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Based on responses to a survey of international migrants and Norway-born residents in three rural municipalities,
this article analyses place attachment at various levels of scale. It compares international migrants to Norwegian-
born internal migrants and local natives. Three questions are addressed: 1) Are there differences in the three
resident categories’ levels of place attachment at different levels of scale?; 2) What are the predictors of place
attachment, and is being a migrant a predictor in its own right? and 3) Are the predictors of place attachment the
same for international migrants, internal migrants and local natives, and for different levels of scale? After

controlling for other factors, the study found that all three categories have similar place attachment levels to the
local scales. However, place attachment predictors differ, and predictors of place attachment have different
relevance on different scales for the three categories. Institutional trust, usually not addressed in the research
tradition, predicts place attachment for all categories.

1. Introduction

In the past two decades, there was a strong increase in international
migration to rural places in Norway and other European countries,
especially due to a diversification of labour migrants’ settlement pat-
terns after the 2004 EU enlargement (Ostby et al. 2013; Rye 2017;
Woods 2016). The demographic changes have been accompanied by
growing research attention (for edited volumes and research overviews
see e.g. Kordel et al. 2018, Jentsch and Simard 2009, Rye and O’Reilly,
2020, Hedberg and do Carmo 2012, McAreavey 2017, McAreavey and
Argent 2018, Rye and Scott, 2018, Rye and Holm Slettebak, 2020).

Some central topics researchers have addressed are policy-related (e.
g. Jones 2019); macro-level explanations for the increased in-migration
(see e.g. Dufty-Jones 2014; Jentsch and Simard 2009); the impact of the
in-migration on rural regeneration and regional development (e.g.
Stockdale 2006; Woods 2016); the experiences of international migrants
(Woods 2016; Rye 2017; Stachowski 2020) and longstanding locals’
attitudes towards the new residents (Zahl-Thanem and Haugen, 2019;
Moore, 2021; Kasimis and Papadopoulos 2005; Sole et al. 2014). This
article contributes to this growing research by addressing a relatively
underexplored issue, namely the place attachment of international mi-
grants who live in rural areas. We do this based on survey research
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findings from three rural Norwegian municipalities. The place attach-
ment of international migrants is compared with that of internal mi-
grants and local natives (i.e., people who have grown up locally). We
address three major research questions in the article:

1) Are there differences in the three resident categories’ levels of place
attachment at different levels of scale?

2) What are the predictors of place attachment, and is being a migrant a
predictor in its own right?

Are the predictors of place attachment the same for international
migrants, internal migrants and local natives, and for different levels of
scale? In addition to the article’s contribution to research on immigra-
tion to rural areas, it contributes to two other research traditions,
namely place attachment research and migration studies. Concerning
place attachment, we add to the relatively few studies that investigate
the same individuals’ place attachment to more than one scale (e.g.
Hummon 1992; Lewicka 2011a). Additionally, we bring international
migrants into the picture, as most place attachment studies concerns
internal migration (often within the same city) and recreational mobility
(Lewicka 2011Db). In doing so, the article simultaneously adds to
migration research, where there have been calls for a closer integration
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Table 1
Key characteristics and survey information about the three municipalities.
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Population International migrant Main Total International Internal Natives  Largest migrant
(rounded) share (%) industries respondents migrants migrants backgrounds
North 10 000 14.9 Public services 441 238 131 72 Russia
Finland
Estonia
West 9000 15.2 Maritime 416 216 120 79 Poland
Coast industry Germany
Thailand
Inland 6000 15.4 Tourism 340 139 136 63 Poland
Denmark
Sweden

Sources: Statistics Norway and Immigrants to Rural Areas survey.

of research on internal and international migration (see King and Skel-
don 2010, Wimmer and Glick Schiller, 2003). We contribute both
empirically and theoretically to such an integration. Empirically, we
include both internal and international migrants in the respondent
sample. Theoretically, we apply the place attachment framework to also
analyse international migrants’ post-migration processes. The place
attachment framework is useful for analysing both internal and inter-
national migrants belonging processes. However, quite few empirical
studies on international migrants explicitly use the framework (excep-
tions include Trabka, 2019, Torunczyk-Ruiz and Brunarska 2018; Glo-
rius et al., 2020; Kohlbacher et al. 2015; Peters et al. 2016). Finally, we
add to international migration research through this study’s implicit
attention to why people stay in a locality, as place attachment is asso-
ciated with a likelihood of staying (Lewicka 2011b; Hernandez et al.,
2007). International migration research generally gives more attention
to why people migrate than why they stay even though migrating is the
anomaly (e.g. King 2012; Hammar and Tamas 1997). This focus is also
seen in research on post-migration issues. An extensive research body
exists on return migration, but comparatively less attention has been
directed towards why migrants stay in their new places of residence.

2. Data and methods

The analysis is based on data from a survey that was carried out in
three Norwegian rural municipalities during the months of September
and October 2014. The sample was drawn and the survey carried out by
the professional pollster Respons Analyse. A total of 593 international
migrant respondents and 604 Norwegian-born respondents participated
in the survey. To reach as many international migrants as possible, all
permanent residents with this background received an introduction
letter and a questionnaire which they could fill out on paper and return
by post or fill out via the Internet. Norwegian-born respondents were
interviewed by phone. Many efforts were made to increase response
rates, which varied between 22 per cent and 25 per cent in the three
municipalities, something we consider to be acceptable given the often
hard-to-reach category of respondents approached (Reichel and Morales
2017). While we operated with respondent quotas based on sex and age
for the Norwegian-born respondents, we could not control who
responded for the international migrant category. Thus, we ended up
with some underrepresentation of respondents in the younger age
group. Furthermore, we cannot exclude some systematic underrepre-
sentation of certain groups, such as migrants with weak Norwegian
language skills, who are less likely to respond to a survey invitation.
However, respondents could fill out the questionnaires in Norwegian,
English and the most spoken languages of international migrants in the
three localities: Polish, Somali and Russian. For a detailed report on the
survey methodology and implementation, including an analysis of
drop-outs, see Respons (2019).

It should also be noted that many migrants with longer residence
times who participated in the study probably have stayed exactly due to
strong place attachment, and that some migrants with weaker place
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attachments could not be reached since they had already left. Further-
more, it may also be that both natives and migrants with stronger local
attachment were more interested in participating in the survey, as the
attachment may reflect in a closer involvement of what goes locally.

The rural municipalities had been selected to represent different
parts of Norway (West Coast, Far North, Eastern Inland). Furthermore,
for comparative purposes we wanted municipalities with similar, and
rather substantial proportions of international migrants. Another se-
lection criterion was that the municipalities should have comparable
population sizes. Meanwhile, we included municipalities that repre-
sented variation in terms of main industries and international migrant
backgrounds. Table 1

The local reception atmosphere influences migrants’ belonging/
place attachment processes (Hickman and Mai 2015, cf. Ralph and
Staeheli 2011, 523-524, Castaneda 2018) and hence is important
contextual information. As a broad pattern, the survey and other sub
studies of the larger research project found that longstanding locals did
not tend to be hostile or negative to international labour migrants. On
the contrary, many expressed positive views on international labour
migrants, at least if they contributed in locally valorised ways to the
local labour market and civil society. Meanwhile, longstanding locals’
attitudes to refugees were somewhat less positive (Sgholt et al. 2018;
Berg-Nordlie, 2018; Lynnebakke 2020a).

The Norwegian-born categories of local natives and internal mi-
grants are derived from a survey question on the respondents’ connec-
tion to the municipality, where respondents who are born in and have
lived in the municipality all of their lives are considered natives,
whereas people who have moved to the municipality for the first time or
have previously lived there before moving back are considered internal
migrants. For international migrants, in some of the analyses we
differentiate between refugees (12%), labour migrants (34%), family
migrants (35%) and others/unknown (1 9%).!

Descriptive results (bivariate analysis) pinpoint similarities and dif-
ferences between different categories of respondents in the three mu-
nicipalities. This is followed by linear regression analysis that enables us
to study the effects of each of the variables in the models after con-
trolling for other variables that may have an effect on people’s place
attachment. Finally, a second linear regression analysis looks into
possible differences between the international migrant categories.
Descriptive statistics for all independent variables used in the regression
analyses can be found in Appendix 1.

! Though these categories are broad and may hide considerable internal
variation (e.g., a refugee joining her family or a Swede marrying a native both
belong to the ‘family migrants’ category), the number of respondents is too
small to refine the categories further.
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3. Place attachment
3.1. Predictors of place attachment

In this section, we outline previous relevant place attachment
research, focusing on predictors of place attachment, mobility and scale.

Place attachment has been defined as ‘bonds between people and
place based on affection (emotion, feeling), cognition (thought, knowl-
edge, belief) and practice (action, behaviour), as variable at different
scales, and enhanced through time’ (Gustafson (2006: 19), quoted in
Barcus and Brunn 2010, 283). Studies have identified many predictors of
place attachment, which can interact. In a review of 40 years of research,
Lewicka (2011b) organises predictors of place attachment into
socio-demographic, social, and physical-environmental factors. Some
central sociodemographic predictors include length of residence, gender,
age, mobility and class. Length of residence has been found to be an
especially strong predictor of place attachment (Lewicka 2011b).
Studies show that length of residence can be mediated by several factors,
including local social ties, home ownership and safety (Hernandez et al.,
2007, 311).

Regarding social predictors, local social ties (sometimes referred to as
local social capital) has been particularly studied, and ‘consistently
found to positively predict place attachment’ (Lewicka 2011b, 217), as
has also been the case for the predictor sense of security (Lewicka
2011b). Concerning physical factors, quiet areas and pleasant-looking
buildings and green areas have been connected to place attachment on
the neighbourhood level (Lewicka 2011b). Physical factors can influ-
ence place attachment both due to an appreciation of the physical fac-
tors as such, or because physical factors can act as mediators for social
ties, for example as meeting places (Lewicka 2011b; Stedman 2003).

3.2. Place attachment and mobility

There have been extensive theoretical discussions within the social
sciences concerning how mobility affects place attachment. The topic has
been addressed to a much lesser extent empirically. Gustafson (2009,
2013) argues that an underlying assumption in a lot of research is that
there is a contradiction between mobility and place attachment, and that
more mobile persons are more weakly attached to places. However, thus
far, studies have found that highly mobile people can be strongly attached
to places. This goes against common expectations of social theorist such as
Manuel Castells and Zygmunt Bauman (Gustafson 2013). Furthermore,
studies have shown that new residents may develop place attachment
after a relatively short time (Gustafson 2009; Savage et al. 2005).

Gustafson underscores that the effects of mobility on place attach-
ment may differ for different types of mobility and on different scales.
Furthermore, frequency, distance and the duration of the mobility likely
matters for how mobility affects place attachment (Gustafson 2009).
Studies on internal and international migration show how mobility can
lead to attachment to several places (e.g. Samers and Collyer 2017;
Vertovec 2004; Pollini 2005). In regards to how mobility affects bonds to
one particular place, studies (on internal residential migration) have had
less conclusive findings (Lewicka 2011b), and there is a need for more
research.

Gustafson (2013) underscores that people can attach to places for
different reasons and through different processes. He points to several
overlapping typologies launched by researchers to account for different
paths to place attachment. These typologies differentiate between place
attachment based on active involvement, where the attachment is a
more conscious choice, versus place attachment marked by a more
taken-for-granted attitude. For example, Hummon (1992) has differen-
tiated between ideological and everyday rootedness.” His qualitative

2 Hummon's typology comprises five different ways people relate to places.
Here, we focus on the two forms of place attachment within this typology.
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research showed that whilst both forms of attachment are strong,
ideological rootedness results from a conscious choice. In Hummon’s
findings, the two forms of attachment/rootedness were associated with
different mobility experiences: whereas ‘everyday rootedness charac-
terized people who took their residence place for granted, were little
mobile and thus had scarce opportunities to compare their city with
other places, ideological rootedness meant a self-conscious decision to
live in a place and to take active interest in the place’s goings-on’
(Lewicka 2011a, 677). In a large survey from Poland, Lewicka (2011a)
relabelled Hummon’s typology from everyday and ideological rooted-
ness to, respectively, traditional and active place attachment, and found
that actively attached did more active place-making and discovery of
their local surroundings. Furthermore, traditionally and actively
attached differed in their socioeconomic background, age, cultural
capital and values. Whereas respondents with both types of attachment
had a high level of attachment to the local levels, actively attached re-
ported a higher degree of place attachment also to the European scale
and to non-territorial identities (profession, generation, interests). For
both traditionally and actively attached, length of residence and social
ties were important predictors of place attachment. Whereas there were
small differences in the two categories’ bonding capital, actively
attached had a higher level of networking social capital.

Outside the place attachment tradition, Savage and colleagues
(2010, 2005) also found support for that active involvement in one’s
place of residence can lead to place attachment. They coined the term
elective belonging, based on research on how middle-class new residents
in Manchester attach to certain neighbourhoods. Elective belonging
entails that people attach selectively to certain aspects of a locality —
often physical and aesthetic qualities. Savage et al. argue that the
attachment type is an expression of these residents’ identity, and it goes
hand in hand with having a privileged position (Savage et al., 2010).
Savage et al. (2010) contrast elective belonging to dwelling, which de-
notes a form of place attachment for ‘less mobile [...] and often less
privileged’ people (Gustafson 2013, 39). For these residents, attachment
to family and neighbours plays an important role for their belonging
(Savage et al., 2010). In this respect, Savage et al.’s findings mirror those
of Lewicka (2011a), where traditionally attached had more bonding
social capital.

Gustafson’s own typology are the ideal types roots and routes. Based
on qualitative research findings (2001), Gustafson has proposed that
‘place as roots’ is about bonds to a home place ‘based on long-time
residence, strong community bonds and local knowledge’ (Gustafson,
2013: 98) and where continuity and knowing the place and its people
are often important. In the roots stance, there can be a strong association
between the place and the people living there and its local traditions and
organisations. Meanwhile, in “place as routes”, the focus is on mobility,
experiencing new places and different ways of life, and places’ meaning
can relate to what they represent in an individual’s identity and tra-
jectory. Gustafson underscores that roots and routes are ideal types and
that the same people can experience both stances.

Based on his own and others’ research, Gustafson (2013) has pro-
posed that people with different mobility levels have qualitatively
different types of attachment to places. Lewicka’s (2011a) survey find-
ings go against this proposition, as she found that length of residence
was an important predictor of place attachment for both actively and
traditionally attached. On the other hand, it seems fair to say that recent
migrants’ conditions often necessitate taking an active approach for
developing place attachment. Here, both social ties and local experi-
ences can contribute to attachment. New residents need to rebuild their
local social ties, a common predictor of place attachment. Moreover,
they do not have the same amounts of embodied local experiences as
natives. Place attachment can be fostered through active place making,
(Duff 2010; Lynnebakke 2020b; Lewicka 2014, Riemsdijk, 2014), and
such activities may, thus, ‘speed up’ an attachment process despite short
residence time.



B. Lynnebakke and A. Aasland

Table 2
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Level of attachment at different levels of scale by respondent category. Mean score on a scale from 1 (no attachment) to 5 (strong attachment).

Neighbourhood Village/town Municipality Norway Country of origin

Local natives 3.85 4.25 4.12 4.62

Internal migrant 3.71 4.00 3.85 4.69

International labour migrant 3.17 3.37 3.16 3.74 3.92
Refugee 2.97 3.69 3.81 4.34 3.77
International family migrant 3.16 3.63 3.38 4.06 4.05
Other international migrant 3.29 3.47 3.36 3.90 3.79
International migrant total 3.16 3.51 3.34 3.94 3.93

3.3. Scale

Most studies on place attachment have been done on the neigh-
bourhood, local community and city levels. Few studies compare the
same individuals’ place attachment on different scales (Lewicka 2011b).
Among the studies that have addressed the topic, several studies show a
correlation between individuals’ attachment to home territories on
different scales but also that ‘the strength of attachment may differ
substantially between places of different size’ (Gustafson 2013, 43). For
example, several studies have found attachment to be larger to cities
than to neighbourhoods (see Lewicka 2011a).

Some studies indicate that people are attached to places on different
scales for different reasons; in other words, the predictors of place
attachment can differ. For example, a study by Hidalgo and Hernandez
(2001) found that whereas social predictors were most important for
place attachment on all the studied scales, physical predictors were
particularly relevant predictors on the city level. Similarly, in a study on
three American smalltown communities, Cuba and Hummon (1993)
found that ‘attachment to dwelling (apartment/house) was mostly pre-
dicted by demographic variables, attachment to neighbourhood by
participation in local community, and attachment to region of residence
by intercommunity spatial activity’ (Lewicka 2010, 36). However,
another study (Brown et al. 2003) did not find different place attachment
predictors on different scales. Hence, with the few studies and incon-
sistent findings there is a need for more research (Lewicka 2010).

3.4. Studies on migrants and place attachment

A few studies have compared the place attachment of international
migrants and natives and found different patterns for these respondent
categories. In a study on residents’ place attachment to three neigh-
bourhoods in Vienna, Kohlbacher et al. (2015) found that close local
social ties was an important predictor of place attachment for both na-
tional natives and international migrants. For international migrants,
however, weak ties — i.e., opportunities for small talk (with both natives
and migrants) — was also a predictor. Especially interethnic weak ties
were important, which Kohlbacher et al. explain with migrants’ need to
rebuild the social lives they lost during migration. Meanwhile, a study
(Torunczyk-Ruiz 2013) on the place attachment of residents in ethni-
cally diverse neighbourhoods in four European cities found that inter-
national migrants were more attached to their neighbourhoods than
national natives, whereas natives were more attached to the city than
migrants.

Outside the place attachment tradition, belonging studies from Eu-
ropean cities have found that hostility to migrants or minorities on a city
level may contribute to some migrants’ preferences for multiethnic
neighbourhoods (e.g., Ehrkamp 2005, Christensen and Qvotrup Jensen,
2011). In a very different context, Guangzhou in China, Wu et al. (2019)
found that natives’ place attachment to the neighbourhood was stronger
than that of rural-urban migrants. However, also that study’s findings
pointed to the distinct meaning of social contacts for migrants, as social
contact and social trust predicted place attachment more for migrants
than for natives. Their social ties were crucial in a practical sense
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because of these migrants’ marginalised position.” The findings aligned
with several other place attachment studies from China, which found
that ‘[m]igrants who belong to a relatively lower socioeconomic status
and live in a more unacquainted environment may lay more weight on
their social capital than locals’ (Wu et al., 2019, 189).

Summing up, several of these studies point to that the emotional and
practical meaning of local social ties can be related to ‘the migration
experience’. Studies indicate that especially in settings of hostility and
precarious conditions for migrants, certain localities can be experienced
as a safe zone that promote place attachment.

Finally, findings from a study from Israel (Shamai and Ilatov 2005)
indicates the relevance of both migration history and post-migration
conditions for migrants’ place attachment processes. That study found
that length of residence was not a predictor for former Soviet Union
migrants’ place attachment, but that length of residence did predict
internal migrants’ place attachment. This could be related to migration
reason, post-migration experiences (related to war experiences and
religion) and that many of these migrants had stayed for instrumental
reasons.

4. Results
4.1. Local natives have the strongest place attachment (RQ1)

Our first research question asks whether differences can be observed
in levels of place attachment between different categories of re-
spondents, and at different levels of scale. To find an answer, we used a
battery of questions in the questionnaire on place attachment at five
different levels of scale. We asked about attachment to the neighbour-
hood, village/town, municipality and to Norway as a whole.” For in-
ternational migrants, we also asked about attachment to their country of
origin. Responses range from 1 (no attachment) to 5 (very strong
attachment). Mean results of different categories of respondents are
presented in Table 2.

Let us first look at levels of attachment to places at different levels of
scale within Norway. For all categories, the highest levels of attachment
are expressed towards the country itself, followed by the village or town,
then the municipality, while somewhat lower levels of attachment are
expressed towards the neighbourhood.

The highest levels of place attachment on the local levels are expe-
rienced by local natives Norwegians, followed by internal migrants.
International migrants express somewhat lower levels of attachments
than Norwegian-born locals. There are also notable differences between
international migrants of different backgrounds. Refugees have the
lowest attachment levels on the neighbourhood level, but stronger
attachment levels than the other international migrant categories on all
higher levels of scale. Except for neighbourhood attachment, labour

3 In the Chinese residence status system Hukou, rural to urban migrants face
exclusion in Chinese cities, involving restricted access to social spaces, no ac-
cess to social welfare and no political rights (Wu et al., 2019).

4 The wording of the questions was as follows: “We will now ask some
questions about your attachment to different places. On a scale from 1 to 5,
where 1 is no attachment and 5 is a very strong attachment, how strong is your
attachment to
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Table 3
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Level of attachment at different levels of scale by respondent category (Norwegian-born vs. international migrants) and survey area. Mean score on a scale from 1 (no

attachment) to 5 (strong attachment).

Neighbourhood Village/town Municipality Norway

Norw. Int.mig. Norw. Int.mig. Norw. Int.mig. Norw. Int.mig.
Inland 3.75 3.28 4.12 3.70 4.05 3.51 4.68 4.05
West Coast 3.87 3.30 4.07 3.55 3.76 3.30 4.67 3.92
North 3.66 3.03 3.66 3.40 4.02 3.31 4.65 3.94

migrants express the least degree of attachment to different places at
different scale levels.

We also checked for geographical differences. Table 3 shows the
levels of place attachment expressed by Norway-born (natives and in-
ternal migrants) and international migrant respondents in the three
surveyed municipalities (no further refinement was possible due to small
categories for certain groups).

The table confirms the trends described above. Differences between
Norwegian-born and international migrant respondents are marked for
all surveyed municipalities. Likewise, attachment to Norway is highest
for all categories of respondents, while attachment to the neighbour-
hood level is lowest (in North shared with village/town for Norwegian-
born respondents). There are some small nuances in place attachment
levels when comparing the different municipalities. For example, re-
spondents in the North express lower attachment levels to their village
or town than what is the case in the other two municipalities. Differences
are nevertheless rather small, and only a few differences are statistically
significant.

As shown above, other studies have found that attachment to home
territories of different scales often are positively correlated (Gustafson
2013: 43). Our data confirms that those who express a high level of place
attachment on one scale are more likely to also express a high level of
place attachment to places at other levels of scale. This is the case for all
three respondent categories.

For all international migrant categories except labour migrants, the
expressed attachment to the country of origin is weaker than to Norway
(see Table 2.). Furthermore, we do not find a negative relationship be-
tween attachment to the country of origin and the current place of
residence on any of the scale levels in Norway. If anything, a weak
positive correlation is observed between attachment to the country of
origin and to the village/town level.

4.2. Migrant status does not predict place attachment (RQ2)

We have seen that local natives have the strongest place attachment
at the local levels, followed by internal migrants, while international
migrants express somewhat weaker attachment. However, we cannot

Table 4
List of independent variables in regression models.

Category: Natives, internal migrants, international migrants
(categorical)

Socio-demographic: Sex
Age

Educational level

Employment status

Subjective economic resources (scale 1-4)

Whole life, more than half life, less than half life, past 5
years (4-point scale)

Presence of good friends in the place (yes or no)
Friendships across country backgrounds (yes or no)
Agreement with statement ‘difficult to get to know people
here’ (scale 1-5)

Organisational memberships (yes, no)

Satisfaction with dwelling (scale)

Length of residence:

Social attachments:

Physical/environmental

factors: Agreement with statement ‘climate is a problem’ (scale)
Security/safety: Agreement with statement ‘I feel safe here’ (scale)
Trust: Institutional trust (additive index)
Interpersonal (agreement with statement ‘Most people
can be trusted’) (scale)
Context: Inland; WestCoast; North (categorical)
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rule out that this could be explained by other factors than migrant status,
for example length of stay in the municipality, social ties, physical and
environmental factors, etc. Therefore, our second research question asks
what the strongest predictors of place attachment in the three studied
rural municipalities are, and whether migrant background (internal or
international) is of importance also after controlling for other factors
that have been associated with place attachment in previous studies. We
also aim to find out whether the predictors of place attachment are the
same for places at different levels of scale. To do so, we tested four
multiple linear regression models with level of attachment to places at
different levels of scale as dependent variables. The independent vari-
ables were mostly derived from the above presentation of predictors of
place attachment discussed in the literature, including socio-
demographic background variables. Table 4 presents the list of inde-
pendent variables.

The regression analyses (Table 5) reveal some key findings about
place attachment among migrants and natives in rural areas. After
controlling for other variables in the model, it turns out that there is no
statistically significant difference between international migrants’ and
natives’ degree of place attachment on the local levels (neighbourhood,

Table 5
Multiple linear regression analysis. Place attachment at different levels of scale.
Standard coefficients.

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model
4
Neighbourhood  Village/ Municipality =~ Norway
town

Internal migrant (vs 0.10" 0.08 0.05 0.08
native)

International migrant 0.05 0.02 —-0.05 —-0.28°
(vs. native)

Women (vs. men) 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.05"

Age (years) 0.05 0.02 0.04 —0.02

Educational level 0.01 —0.03 -0.06" —0.01
1-3)

Fulltime employment 0.01 —0.05 —0.04 —-0.03
(vs not)

Length of living in 0.22" 0.26" 0.22" 0.07
municipality (1-4)

Good friends locally 0.15° 0.13° 0.13° 0.05"
(vs not)

Ethnically mixed 0.08" 0.12% 0.11° 0.06"
friendships (vs not)

‘Hard to get new -0.07" —0.09" -0.05" -0.03
friends here’ (1-5)

Organisational 0.11° 0.11% 0.09" 0.08"
memberships
(count)

Institutional trust 0.09" 0.08" 0.19° 0.22"
(index)

Interpersonal trust 0.08° 0.05 0.01 —0.01
(1-5)

Feeling of safety (1-5) 0.030 0.11°¢ 0.08" 0.08"

Climate is a problem —0.05 —0.06" —0.01 0.01
1-5)

Satisfaction with 0.14" 0.09" 0.08" 0.05
dwelling (1-5)

West Coast (vs Inland) 0.05 —0.02 —0.08" —0.01

North (vs Inland) —.05 —0.06 -0.03 —0.02

Adjusted R square 0.26 0.28 0.28 0.28

# Significant at 0.01 level.
b Significant at 0.05 level.
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village/town and municipality), while internal migrants display slightly
stronger place attachment than natives at the neighbourhood level. The
considerable difference in the above bivariate analyses is for the most
part explained by different scores of migrants and Norwegian-born on
other variables in the model. However, when it comes to attachment to
the country Norway, differences between international migrants and
Norwegian-born residents are still marked.

The four models are all quite strong, shown by the Adjusted R square
that indicates that more than a quarter of the variation on the dependent
variables is explained by the score on the independent variables in the
models.

Moreover, place attachment at different levels of scale is strongly
associated with social community variables. In our findings, ethnically
mixed friendships (in this survey defined as friendships between native
Norwegians and immigrants) also have an effect on place attachment,
particularly at the village/town and municipality levels. Most of the
social community variables are much less likely to predict attachment to
Norway than to places at lower levels of scale. The exception is organ-
isational memberships, which predicts attachment to Norway.

As found in the literature, physical and environmental aspects mat-
ter. In particular, satisfaction with the dwelling has a positive effect on
place attachment at the neighbourhood level. However, climate con-
siderations are less important predictors of place attachment.

A sense of security is an important predictor of place attachment to
the village/town, municipality and Norway, but not at the neighbour-
hood level.

One understudied aspect that is positively associated with place
attachment is institutional trust. The more a person trusts societal in-
stitutions, the more he or she is likely to express a strong attachment to
places at all levels of scale. The effect is particularly strong for attachment
to the municipality and Norway, where people can have an impact through
elections (provided they have a right to vote®). Interpersonal trust, on the
other hand, matters only at the neighbourhood level, where people are
involved in everyday informal interactions. It is somewhat surprising that
interpersonal trust did not matter on the village/town level, since the
studied muncipalities have relatively small towns and villages (a few
thousand inhabitants at the most) and socially transparent.

In line with other research, length of stay in the municipality has a
strong and positive effect on the likelihood to express strong place at-
tachments at the local levels. For attachment to Norway, length of stay
is, in contrast, of little importance. Except for length of residence, socio-
demographic variables have very limited effects on place attachment at
all scale levels. Except for some minor and scattered effects of sex and
education, these variables, including age and employment status, do not
display statistically significant effects.

Finally, the findings suggest almost no differences in place attach-
ment in the three studied municipalities when other variables in the
model have been controlled for. With one exception (weaker attachment
towards the municipality for the West Coast case), no statistically sig-
nificant differences between the three municipalities can be discerned.

4.3. Predictors of place attachment vary between natives, internal and
international migrants (R3)

Our main finding, that migrant status does not have an independent
effect on place attachment at local levels, does not imply, however, that
the predictors of place attachment are the same for migrants and natives
alike. In this section, we will test Gustafsons (2013) assumption that

5 (Citizens of other Nordic countries who have been registered as residents in
Norway no later than 30 June in the election year have the right to vote in
municipal and county council elections. Other foreign citizens who have
reached 18 years of age by the end of the election year, and who have been
registered as a resident in Norway continuously for the three years before the
election date, also have the right to vote.
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predictors of place attachment may differ for different groups depending
on their mobility levels.

In order to address our third research question, we ran separate re-
gressions for each of the categories with the same independent variables
as in the models in the previous section. Table 6 summarises the find-
ings.® While the pattern is complex, three major findings that have
importance for our research questions can be identified.

Firstly, it is striking that the strength of the models varies signifi-
cantly between the three categories of respondents. Migrants are much
more likely to be affected by the scores on the independent variables in
the model than are respondents born in the municipality, and this is
especially the case at the neighbourhood and the village/district levels.
Internal migrants especially stand out in that their place attachment on
these levels are strongly affected by their scores on the independent
variables in the model. For the municipality and country levels, their
place attachment is much less affected. The scores of local natives are
moderately affected by their scores on the independent variables at the
municipal and country levels, but hardly at all at the neighbourhood and
village/town levels.

Secondly, the table shows that the place attachment of the three
respondent categories is affected by many of the same independent
variables, but also that there are some prominent differences. Length of
residence in the municipality has a large effect on place attachment for
migrants, especially, internal migrants, with some variation between
different levels of scale. A similar pattern is found for having good
friends locally. However, ethnically mixed friendships is only important
for international migrants’ place attachment.

Institutional trust is of much greater importance for international
migrants’ than internal migrants’ place attachment, especially at the
village/town and municipality levels. It is worth reiterating however,
that institutional trust is one of the few independent variables that is
associated with natives’ place attachment at various levels of scale
(except at the village/town level). Feelings of safety matters for different
categories of respondents at different levels of scale: for internal mi-
grants at the neighbourhood scale, for international migrants at the two
intermediary scales, while for natives at the country level.

Thirdly, differences between the three rural municipalities are for
the most part small or moderate and only in a few cases reach a level of
statistical significance. The negative effect of having a West Coast resi-
dency on municipal attachment, observed in Table 6, is characteristic
only for internal migrants and natives, and much less for international
migrants.

5. Discussion

In this study, we asked three research questions, which could all be
answered by the analysis of responses to our survey. Initially, in bivar-
iate analyses — comparing place attachment of different respondent
categories and at different levels of scale — we found relatively marked
differences in the responses of the three categories of respondents, with
local natives reporting the strongest place attachment on the local levels,
followed by internal migrants, whereas international migrants had the
weakest attachment. However, these differences for the most part
disappear when controlling for a number of background factors such as
length of residence, presence of friends locally, quality of dwelling, etc.
Thus, it seems that these factors, and not migrant status, explain the
observed differences. The main exception is attachment to Norway,
which is stronger for Norwegian-born respondents (whether local na-
tives or internal migrant) than for international migrants also after
controlling for other variables.

6 One remark on significance levels should be taken into account when
analysing the results. Since the sample sizes are considerably smaller for natives
and internal migrants than for international migrants, the coefficients need to
be larger for them to be statistically significant.
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Table 6
Linear regression analysis. Place attachment at different levels of scale for international migrants, internal migrants and natives. Standardised coefficients (Beta).
Neighbourhood Village/town Municipality Norway
Strength of model (adjusted R square) Internat. migrant 0.27 0.29 0.29 0.17
Internal migrant 0.21 0.21 0.20 0.06
Native 0.03 —0.01 0.09 0.11
Women (vs men) Internat. migrant —0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01
Internal migrant 0.04 0.06 0.06 0.14"
Native 0.02 -0.03 0.04 0.17"
Age (years) Internat. migrant 0.09" 0.03 0.04 —-0.04
Internal migrant 0.02 0.01 0.06 0.02
Native —0.06 0.03 0.02 0.06
Educational level (1-3) Internat. Migrant —-0.01 —-0.07 —0.10" 0.02
Internal migrant 0.06 0.02 0.02 0.01
Native 0.02 0.01 —0.05 —0.04
In full employment (vs. not) Internat. Migrant 0.02 —0.05 —0.07 —0.09"
Internal migrant —0.05 —0.05 0.01 0.05
Native —0.04 -0.10 —0.02 0.08
Length of living in municipality Internat. Migrant 0.13" 0.12° 0.07 0.10°
Internal migrant 0.15° 0.25" 0.26" -0.07
Native NA NA NA NA
Good friends locally (vs not) Internat. Migrant 0.15% 0.09"” 0.14" 0.02
Internal migrant 0.21° 0.19° 0.17¢ 0.07
Native 0.07 0.03 —0.03 0.09
Ethnically mixed friendships (vs not) Internat. Migrant 0.10° 0.19° 0.16" 0.15"
Internal migrant 0.07 0.08 0.07 —0.05
Native —0.01 0.07 —0.10 —0.02
‘Hard to get new friends here’ (1-5) Internat. Migrant —0.09" —0.09" —0.07 —0.06
Internal migrant ~0.05 —0.09" —0.06 ~0.02
Native —0.06 —0.05 —0.03 —0.07
Organisational memberships (count) Internat. Migrant 0.07 0.12° 0.11° 0.09"
Internal migrant 0.06 0.07 0.05 —0.00
Native 0.19° 0.12 0.05 0.08
Institutional trust (index) Internat. Migrant 0.09" 0.17°% 0.24° 0.26"
Internal migrant 0.02 —0.06 0.07 0.19°
Native 0.20° 0.04 0.27° 0.18"
Interpersonal trust (1-5) Internat. Migrant 0.09" 0.01 —0.09 —0.00
Internal migrant 0.06 0.09 0.02 —0.01
Native 0.04 0.03 0.02 —0.13
Feeling of safety (1-5) Internat. Migrant 0.04 0.15% 0.12° 0.08
Internal migrant 0.16% 0.09 0.06 0.10
Native —0.11 0.03 0.01 0.21°
Climate is a problem (1-5) Internat. Migrant —0.09" —0.07 0.03 0.05
Internal migrant —0.02 —0.09" —0.09 —-0.07
Native 0.03 0.01 0.03 —0.05
Satisfaction with dwelling (1-5) Internat. Migrant 0.17° 0.11° 0.12% 0.07
Internal migrant 0.14% 0.03 0.04 —0.04
Native 0.04 0.09 0.03 0.04
West Coast (vs Inland) Internat. Migrant 0.05 0.00 —0.05 —0.04
Internal migrant 0.07 —0.11" —0.14" 0.05
Native —0.02 0.05 —0.17" 0.03
North (vs Inland) Internat. Migrant —0.08 —0.11° —0.08 —0.05
Internal migrant 0.02 —0.08 0.00 —0.05
Native —-0.09 0.10 0.04 0.05

@ Significant at 0.01 level.
b Significant at 0.05 level.

That migrants and natives did not have different levels of place
attachment goes against the discussed theoretical proposition that
mobility decreases place attachment. Instead, the findings support pre-
vious place attachment research that suggests that new residents can
attach to new places just as strongly as native locals. It is, however,
important to reiterate that there may be certain selection effects in the
sample, as it may be that it is exactly strong place attachment (and not
only instrumental reasons) that has led many migrants to stay, while
those with weaker attachment have left the place.

The findings indicate how migrants strike roots. They show that both
natives’ and migrants’ place attachment was predicted by several of the
same factors, such as social ties and institutional trust. At the same time,
the findings also suggest aspects that seem to distinctly shape place
attachment for migrants, as their attachment to a much greater extent
was predicted by the independent variables. This supports Gustafson’s
(2013) proposition that different degrees of mobility — here, in the form
of migration — can produce different forms of place attachment. Another
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central finding concerns the importance of researching scale, as the
study found a correlation between place attachment on different scales.
Furthermore, for the three respondent categories, different predictors
were of relevance on different scales. This underscores the need for
attention to both scale and mobility, alone and in combination. We now
highlight some of the central findings in more detail.

5.1. Predictors of place attachment

5.1.1. Length of residence

As in many previous studies, length of residence in the municipality
has a strong and positive effect on the likelihood to express strong place
attachment at the local levels. However, for attachment to Norway,
length of stay is of little importance. International migrants’ increased
attachment over time thus seems based on increased embedment in the
local context. Qualitative studies could bring forward the reasons behind
why place attachment is connected to length of residence on the local,
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but not national levels. Research on international migration often takes
the national level as the main unit of analysis, also in studies from local
contexts. FitzGerald (2012) has cautioned against analyses making un-
substantiated leaps from findings from local contexts to the national
level, a caution that our findings support. Our findings suggest that
explicit attention should be paid to how local conditions and experiences
shape migrants’ belonging processes. Such local factors, by extension,
influence migrants’ staying aspirations.

5.1.2. Social ties

As in many previous studies, the findings showed the importance of
social ties for place attachment. We operationalised social community
variables to friendships, organisational involvement and how easy/
difficult it was to get to know people. For migrants, having friends was a
predictor of place attachment, whereas for local natives a significant
connection was not found. This may suggest that natives have a more
taken-for-granted form of place attachment where social ties are an
inherent part of their place attachment, as in Gustafson’s (2001) roots
stance to places and in the Savage et al.’s (2010) dwelling form of
belonging.

We also saw that friendships between Norwegian-born residents and
international migrants only mattered for international migrants’ place
attachment and not for Norwegian-born respondents. Our findings
partly align with Kohlbacher et al.’s (2015) urban study (see section 3),
which found that for international migrants, weak ties (not tested in our
study) and interethnic ties in particular predicted place attachment for
migrants, but not for national natives. Our findings also align with
previous research from Norwegian rural settings which found that
having a Norwegian-born friend is important for international migrants’
local well-being (Sgholt et al., 2012). Since the rural localities in the
latter study and our study are small, the opportunities for ethnic com-
munity formation is small for many country backgrounds. Therefore,
contact with the national majority may be especially important as this
may indicate one’s social integration into a larger group in the localities.
Friendships with Norwegian-born locals may partly promote place
attachment because these friendships provide social capital that ease
access into central local arenas. Additionally, these friendships may
increase international migrants’ knowledge about Norwegian society,
which makes it easier to navigate locally. Whereas the finding on length
of residence above suggests that the national scale is of less importance
for migrants’ place attachment, this finding indicates the relevance of
both the national and local scales for international migrants’ place
attachment and demonstrates the complex interplay of scales that can
co-exist in belonging processes (see Strgmsg 2019).

Our study found that organisational memberships predicted natives’
attachment to the neighbourhood and municipality levels, and inter-
national migrants’ attachment to the village/town, municipality and
Norway. This was the only social predictor of place attachment to
Norway in the findings. In Norway, leisure organisations are an
important arena for social networks and can be a central entry point for
new locals. Moreover, organisations are often highly valorised in Nor-
way (cf. Bendixsen et al. 2017). Hence, the significance of organisational
memberships for international migrants’ attachment to Norway may
reflect both these migrants’ cultural and social integration in Norway.

5.1.3. Institutional trust

An important contribution to the place attachment tradition is the
finding on the importance of institutional trust as a predictor of place
attachment for all three respondent categories. Whereas interpersonal
trust has been addressed in place attachment research (Lewicka 2011b),
little research exists on the connections between place attachment and
institutional trust.

Whereas institutional trust matters for all respondent categories, it is
not to the same extent. The variable is of much greater importance for
international migrants’ than internal migrants’ place attachment,
especially at the village/town and municipality levels. A possible
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explanation is that many immigrants — and refugees in particular — have
a lot of contact with municipal workers in their early stages of settle-
ment. Norway is characterized by a high level of social and institutional
trust compared to many other countries; hence, Norwegian-born inter-
nal migrants may take trust of local institutions more for granted and
also expect this due to their implicit knowledge that the reliability of
local municipal services do not tend to vary across different Norwegian
localities. In contrast, the findings suggest that some international mi-
grants deem the trustworthiness of local institutions as a local, and not,
national characteristic.

International migration research supports the relevance of institu-
tional trust, as studies have shown that corruption can influence mi-
grants’ aspirations to migrate from their countries and defer them from
returning to their country of origin (Carling et al. 2015; Lapshyna 2014).
Taken together with our findings, these findings suggest that research on
institutional trust should be further considered in research on people’s
place attachment and migrants’ staying and return aspirations.

5.1.4. Physical factors

The study found that climate considerations are less important for
explaining place attachment. For migrants, this result could reflect mi-
grants’ processes of adaptation to the local climate (Lynnebakke 2020b)
and/or because those who are discontented with the local climate decide
to move from the locality. Semi-structured interviews conducted within
the same larger research project found that some refugees who had been
resettled (through state policy) in the Northern municipality decided to
relocate to Southern Norway after some time because of the dark period
and often harsh winters in the North. Other research from Scandinavia
(Herslund and Paulgaard 2021; Sgholt et al., 2012) affirms the relevance
of climate for resettled refugees’ local well-being.

Furthermore, we saw that satisfaction with dwelling predicted place
attachment for internal and international migrants, but not for natives.
This could, again, reflect that natives tend to have a more taken-for-
granted place attachment, but could possibly also reflect that natives
overall have better living conditions with smaller differences within the
category than migrants do. In other words, natives may take good local
living conditions for granted, implicitly comparing themselves with
other natives.

5.2. Different forms of place attachment?

As stated, that migrants are much more likely to be affected by the
scores on the independent variables is in line with Gustafson’s propo-
sition that individuals with different mobility patterns may have quali-
tatively different types of attachment to place. It may indicate that
natives’ place attachment is more often taken-for-granted. This re-
sembles Lewicka’s traditional form of attachment and Savage et al.’s
dwelling form of belonging (Gustafson, 2013). We also saw that Hum-
mon (1992) found that individuals with everyday rootedness, which was
associated with taking one’s residence more for granted, were less
mobile.

In addition to the findings on migrant-native differences, the findings
revealed some different predictors for internal and international mi-
grants, as we found that internal migrants’ place attachment at the
neighbourhood and village/town levels is much more affected by their
scores on the independent variables. Due to the number of respondents,
subcategories of international migrants were not compared in the
multivariate analyses in this article. Further research can compare mi-
grants with different migration histories (e.g., refugees vs. labour mi-
grants), to investigate whether different migration histories and post-
migration conditions influence place attachment differently.

5.3. Scale and place attachment

As shown in section 3, other studies have found that attachment to
home territories of different scales often are positively correlated
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(Gustafson 2013: 43). Our data confirms that those who express a high
level of one kind of place attachment are more likely also to express a
high level of place attachment to other levels of scale. This is the case for
all respondent categories.

Hence, our study gives evidence to the importance of including
different levels of scale when studying place attachment. It is also worth
noting that respondents tend to express a stronger level of attachment
towards the village/town and the country of residence than towards the
much more commonly studied neighbourhood level. This may reflect
lower levels of neighbourhood interactions in (rural) Norway in recent
years (Villa and Haugen, 2005). However, this finding may also reflect
that neighbourhoods in rural Norway are often geographically small
and/or comprise few households, which should also be kept in mind
when considering the transferability of these findings to urban contexts.

5.4. Small differences between three rural municipalities

There are no clear indications in our results that geographical loca-
tion plays a major role in explaining different levels of place attachment.
One factor that may have contributed to similar levels of place attach-
ment is that the local labour market is good in all three localities in the
sense of low unemployment levels. Additionally, the similar levels of
place attachment may partly reflect that there is a high degree of simi-
larity between local municipal services in different rural contexts in
Norway. Moreover all three localities have a similar level of leisure
opportunities for children and adults. We deem this degree of leisure
options to be representative across many rural Norwegian localities.
However, a larger number of municipalities would need to be included
to check if the similarity found in our study holds for rural Norway as a
whole.

6. Concluding comments

In short, our findings contribute to the place attachment tradition in
several ways. First, the study addresses mobility in the form of migra-
tion. The findings suggest that these mobility patterns do not decrease
local place attachment and indicate distinct ways that migrants’ and
natives’ attachment is formed. Second, the study shows the importance
of researching scale. Third, inclusion of institutional trust in the

Appendix 1

Descriptive statistics.
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regression analyses shows this variable’s importance in predicting levels
of place attachment, which suggests it should be included and tested also
in other place attachment and belonging studies.

The article contributes to a closer integration of internal/interna-
tional migration research empirically and theoretically and supports
that the two fields can cross-fertilize to a greater extent (King and
Skeldon 2010; Nestorowicz and Anacka 2019). As Nestorowicz and
Anacka (2019) put it, there is a tendency of internal and international
migrant researchers to stand on different giants’ shoulders. The
thematically related yet often separate research fields of place attach-
ment, staying/return aspirations and belonging are examples of topics
where a closer integration of internal/international migration research
is fruitful. Within international migration research, it is a common
theoretical proposition and empirical observation that length of resi-
dence makes return less likely (cf. de Haas and Fokkema, 2011), but
there is a need for increased empirically based understanding of the
reasons for this. The place attachment lens provides a useful tool to gain
increased knowledge into the processes involved in this phenomenon.
Using the place attachment framework and including both internal and
international migrants within our sample has allowed us to look into
similarities and differences in these categories’ place attachment.
Conceptually, building on insights from many decades of place attach-
ment research can be put into dialogue with more recent discussions and
findings in (often qualitative) international migration research on mi-
grants’ embedment (Ryan 2018), staying/settlement intentions and re-
turn aspirations (e.g. Drinkwater and Garapich 2015; de Vroome and
van Tubergen 2014, Di Saint Pierre et al., 2015; Erdal and Ezzati 2015;
Friberg 2012; Snel et al. 2015). Combining these fields opens up for
theoretical cross-fertilization and multi-method designs that build on
years of research insights from both fields.
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Norway-born

International migrants

Native Inmover Labour Refugee Family Other

% women 43.5 57.9 46 45.5 75.8 55.8
Mean age 54 53 42 40 42 48

% higher education 30.4 60.9 57.3 23.4 53.5 54.8
% in full employment 47.7 56.8 80.0 34.8 51.1 54.7
% arrived past 5 years 12.9 50.2 59.4 36.3 37.4
% lived more than half their life in municipality 59.9 8.2 7.8 8.9 23.1
% report good friends locally 95.3 91.2 84.4 92.3 89.6 93.3
% report ethnically mixed friendships 30.4 32.6 63.7 60.6 67.9 70.5
‘Hard to get to know people’, % agree fully or partly 20.1 26.0 39.9 32.8 32.8 36.3
Mean number organisational memberships 1.31 1.38 0.87 0.74 0.87 0.98
Institutional trust (mean score, scale 1-5) 3.80 3.83 3.68 4.21 3.80 3.75
Interpersonal trust (mean score, scale 1-5) 4.05 4.01 3.65 3.76 3.70 3.83
‘I feel safe here’, % agree fully or partly 96.3 96.1 89.6 87.7 90.9 90.4
‘Climate here is a problem’, % agree fully or partly 17.0 18.5 26.9 59.1 36.4 35.1
Satisfaction with dwelling (mean score, scale 1-5) 4.53 4.47 4.05 4.22 4.33 4.31

496



B. Lynnebakke and A. Aasland
References

Barcus, Holly R., Brunn, Stanley D., 2010. Place elasticity: exploring a new
conceptualization of mobility and place attachment in rural America. Geogr. Ann.
Ser. B Hum. Geogr. 92 (4), 281-295. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-
0467.2010.00353.x.

Bendixsen, Synngve, Bringslid, Mary Bente, Vike, Halvard, 2017. Introduction:
egalitarianism in a scandinavian context. In: Bendixsen, Synngve, Bringslid, Mary
Bente, Vike, Halvard (Eds.), Egalitarianism in Scandinavia: Historical and
Contemporary Perspectives. Palgrave Macmillan US, Cham: Cham.

Berg-Nordlie, Mikkel, 2018. New in town. Small-town media discourses on immigrants
and immigration. J. Rural Stud. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2018.05.007.

Brown, Barbara, Perkins, Douglas D., Graham, Brown, 2003. Place attachment in a
revitalizing neighborhood: individual and block levels of analysis. J. Environ.
Psychol. 23 (3), 259-271. https://doi.org/10.1016/50272-4944(02)00117-2.

Carling, Jgrgen, Paasche, Erlend, Siegel, Melissa, 2015. Finding connections: the nexus
between migration and corruption. Migration Information Source. https://www.mi
grationpolicy.org/article/finding-connections-nexus-between-migration-and-co
rruption. (Accessed 12 May 2015).

Castaneda, Ernesto, 2018. A place to call home : immigrant exclusion and urban
belonging in New York, Paris, and Barcelona. In: A Place to Call Home. Stanford
University Press.

Christensen, Ann-Dorte, Qvotrup Jensen, Sune, 2011. Roots and Routes: migration,
belonging and everyday life. Nordic J. Migrat. Res. 1 (3), 146. https://doi.org/
10.2478/v10202-011-0013-1.

Cuba, Lee, Hummon, David M., 1993. A place to call home: identification with dwelling,
community, and region. Socio. Q. 34 (1), 111-131. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1533-
8525.1993.tb00133.x.

Hein, de Haas, Fokkema, Tineke, 2011. The effects of integration and transnational ties
on international return migration intentions. Demogr. Res. 25 (24), 755-782.
https://doi.org/10.4054/demres.2011.25.24.

de Vroome, Thomas, van Tubergen, Frank, 2014. Settlement Intentions of Recently
Arrived Immigrants and Refugees in the Netherlands. https://doi.org/10.1080/
15562948.2013.810798.

Di Saint Pierre, Francesca, Martinovic, Borja, De Vroome, Thomas, 2015. Return wishes
of refugees in The Netherlands: the role of integration, host national identification
and perceived discrimination. J. Ethnic Migrat. Stud. 41 (11), 1836-1857. https://
doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2015.1023184.

Drinkwater, Stephen, Garapich, Michat P., 2015. Migration strategies of polish migrants:
do they have any at all? J. Ethnic Migrat. Stud. 41 (12), 1909-1931. https://doi.org/
10.1080/1369183X.2015.1027180.

Duff, Cameron, 2010. On the role of affect and practice in the production of place.
Environ. Plann. Soc. Space 28 (5), 881-895. https://doi.org/10.1068/d16209.

Dufty-Jones, Rae, 2014. Rural economies in the ‘age of migration’: perspectives from
OECD countries. Geography Compass 8 (6), 368-380. https://doi.org/10.1111/
gec3.12130.

Ehrkamp, Patricia, 2005. Placing identities: transnational practices and local
attachments of Turkish immigrants in Germany. J. Ethnic Migrat. Stud.: Ordinary
and middling transnationalisms 31 (2), 345-364. https://doi.org/10.1080/
1369183042000339963.

Erdal, Marta Bivand, Ezzati, Rojan, 2015. Where are you from’ or 'when did you come’?
Temporal dimensions in migrants’ reflections about settlement and return. Ethn.
Racial Stud. 38 (7), 1202-1217. https://doi.org/10.1080/01419870.2014.971041.

FitzGerald, David, 2012. A comparativist manifesto for international migration studies.
Ethn. Racial Stud. 35 (10), 1725-1740. https://doi.org/10.1080/
01419870.2012.659269.

Friberg, Jon Horgen, 2012. The stages of migration. From going abroad to settling down:
post-accession polish migrant workers in Norway. J. Ethnic Migrat. Stud. 38 (10),
1589-1605. https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2012.711055.

Glorius, Birgit, Kordel, Stefan, Tobias, Weidinger, Biirer, Miriam, Schneider, Hanne,
David, Spenger, 2020. Is social contact with the resident population a prerequisite of
well-being and place attachment? The case of refugees in rural regions of Germany.
Front. Sociol. 5 https://doi.org/10.3389/fs0c.2020.578495.

Gustafson, Per, 2001. Roots and routes: exploring the relationship between place
attachment and mobility. Environ. Behav. 33 (5), 667-686. https://doi.org/
10.1177/00139160121973188.

Gustafson, Per, 2009. Mobility and territorial belonging. Environ. Behav. 41 (4),
490-508. https://doi.org/10.1177,/0013916508314478.

Gustafson, Per, 2013. Place attachment in an age of mobility. Place Attachment:
Advances in Theory, Methods and Applications 37-48.

Hammar, Tomas, Tamas, Kristof, 1997. Why do people go or stay? In: Hammar, Tomas,
Brochmann, Grete, Tamas, Kristof, Faist, Thomas (Eds.), International Migration,
Immobility and Development : Multidisciplinary Perspectives. Berg, Oxford,
pp. 1-19.

Hedberg, Charlotta, Miguel do Carmo, Renato, 2012. Translocal ruralism : mobility and
connectivity in European rural spaces. In: Dordrecht. Springer, Netherlands. Imprint,
Springer.

Hernédndez, Bernardo, Hidalgo, M. Carmen, Esther Salazar-Laplace, M., Hess, Stephany,
2007. Place attachment and place identity in natives and non-natives. J. Environ.
Psychol. 27 (4), 310-319. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2007.06.003.

Herslund, Lise, Paulgaard, Gry, 2021. Refugees’ encounters with Nordic rural
areas—darkness, wind and “hygge”! Front. Sociol. 6 (44) https://doi.org/10.3389/
fs0c.2021.623686.

Hickman, Mary J., Mai, Nicola, 2015. Migration and social cohesion: appraising the
resilience of place in london. Popul. Space Place 21 (5), 421-432. https://doi.org/
10.1002/psp.1921.

497

Journal of Rural Studies 94 (2022) 488-498

Hidalgo, Carmen H., Hernandez, Bernardo, 2001. Place attachment: conceptual and
empirical questions. J. Environ. Psychol. 21, 273-281. https://doi.org/10.1006/
jevp.2001.0221.

Hummon, David M., 1992. Community attachment. Local sentiment and sense of place.
In: Altman, Irwin, Low, Setha M. (Eds.), Place Attachment. Plenum Press, New York,
London, pp. 253-277.

Jentsch, Birgit, Simard, Myriam, 2009. International Migration and Rural Areas : Cross-
National Comparative Perspectives, Studies in Migration and Diaspora. Ashgate,
Farnham.

Jones, Jennifer A., 2019. The Politics of New Immigrant Destinations: Transatlantic
Perspectives (Los Angeles, CA).

Kasimis, Charalambos, Papadopoulos, Apostolos G., 2005. The multifunctional role of
migrants in the Greek countryside: implications for the rural economy and society.
J. Ethnic Migrat. Stud. 31 (1), 99-127. https://doi.org/10.1080/
1369183042000305708.

King, Russell, 2012. Theories and typologies of migration: an overview and a primer. In:
Working Paper. Malmo University, Malmo.

King, Russell, Skeldon, Ronald, 2010. Mind the gap!” integrating approaches to internal
and international migration. J. Ethnic Migrat. Stud.: Theories of Migration and
Social Change 36 (10), 1619-1646. https://doi.org/10.1080/
1369183X.2010.489380.

Kohlbacher, Josef, Reeger, Ursula, Schnell, Philipp, 2015. Place attachment and social
ties — migrants and natives in three urban settings in Vienna. Popul. Space Place 21
(5), 446-462. https://doi.org/10.1002/psp.1923.

Kordel, Stefan, Tobias, Weidinger, Jelen, Igor, 2018. Processes of Immigration in Rural
Europe : the Status Quo, Implications and Development Strategies. Cambridge
Scholars Publishing, Newcastle upon Tyne.

Lapshyna, Iryna, 2014. Corruption as a driver of migration aspirations: the case of
Ukraine. Econ. Sociol. 7 (4), 113-127. https://doi.org/10.14254/2071-789X.2014/
7-4/8.

Lewicka, Maria, 2010. What makes neighborhood different from home and city? Effects
of place scale on place attachment. J. Environ. Psychol. 30 (1), 35-51. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2009.05.004.

Lewicka, Maria, 2011a. On the varieties of people’s relationships with places: hummon’s
typology revisited. Environ. Behav. 43 (5), 676-709. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0013916510364917.

Lewicka, Maria, 2011b. Place attachment: how far have we come in the last 40 years?
J. Environ. Psychol. 31 (3), 207-230. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2010.10.001.

Lewicka, Maria, 2014. In search of roots. Memory as enabler of place attachment. In:
Manzo, Lynne C., Devine-Wright, Patrick (Eds.), Place Attachment : Advances in
Theory, Methods and Applications. Routledge, London.

Lynnebakke, Brit, 2020a. Belonging, Inclusion and Local Identity : a Study on Internal
and International In-Migration in Three Norwegian Rural Municipalities. Faculty of
Social Sciences, University of Oslo. PhD. diss. no. 819.

Lynnebakke, Brit, 2020b. ‘I felt like the mountains were coming for me.’—the role of
place attachment and local lifestyle opportunities for labour migrants’ staying
aspirations in two Norwegian rural municipalities. Migrat. Stud. https://doi.org/
10.1093/migration/mnaa004.

McAreavey, Ruth, 2017. New Immigration Destinations : Migrating to Rural and
Peripheral Areas. Routledge Taylor & Francis, New York, NY.

McAreavey, Ruth, Argent, Neil, 2018. Migrant integration in rural New Immigration
Destinations: an institutional and triangular perspective. J. Rural Stud. 64, 267-275.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2018.08.001.

Moore, Helen, 2021. Perceptions of Eastern European migrants in an English village: the
role of the rural place image. J. Ethnic Migrat. Stud. 47 (1), 267-283. https://doi.
0rg/10.1080/1369183X.2019.1623016.

Nestorowicz, Joanna, Anacka, Marta, 2019. Mind the gap? Quantifying interlinkages
between two traditions in migration literature. Int. Migrat. Rev. 53 (1), 283-307.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0197918318768557.

@stby, Lars, Hgydahl, Even, Rustad, @ivind, 2013. Innvandrernes fordeling og
sammensetning pa kommuneniva. SSB. Report 37/2013, (Oslo Statistics Norway).

Peters, Karin, Stodolska, Monika, Anna, Horolets, 2016. The role of natural environments
in developing a sense of belonging: a comparative study of immigrants in the U.S.,
Poland, The Netherlands and Germany. Urban For. Urban Green. 17, 63-70. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2016.04.001.

Pollini, Gabriele, 2005. Elements of a theory of place attachment and socio-territorial
belonging. Int. Rev. Sociol. 15 (3), 497-515. https://doi.org/10.1080/
03906700500272483.

Ralph, David, Staeheli, Lynn A., 2011. Home and migration. Geogr. Compass 5 (7),
517-530.

Reichel, David, Morales, Laura, 2017. Surveying immigrants without sampling
frames—evaluating the success of alternative field methods. Comp. Migrat. Stud. 5
D, 1.

Riemsdijk, Micheline van, 2014. International migration and local emplacement:
everyday place-making practices of skilled migrants in Oslo, Norway. Environ.
Plann. 46 (4), 963-979. https://doi.org/10.1068/a46234.

Ryan, Louise, 2018. Differentiated embedding: Polish migrants in London negotiating
belonging over time. J. Ethnic Migrat. Stud. 44 (2), 233-251. https://doi.org/
10.1080/1369183X.2017.1341710.

Rye, Johan Fredrik, 2017. Labour migrants and rural change: the "mobility
transformation" of Hitra/Frgya, Norway, 2005-2015. J. Rural Stud. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.jrurstud.2017.12.003.

Rye, Johan Fredrik, Holm Slettebak, Marie, 2020. The new geography of labour
migration: EU11 migrants in rural Norway. J. Rural Stud. 75, 125-131. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2020.01.014.


https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0467.2010.00353.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0467.2010.00353.x
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0743-0167(22)00180-2/sref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0743-0167(22)00180-2/sref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0743-0167(22)00180-2/sref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0743-0167(22)00180-2/sref2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2018.05.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0272-4944(02)00117-2
https://www.migrationpolicy.org/article/finding-connections-nexus-between-migration-and-corruption
https://www.migrationpolicy.org/article/finding-connections-nexus-between-migration-and-corruption
https://www.migrationpolicy.org/article/finding-connections-nexus-between-migration-and-corruption
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0743-0167(22)00180-2/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0743-0167(22)00180-2/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0743-0167(22)00180-2/sref6
https://doi.org/10.2478/v10202-011-0013-1
https://doi.org/10.2478/v10202-011-0013-1
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1533-8525.1993.tb00133.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1533-8525.1993.tb00133.x
https://doi.org/10.4054/demres.2011.25.24
https://doi.org/10.1080/15562948.2013.810798
https://doi.org/10.1080/15562948.2013.810798
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2015.1023184
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2015.1023184
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2015.1027180
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2015.1027180
https://doi.org/10.1068/d16209
https://doi.org/10.1111/gec3.12130
https://doi.org/10.1111/gec3.12130
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183042000339963
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183042000339963
https://doi.org/10.1080/01419870.2014.971041
https://doi.org/10.1080/01419870.2012.659269
https://doi.org/10.1080/01419870.2012.659269
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2012.711055
https://doi.org/10.3389/fsoc.2020.578495
https://doi.org/10.1177/00139160121973188
https://doi.org/10.1177/00139160121973188
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916508314478
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0743-0167(22)00180-2/sref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0743-0167(22)00180-2/sref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0743-0167(22)00180-2/sref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0743-0167(22)00180-2/sref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0743-0167(22)00180-2/sref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0743-0167(22)00180-2/sref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0743-0167(22)00180-2/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0743-0167(22)00180-2/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0743-0167(22)00180-2/sref24
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2007.06.003
https://doi.org/10.3389/fsoc.2021.623686
https://doi.org/10.3389/fsoc.2021.623686
https://doi.org/10.1002/psp.1921
https://doi.org/10.1002/psp.1921
https://doi.org/10.1006/jevp.2001.0221
https://doi.org/10.1006/jevp.2001.0221
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0743-0167(22)00180-2/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0743-0167(22)00180-2/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0743-0167(22)00180-2/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0743-0167(22)00180-2/sref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0743-0167(22)00180-2/sref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0743-0167(22)00180-2/sref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0743-0167(22)00180-2/sref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0743-0167(22)00180-2/sref30
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183042000305708
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183042000305708
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0743-0167(22)00180-2/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0743-0167(22)00180-2/sref32
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2010.489380
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2010.489380
https://doi.org/10.1002/psp.1923
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0743-0167(22)00180-2/sref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0743-0167(22)00180-2/sref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0743-0167(22)00180-2/sref35
https://doi.org/10.14254/2071-789X.2014/7-4/8
https://doi.org/10.14254/2071-789X.2014/7-4/8
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2009.05.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2009.05.004
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916510364917
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916510364917
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2010.10.001
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0743-0167(22)00180-2/sref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0743-0167(22)00180-2/sref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0743-0167(22)00180-2/sref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0743-0167(22)00180-2/sref41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0743-0167(22)00180-2/sref41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0743-0167(22)00180-2/sref41
https://doi.org/10.1093/migration/mnaa004
https://doi.org/10.1093/migration/mnaa004
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0743-0167(22)00180-2/sref43
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0743-0167(22)00180-2/sref43
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2018.08.001
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2019.1623016
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2019.1623016
https://doi.org/10.1177/0197918318768557
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0743-0167(22)00180-2/sref47
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0743-0167(22)00180-2/sref47
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2016.04.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2016.04.001
https://doi.org/10.1080/03906700500272483
https://doi.org/10.1080/03906700500272483
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0743-0167(22)00180-2/sref50
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0743-0167(22)00180-2/sref50
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0743-0167(22)00180-2/sref51
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0743-0167(22)00180-2/sref51
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0743-0167(22)00180-2/sref51
https://doi.org/10.1068/a46234
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2017.1341710
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2017.1341710
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2017.12.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2017.12.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2020.01.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2020.01.014

B. Lynnebakke and A. Aasland

Rye, Johan Fredrik, O’Reilly, Karen, 2020. International Labour Migration to Europe’s
Rural Regions. Routledge, London. https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003022367.

Rye, Johan Fredrik, Scott, Sam, 2018. International labour migration and food
production in rural europe: a review of the evidence. Sociol. Rural. 58, 928-952.
https://doi.org/10.1111/soru.12208.

Samers, Michael, Collyer, Michael, 2017. Migration. Routledge, London.

Savage, Michael, Bagnall, Gaynor, Longhurst, Brian, 2005. Globalization and belonging.
In: Globalization & Belonging. SAGE.

Savage, Mike, Allen, Chris, Atkinson, Rowland, Burrows, Roger, Méndez, Maria-Luisa,
Watt, Paul, 2010. Focus article. Hous. Theor. Soc. 27 (2), 115-161. https://doi.org/
10.1080/14036090903434975.

Shamai, Shmuel, Ilatov, Zinaida, 2005. Measuring sense of place: methodological
aspects. Tijdschr. Econ. Soc. Geogr. 96 (5), 467-476. https://doi.org/10.1111/
j-1467-9663.2005.00479.x.

Snel, Erik, Faber, Marije, Engbersen, Godfried, 2015. To stay or return? Explaining return
intentions of central and eastern European labour migrants. Cent. E. Eur. Migrat.
Rev. 4 (2), 5-24.

Spgholt, Susanne, Aasland, Aadne, Onsager, Knut, Mette Vestby, Guri, 2012. «Derfor Blir
Vi Her» — Innvandrere I Distrikts-Norge. Oslo. NIBR-rapport 2012, 5.

Sgholt, Susanne, Stenbacka, Susanne, Ngrgaard, Helle, 2018. Conditioned receptiveness:
Nordic rural elite perceptions of immigrant contributions to local resilience. J. Rural
Stud. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2018.05.004.

Sole, A., Solana, M., Mendizabal, E., 2014. Foreigners in the mountain Integration and
international migration in a mountain area: the Catalan Pyrenees. Rev. Géogr. Alp.
102 (3) https://doi.org/10.4000/rga.2484.

Stachowski, Jakub, 2020. Processes of socio-spatial exposures and isolations among
Polish labour migrants in rural Norway: exploring social integration as a lived
experience. Eur. Urban Reg. Stud. 27 (4), 379-397. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0969776420930758.

Stedman, R.C., 2003. Is it really just a social construction? The contribution of the
physical environment to sense of place. Soc. Nat. Resour. 16 (8), 671-685. https://
doi.org/10.1080/08941920390217627.

498

Journal of Rural Studies 94 (2022) 488-498

Stockdale, Aileen, 2006. Migration: pre-requisite for rural economic regeneration?

J. Rural Stud. 22 (3), 354-366. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2005.11.001.

Strgmsg, Mette, 2019. Investigating everyday acts of contributing as ‘admission tickets’
to belong to the nation in Norway. Nations Natl. 25 (4), 1238-1258. https://doi.org/
10.1111/nana.12536.

Torunczyk-Ruiz, Sabina, Brunarska, Zuzanna, 2018. Through attachment to settlement:
social and psychological determinants of migrants’ intentions to stay. J. Ethnic
Migrat. Stud. 1-19. https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2018.1554429.

Torunczyk-Ruiz, Sabina, 2013. Neighbourhood attachment and city identity in ethnically
mixed areas: comparison of natives and migrants in four European cities. Estud.
Psicol. 34 (3), 339-343. https://doi.org/10.1174/021093913808349244.

Trabka, Agnieszka, 2019. From functional bonds to place identity: place attachment of
Polish migrants living in London and Oslo. J. Environ. Psychol. 62, 67-73. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2019.02.010.

Vertovec, Steven, 2004. Migrant transnationalism and modes of transformation. Int.
Migrat. Rev. 38 (3), 970-1001.

Villa, Mariann, Marit Haugen, S., 2005. Naboskap i bygda. Sosiol. Tidsskr. 13 (3),
213-233.

Wimmer, Andreas, Glick Schiller, Nina, 2003. Methodological nationalism, the social
sciences, and the study of migration: an essay in historical epistemology 1. Int.
Migrat. Rev. 37 (3), 576-610. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1747-7379.2003.tb00151.
X.

Woods, Michael, 2016. International migration, agency and regional development in
rural europe. Doc. Anal. Geogr. 62 (3), 569-593. https://doi.org/10.5565/rev/
dag.372.

Wu, Rong, Huang, Xu, Li, Zhigang, Liu, Ye, Liu, Yuqi, 2019. Deciphering the meaning
and mechanism of migrants’ and locals’ neighborhood attachment in Chinese cities:
evidence from Guangzhou. Cities 85, 187-195. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
cities.2018.09.006.

Zahl-Thanem, Alexander, Haugen, Marit, 2019. Attitudes toward immigrants in rural
Norway. A rural-urban comparison. Sociol. Rural. 59 (4), 685-700. https://doi.org/
10.1111/soru.12251.


https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003022367
https://doi.org/10.1111/soru.12208
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0743-0167(22)00180-2/sref58
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0743-0167(22)00180-2/sref59
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0743-0167(22)00180-2/sref59
https://doi.org/10.1080/14036090903434975
https://doi.org/10.1080/14036090903434975
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9663.2005.00479.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9663.2005.00479.x
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0743-0167(22)00180-2/sref62
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0743-0167(22)00180-2/sref62
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0743-0167(22)00180-2/sref62
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0743-0167(22)00180-2/sref63
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0743-0167(22)00180-2/sref63
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2018.05.004
https://doi.org/10.4000/rga.2484
https://doi.org/10.1177/0969776420930758
https://doi.org/10.1177/0969776420930758
https://doi.org/10.1080/08941920390217627
https://doi.org/10.1080/08941920390217627
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2005.11.001
https://doi.org/10.1111/nana.12536
https://doi.org/10.1111/nana.12536
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2018.1554429
https://doi.org/10.1174/021093913808349244
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2019.02.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2019.02.010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0743-0167(22)00180-2/sref73
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0743-0167(22)00180-2/sref73
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0743-0167(22)00180-2/sref74
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0743-0167(22)00180-2/sref74
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1747-7379.2003.tb00151.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1747-7379.2003.tb00151.x
https://doi.org/10.5565/rev/dag.372
https://doi.org/10.5565/rev/dag.372
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2018.09.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2018.09.006
https://doi.org/10.1111/soru.12251
https://doi.org/10.1111/soru.12251

	Striking roots: Place attachment of international migrants, internal migrants and local natives in three Norwegian rural mu ...
	1 Introduction
	2 Data and methods
	3 Place attachment
	3.1 Predictors of place attachment
	3.2 Place attachment and mobility
	3.3 Scale
	3.4 Studies on migrants and place attachment

	4 Results
	4.1 Local natives have the strongest place attachment (RQ1)
	4.2 Migrant status does not predict place attachment (RQ2)
	4.3 Predictors of place attachment vary between natives, internal and international migrants (R3)

	5 Discussion
	5.1 Predictors of place attachment
	5.1.1 Length of residence
	5.1.2 Social ties
	5.1.3 Institutional trust
	5.1.4 Physical factors

	5.2 Different forms of place attachment?
	5.3 Scale and place attachment
	5.4 Small differences between three rural municipalities

	6 Concluding comments
	Acknowledgments
	Appendix 1 Acknowledgments
	References


