r = .65, p < .01) and
place dependence was positively associated with continuance
neighborhood commitment (r = .30, p < .01), as expected. However,
place identity was not strongly associated with normative neighborhood commitment (r = .18, p > .05).
Relations with objective neighborhood greenness
Pearson correlations were also performed to learn whether
neighborhood commitment and sense of place were similarly associated with an objective physical variable, neighborhood greenness. As hypothesized, neighborhood commitment signiﬁcantly
associated with the number of green neighborhood design attributes (r = .25, p < .05). Sense of place was not signiﬁcantly associated with neighborhood greenness (r = .20, p > .05), but the two
correlations are quite similar and not statistically different from
each other (t = 0.53, p > .05).
Discussion
The primary objective of this study was to assess the distinctiveness of organizational commitment and sense of place as experienced by neighborhood residents. We hypothesized that the two
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Fig. 1. Photograph of Behavioral Focal Point in Neighborhood 1.

Fig. 2. Photograph of Behavioral Focal Point in Neighborhood 2.
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Fig. 3. Photograph of Behavioral Focal Point in Neighborhood 3.

Table 2
Descriptive statistics.
Variable

Mean

Standard
deviation

Affective Commitment
Scale
Continuance Commitment
Scale
Normative Commitment
Scale
Neighborhood Commitment
Scale
Sense of Place Scale
Place Attachment Scale
Place Identity Scale
Place Dependence Scale
Year Born
Gender
Education

4.68

1.21

3.61

1.59

2.25

1.01

3.56

0.88

3.53
3.83
3.54
3.21
1959.21
1.69 (Female)
4.56 (Some Post-Bachelor
degree)
144.74

0.71
0.86
0.77
0.91
14.50
0.47
1.48

1.70 (Home owner)
3.27 (Part of a house)
2.43
$78,500

0.53
1.92
1.37
$50,249

Months Lived in
Neighborhood
Residential Arrangement
Residential Description
Number of Residents
Annual Household Income

122.85

constructs would be positively correlated, given the apparent commonalities between their components. Overall, residents’ experiences of neighborhood commitment and sense of place appear to
be very similar, although not identical. As expected, a signiﬁcant
positive association was found between them, as well as between
two of three pairs of components (place attachment was signiﬁcantly associated with affective neighborhood commitment, and
place dependence was signiﬁcantly correlated with continuance
neighborhood commitment, but place identity and normative
neighborhood commitment were not signiﬁcantly associated).
Reasons why this pair of components did not correlate signiﬁcantly

may be rooted in the exploratory nature of the study, or a need for
a larger sample size. Another possibility is that organizational commitment and sense of place correlate best as omnibus constructs,
rather than at the level of their components.
Future investigations of subjective and objective measures of
neighborhood commitment are needed to clarify the extent to
which the construct differs from sense of place. Moreover, questions should be asked in future studies about speciﬁc attitudes
and behaviors that best account for residents’ experiences of
neighborhood commitment. A combination of both qualitative
and quantitative research would also offer information about
tangible implications to urban planners, designers, and policymakers.
For example, because employees who feel strong levels of organizational commitment engage in more voluntary, pro-social
behaviors at work (OCBs), the analogous construct of neighborhood commitment may well have value in the search for
understanding pro-social or pro-environmental behavior in communities. Similarly, an inverse relationship between organizational
commitment and turnover intention in the workplace has been
found (Balfour & Wechsler, 1996; Porter, Steers, Mowday, &
Boulian, 1974). Perhaps a comparable association exists between
residents’ intentions to remain in a neighborhood toward which
they feel strongly committed.
Thoughts and attitudes of neighborhood residents about the
local places they interact with often can impact behavior and,
subsequently, affect the likelihood of their participation in local
planning efforts (Manzo & Perkins, 2006). Generally, when urban
planners consider place meanings important to residents, planning
and development initiatives are better understood or received by
the public (Manzo & Perkins, 2006). In turn, research on sense of
place and neighborhood commitment may aid urban planners in
predicting who may become involved in civic efforts, as well as
why residents comply with, or resist, changes to their community
(Manzo & Perkins, 2006).
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Additionally, understanding more about the antecedents and
outcomes of neighborhood commitment and sense of place may
help planners prioritize ideas and projects to enhance citizen
engagement and suggest how resources are allocated. For example,
research on urban resilience is becoming more important in planning literature and policy (Desouza & Flanery, 2013; Jabareen,
2013; Lu & Stead, 2013; Newman, Beatley, & Boyer, 2009;
Stumpp, 2013). Resilient cities have a governance structure in
place to mitigate and adapt to infrastructural, environmental,
social, cultural, and economic stressors (Desouza & Flanery,
2013). Resilient cities also contain communities offering a high
quality of life for residents (Newman et al., 2009). Perhaps studies
about how and when to measure neighborhood commitment can
assist in creating urban resiliency by predicting different behavioral outcomes (e.g., neighborhood citizenship behaviors) over
and above studies that consider only sense of place.
The second purpose of this study was to use neighborhood
greenness as an objective test variable for the hypothesis that if
neighborhood commitment and sense of place are similar constructs, they should relate in the same way to an objective variable.
We predicted residents’ experiences of both neighborhood commitment and sense of place would increase as the number of green
neighborhood attributes increased. Both constructs’ correlations
with neighborhood greenness were positive, and quite similar. This
ﬁnding indicates that the Neighborhood Commitment Scale can
offer useful information when used alone or concurrently with
the Sense of Place Scale.
The construct of neighborhood commitment, as adapted from
organizational commitment, has not been previously used in community research. The positive association between this construct
and neighborhood greenness compels further investigation about
how this relationship can be clariﬁed and used in urban planning.
Resident involvement in neighborhood sustainability action plans,
advisory committees, or perhaps more hands-on contributions
such as a litter pick-up program, or tending to a community garden, may be best promoted if the inﬂuences of neighborhood commitment on resident behavior are better understood. For example,
existing research indicating signiﬁcant relations between the construct of sense of place and sustainable neighborhood attributes
could be replicated to measure the degree to which neighborhood
commitment is affected by speciﬁc green aspects, such as access to
garden space (as per Sime & Kimura, 1988), quiet streets (as per
Pinet, 1988), or dwelling type (as per Riger & Lavrakas, 1981).
In sum, people form bonds with the meanings they have projected upon places. For an objective feature of a neighborhood to
affect a resident’s neighborhood commitment or sense of place, it
ought to hold a positive meaning. In particular, place attachment
is not based totally on the physicality of an environment, but also
on familiar social interactions that occur within it (e.g., Fried, 1963;
Hidalgo & Hernández, 2001). Residents with more social ties in
their neighborhood feel more attached to it (Mesch & Manor,
1998); this attachment is partially based on routine social neighboring behaviors (e.g., smiling, saying hello, Woldoff, 2002). Such
behavior ﬁts with this study’s deﬁnition of green neighborhoods
as amenable and village-like, affording opportunities for residents
to recognize and interact with each other. Thus, continuing to
research the extent to which neighborhood commitment and sense
of place are related to the number of green design attributes in a
neighborhood may indicate to researchers and planners how
residents interpret the meaning of social and environmental sustainability in their community.
Limitations
One drawback to this study is the low response rate (9%) that
may suggest the sample was biased toward residents who felt
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strongly committed to their neighborhood. The extent of such a
bias can only be veriﬁed by supplementary work. In addition, only
three neighborhoods were included in the analyses. Future studies
should investigate associations between neighborhood commitment and sense of place with a larger sample in more neighborhoods with broader ranges of green attributes (e.g., areas
purposefully designed to be environmentally sustainable versus
rural or suburban areas), as well as neighborhoods that present
more socioeconomic diversity. Similarly, considering how multiple
sociocultural groups experience neighborhood commitment and
sense of place should be initiated in future research. Nevertheless,
our aim was to explore whether the hypothesized relationships
existed at all, not to prove they are universal.
Conclusions
This exploratory study represents a departure from the traditional approach of researching organizational commitment in the
workplace by testing whether the construct provides a unique
and valuable contribution to sense of place literature. Sense of
place is typically used to gauge residents’ affective, cognitive, and
behavioral experiences at the neighborhood level. Findings show
that considering neighborhood commitment, as adapted from
organizational commitment, in addition to sense of place, is worthwhile. Questions measuring both constructs appear to yield a fuller
account of how individuals feel about their neighborhoods; they
seem to experience neighborhood commitment and sense of place
similarly. That the two constructs are not identical suggests that
neighborhood commitment needs to be researched further.
Because neighborhood residents’ willingness to participate in community initiatives, as well as work to improve and protect their
neighborhood, are often inﬂuenced by their emotional commitment to places (Brown et al., 2003), exploring how these two psychological constructs enrich understanding of the neighborhood
experience and predict other outcomes, such as pro-social and
pro-environmental behaviors, seems prudent for social scientists
and urban planners.
Appendix A. Supplementary material
Supplementary data associated with this article can be found,
in the online version, at http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2014.
04.008.
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