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Abstract 
Libraries seek to fit into the lives of students they serve by creating welcoming services 
and spaces that meet student needs. By meeting student needs, the library creates a 
sense of place within the lives of students—somewhere on campus that they feel safe, 
connected, and welcome. This study examines six sense of place constructs—belonging, 
connection, respect, safety, welcomeness, and the ability to interact with library 
employees—across several demographic identifiers (gender, ethnicity, and university 
status). The effort simultaneously establishes baseline measures for future reference 
while identifying areas where the library is successfully creating a sense of place for 
students and areas where improvement is needed. The study also uses principal 
component analysis to help determine how well each construct connect to and works 
with other constructs to provide a sense of place measure. 

Introduction 

Ranganathan’s second law states “Every reader his or her book,” implying that libraries 
meet the needs of a broad spectrum of patrons (Ranganathan, 1931). Libraries are a 
place for everyone and should be welcoming and inviting to all. All students should feel 
like the library is part of their entire academic experience—a place where they feel 
connected, helped, welcomed, respected, and safe (Fargo & Mastrangelo, 2021). 
Students’ experience varies depending on their library use, their needs, and their 
experiences. Libraries need to proactively ensure that all students see themselves and 
feel a sense of place within the library. 

Literature Review 

Helping students feel a sense of place within the library begins with an increased 
understanding of who students are, what their experience is, and what their needs are. 
Personas describe student-library interactions based on student needs and use 
patterns. One effort identified student personas and matched the personas with the 
library’s space, resources, and services (Zaugg & Rackham, 2016; Zaugg, 2017; Zaugg 
and Ziegenfuss, 2018). For example, one persona, Focuser, describes library students 
who look for and use a space within the library that is quiet where they can work on a 
task without interruptions and interference. While each Focuser works on different 
tasks, the manner in which they work on the task is similar. Having this type of space 
provides a connection between the library and the student. Other personas enable 
libraries to determine that they have proper spaces, services, and resources for 
students based on the identified persona group needs. 

Library spaces, resources, and services, like study halls, exhibitions, and tutoring help 
students see the library as part of their life—a place to focus on studies, to meet with 
friends, or to simply get away (Mayer et al., 2020). Girton et al. (2019) describe an effort 
to market the library based on six core emotional values or needs—control, self-
expression, growth, recognition, belonging, and care. This effort sought to balance 
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students’ individuality with their connection to the library in ways that supports their 
emotional well-being. 

To make the library part of a student’s life, essential components of students’ lives need 
to be identified. These components not only help libraries understand if and how they 
are meeting student needs in such a way that the library becomes an important part of 
their life. Included in the identification of these components is how student sub-group 
populations relate to each component. Demographic markers such as race or ethnicity, 
gender, and university status (year of study), including first generation students, helps 
the library understand how they can become part of students’ academic experience. 

Following a search of literature, six constructs were identified that constitute how well 
the library fits into students’ lives and provides them a sense of place in the academic 
community. In no particular order, each construct is briefly discussed. 

Belonging. Oswald and his colleagues (2021) examined black and minority students’ 
perspectives to understand how the library helped students feel like they belonged and 
were accepted within the library and the institution. Belonging encompasses the 
institution’s historical legacy as well as its current psychological and behavioral 
climate. It includes positive and negative actions, such as microaffirmations or 
microaggressions, that help all student determine the degree to which they belong in 
the library and at the institution (Hunter et al., 2019; Lewis & Shah, 2019; Mayer et al. 
2020). As students acclimate to the university and library, they experience proactive 
engagements and develop network building that helps them to succeed and diminishes 
any imposter syndrome feelings (Culver et al., 2021; Deeken et al., 2019).  

Connection. Customizing library policies, procedures, services, and spaces helps 
students feel a connection to the library (Couture et al., 2021; Deeken et al., 2019; 
Eisenman, 2020). It may be as simple as a table sign inviting others to study at the table 
or the creation of a space for a specific group or purpose. For example, following the 
creation of a Family Friendly Study Room (FFSR), a space for students with children, at 
an academic library, Graff and his colleagues (2019) found that the space exceeded 
student expectations. Students indicated that they felt less awkward when coming to 
the library to study with their children. They tended to their children’s needs while 
completing their academic studies. The FFSR provided them physical and emotional 
relief as they fulfilled their roles as students and parents. One student-parent 
commented that the FFSR was “their place on campus.” 

Having a connection to the library does not mean giving up a piece of oneself, as 
happens with some minority students, to feel a connection (DeFrain & Hong, 2020; 
Hunter, 2019). Rather it means that students see part of themselves already present 
within a library. These connections enables all students the opportunity to add to who 
they are without sacrificing parts of their identity. 

Safety. Safety is often thought of in terms of extreme events within the library, the 
campus, or another location. Stretesky and Hogan (2001) examined the perceived 
safety of female students in an upstate New York campus following the Columbine 
High School shooting. Even though it was not a higher education institution and over a 
thousand miles away, media coverage of the event led students to feel less safe 
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following the event compared to student perceptions of safety prior to the event. 
Similarly, during the Route 91 Festival in Las Vegas, Nevada, students at the Lied 
Library on the University of Las Vegas campus did not feel safe to leave the library at 
closing time, even though police had determined that there was no threat on campus. 
In a study following this event, students indicated that they now chose familiar study 
spots that had the option of locking doors, places to hide or seek refuge, and multiple 
ways to escape (Mazmanyan, 2020). 

Even when the events are not extreme, there are key differences in some groups’ 
perception of safety within a library. Starkweather (2007) examined how women and 
men differed in their perceptions of safety and strategies used by each group to feel 
safe. Men had difficulty relating to women feeling unsafe. To improve feelings of safety 
women stayed home after dark, formulated self-defense plans, and used self-talk, 
telling themselves there was nothing to fear. Males seemed to shrug off unsafe feelings 
with a sense of bravado. 

Regardless of real, imagined, or perceived threats to safety, the library needs to be a 
place where students feel secure. It may involve implementing procedures and policies 
to help students feel safe while studying or traveling to or from the library. It may also 
include awareness training so those who do not see a need for these protocols gain 
additional awareness of why they are needed and how they can contribute to safety. 

Talk with a library employee. Whether in-person or online, students need to feel that 
they are able to engage with library employees and that the library employees will 
respond in positive ways. Hamer (2021) crafted six identical online requests to 
librarians a wide academic library system. Each email request used the same gender 
and request for help but changed the sender’s name to indicate a different ethnic 
origin. The researchers used several metrics including a courteous greeting, response 
to the request, type and extent of referrals, a professional ending, total responses, and 
total time until the response was received. Service response to these requests depended 
on the perceived ethnicity of the student with Black African students having the 
poorest librarian response with 16% of requests not receiving a response and another 
37% receiving an inadequate response. Asian requests received the best response. 

When students are able to engage with library employees, they are able to form trusting 
relationships. They feel emotionally supported and develop a sense of closeness with 
more positive learning. The net result becomes a benefit for both the librarian and the 
student. 

Respected. As the components discussed are developed and used in a positive way, 
mutual respect between students and the library employees develops. The fact that 
someone is ready to listen, and help strengthens the respect between students and 
library employees (Moriña, 2019). As positive communication strategies are used 
regardless, feelings of respect are strengthened (Hurtado, 2015; Murrar et al., 2020). 
Developing a pro-diversity approach helps all to engage with one another in respectful 
manner, even when they may disagree on approaches or opinions. 

Welcomeness. When efforts are made to include and engage everyone, people feel 
welcome and wanted. Any feelings of silos that exclude others melts away and people 
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look forward to participating in activities and coming to the library (Stewart, et al., 
2019). Murrar and his colleagues (2020) developed interventions to increase 
commitment to diversity, strengthen feelings of social belonging, and facilitate 
interactions with people from all backgrounds so that they feel welcome and respected. 
Eisenman et al. (2020), emphasize the need for staff to decrease microaggressions and 
increase microaffirmations by becoming more aware of factors that influence students 
with disabilities and those who are from different social and racial backgrounds. 
Hurtado et al. (2015) indicate that cues from faculty and staff enable students to discern 
the validations (recognition, respect, and appreciation) they receive that support or 
restrict their sense of belonging. Expanding these social networks helps to create a 
sense of belonging and acceptance. 

These six components provide a starting point for libraries to understand where they 
are now and what still needs to be done to help students feel a sense of place within the 
library. However, the research cited thus far, as well as other research, typically 
examine a specific group based on some demographic factor. Researchers may also 
focus on one or two constructs in their research. This scope limitation is 
understandable to help the research identify meaningful results for specific situations. 
Examination of the interplay between constructs and different demographic groups 
helps librarians establish a baseline of where they are now and points them to where 
they need to go. 

This research examines the interplay of these six constructs across several 
demographic categories to determine what, if any, connection they have to identifying 
students’ sense of place within a library. It is an exploratory study with no set 
hypothesis that seeks to contrast and compare to identify constructs that provide a 
baseline sense of place measure for students. 

Method 

We invited a stratified sample of 3,000 Brigham Young University (BYU) students to 
participate. The initial invitation was followed by two reminder invitations to non-
responders. Students had two weeks to respond to the invitation. Two surveys were 
used to collect data. The first survey consisted of seven questions, including implied 
consent, demographics, construct rating questions, and a question linked to an 
incentive draw survey. The second survey collected information needed for the 
incentive draw and enabled the responses on the first survey to be anonymous. Both 
surveys are in Appendix B.  

The ratings for the sense of place constructs used a seven-point scale ranging from 1 
(not at all like) to 7 (always like). For each construct students indicated the degree to 
which they felt the construct applied to their specific situation when using the library. 
The author incentivized participation with three $50 participation incentives and all 
procedures were approved by an IRB review. 

Following data collection, the author summarized descriptive statistics using student 
ratings for all students and then using selected demographic identifiers. For each 
demographic indicator, the mean rating and standard deviation (SD) as well as the 
percent of student responses that were “to some degree no” (NO) and “to some degree 
yes” (YES) were reported. The NO ratings included any negative ratings (“not at all,” 
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“not very,” “somewhat no”) while the YES ratings were all positive (“somewhat yes,” 
“very much,” “always”). There was a middle rating for students who did or did not 
relate to each sense of place construct. Because many of these constructs are subjective, 
the author made no attempt to define the measure (e.g., What does it mean to feel 
welcome?), but instead allowed each participant to apply their own understanding of 
the construct. 

Finally, we conducted a principal components analysis on all ethnic responses to 
determine if the constructs could or should be grouped into a sense of place measure. 
This analysis helped to determine if these measures were unified in identifying a sense 
of place for both baseline and future iterations. While the survey collected data on 
library personas, we do not report on that data. 

Findings 

Of the 3,000 invitations sent out, two invitations were sent to defective email 
addresses, which resulted in 2,998 invitations being received. Of those invitations, 969 
students (32%) responded to the survey, and 915 (31%) participated to some extent in 
the survey. Not all students responded to each question. Of all participants, 56% were 
female, which is 5% higher than the BYU population. Table 1 shows the percentage of 
survey respondents as compared to the actual BYU population for university status and 
ethnicity. Population/Survey percentage differences of 2.0% or greater occurred with 
freshmen, juniors, and super seniors. Six of the seven student ethnic groups were 
within 2% of the BYU population. The White European (WE) group was 
overrepresented by 7.3%. While not identical to the BYU population, the demographics 
of the survey responders were close enough to the BYU population to indicate that 
those responding to the survey were representative of the BYU population. 

Table 1. The Percentage of Survey Respondents and BYU Population for University 
Status and Ethnicity 

University Status 
Survey 

Respondents BYU Population 

Freshman (up to 30 credit hours) 25.8% 21.6% 

Sophomores (30-60 credit hours) 20.6% 18.7% 

Juniors (60-90 credit hours) 25.4% 22.6% 

Seniors (90-120 credit hours) 21.0% 21.9% 

Super Seniors (more than 120 credit 
hours)  7.2% 15.2% 
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Ethnicity Survey 
Respondents BYU Population 

American Indigenous or Alaskan Native 0.4% <1% 

Asian 2.2% 3%* 

Black or African American 0.2% <1% 

Hispanic 5.4 % 7% 

Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 1.3% -* 

White or European 88.3% 81% 

Other 2.1% 4% 

*BYU student statistics combine Asian and Pacific Islander students. Ethnicity has 
a 0.1% rounding error. 

Findings are reported using headings for all students and by specified demographic 
identifiers (gender, race, and university status). American Indigenous or Alaskan 
Native and Black or African American student responses are not discussed individually 
because of low response rates (3 and 2 responses, respectively). However, responses 
from these two groups were included in the Black, Indigenous, People of Color 
(BIPOC) group. The survey allowed for an “Other” option for ethnicity. All respondents 
who checked this option indicated that their ethnicity included two or more ethnic 
backgrounds. A new category, “Blended” (two or more ethnicities), was created for 
these responses. Blended responses were also included in the BIPOC findings. Survey 
participants self-selected which demographic category fit best with their identity. 

Reported percentages do not add up to 100% because of responses in the “Neither one 
nor the other” option or because some participants did not respond to a specific item. 

Sense of place 

The six constructs were used to identify the students’ sense of place within the HBLL. 
Specifically, the question read: When in the HBLL during the past semester, to what 
degree did you feel: 

• a sense of belonging? (belonging) 

• connected to something in the 
library? (connection) 

• respected? (respect) 

• safe? (safety) 

• able to talk with a library 
employee? (talking with a library 
employee) 

• welcome? (welcomeness)

In all student responses, five of the six measures had strong student mean ratings, 
ranging from 5.45 to 6.34 out of 7.00 (see Table 2). The safety rating had the highest 
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mean rating (6.34) and the lowest variance of all constructs. The library connection 
construct had lowest mean rating (4.86) and the highest variance among all constructs. 

YES percentages in five of the six sense of place measures were 80% or higher. All but 
one measure had NO percentages of 7.3% or lower. As with the mean rating, the 
connection construct had the lowest YES percentage (64.3%) and the highest NO 
percentage (16.7%). Most students (95.3%) felt safe within the HBLL. 

Table 2. Means, Standard Deviations, No and Yes Ratings for Sense of Place by All 
Students 
Sense of Place Mean SD YES NO 

Belonging 5.45 1.26 80.1% 6.0% 

Library connection 4.86 1.61 64.3% 16.7% 

Respected 5.97 1.08 87.8% 2.0% 

Safe 6.34 0.91 95.3% 2.0% 

Talk to an employee 5.67 1.35 83.1% 7.3% 

Welcome 5.87 1.16 86.5% 3.5% 

NO = Not at all, Not very and Somewhat No ratings, YES = Somewhat yes, Very 
much, and Always ratings 

Gender 

There were 506 responses from females and 385 responses from males, with little 
difference between them on all sense of place constructs (see Table 3). All mean 
differences were 0.15 or less across all mean rating constructs. When comparing the 
female YES percentages to male YES percentages, male percentages were 6.7% lower 
than females’ YES percentages in four constructs (belonging, connection, respect, and 
safety) and higher in two constructs (talking with a library employee and 
welcomeness). When comparing the female’s NO percentages to male’s NO 
percentages, there is a smaller difference across all constructs (3.2% or less), with three 
constructs having a less than 1% difference (connection, respect, and safety). 

Table 3. Means, Standard Deviations, No and Yes Ratings for Sense of Place by 
Gender 
 Female Male 

Sense of Place Mean SD YES NO Mean SD YES NO 

Belonging 5.46 1.25 82.4% 7.1% 5.46 1.27 77.4% 4.7% 

Library 
connection 4.91 1.56 67.2% 16.4% 4.80 1.68 60.5% 16.9% 
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 Female Male 

Sense of Place Mean SD YES NO Mean SD YES NO 

Respected 6.01 1.02 89.9% 1.8% 5.92 1.15 85.5% 2.3% 

Safe 6.30 0.89 96.1% 2.2% 6.40 0.92 94.8% 1.8% 

Talk to an 
employee 5.60 1.39 82.2% 8.7% 5.75 1.30 84.4% 5.5% 

Welcome 5.84 1.18 86.2% 4.2% 5.92 1.14 87.0% 2.6% 

NO = Not at all, Not very and Somewhat No ratings, YES = Somewhat yes, Very 
much, and Always ratings. 

Ethnicity 

Since the majority of all students at BYU are in the WE category, all students and WE 
groups were compared with other ethnic groups, including BIPOC. 

WE and BIPOC. The difference between the WE and BIPOC students’ mean ratings 
across all constructs was 0.35 or less out of 7.00, with two differences of 0.02 or less 
(respect and talking with a library employee). The largest mean ratings differences 
between these two groups were in the connection (0.35) and welcomeness (0.31) 
welcomeness, with the WE students having higher mean ratings than the BIPOC 
students. 

BIPOC’s YES percentages were 6.4% or lower than the WE students in all constructs. 
The most pronounced differences were found in the welcomeness (6.4%), belonging 
(5.8%), and safety (5.6%) constructs. The differences between the NO percentages for 
the two groups indicated differences of 2.1% or lower for four of the six constructs. The 
two exceptions were connection and belonging (9.5% and 5.2% respectively), with 
BIPOC students having higher NO ratings in all but one group (talking with a library 
employee), where the difference was 0.06%. 

Table 4. Means, Standard Deviations, No and Yes Ratings for Sense of Place by 
White or European and BIPOC Students 
 White or European BIPOC 

Sense of Place Mean SD YES NO Mean SD YES NO 

Belonging 5.49 1.23 80.8% 5.4% 5.18 1.36 75.0% 10.6% 

Library connection 4.90 1.58 64.7% 15.5% 4.55 1.80 60.6% 25.0% 

Respected 5.97 1.07 88.4% 1.9% 5.95 1.16 83.7% 2.9% 

Safe 6.36 0.88 96.0% 1.8% 6.15 1.05 90.4% 3.9% 
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 White or European BIPOC 

Sense of Place Mean SD YES NO Mean SD YES NO 

Talk to an employee 5.67 1.35 83.4% 7.3% 5.68 1.34 80.8% 6.7% 

Welcome 5.91 1.13 87.2% 3.3% 5.60 1.36 80.8% 4.8% 

NO = Not at all, Not very and Somewhat No ratings, YES = Somewhat yes, Very 
much, and Always ratings. 

Other ethnic groups. Ethnic groups with 10 or more student responses were 
examined. While the WE and BIPOC trends and patterns continued, the differences 
were more pronounced among specific ethnic groups. The Hispanic group had higher 
differences when compared to all students’ mean ratings for all but two constructs. 
This group had higher mean ratings differences ranged between 0.01 and 0.28. The 
lower mean rating differences were for the connection (0.4) and welcomeness (0.02) 
constructs. 

This finding contrasts with the NHPI and Blended groups’ responses, in which 
differences with all students’ means were lower. Mean rating differences for the NHPI 
group ranged from 0.14 to 0.77, with the largest difference in the connection 
constructs. For the Blended group, student mean differences ranged from 0.07 to 0.76, 
with the largest difference in the welcomeness construct. Differences between all 
students’ mean ratings and Asian students were all lower except for the talking with a 
library employee group (0.18) construct. The lower mean rating differences ranged 
from 0.29 to 0.52, with the respect measure having the largest student mean rating 
difference. 

Table 5. Means and Standard Deviations for Sense of Place by Ethnic Group 
 Asian Blended Hispanic NHPI WE 

 
M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD 

Sense of 
Place/Number 20 - 19 - 48 - 11 - 791 - 

Belonging 5.10 0.99 4.74 1.62 5.46 1.37 5.09 1.31 5.49 1.23 

Library connection  4.55 1.50 4.79 1.44 4.46 1.94 4.09 1.83 4.90 1.58 

Respected 5.45 1.28 5.68 1.26 6.25 0.92 5.91 1.31 5.97 1.07 

Safe 6.05 0.97 5.68 1.17 6.38 1.03 6.00 0.95 6.36 0.88 

Talk to an 
employee 5.85 1.39 5.58 1.18 5.71 1.41 5.36 1.23 5.67 1.35 

Welcome 5.40 1.07 5.11 1.65 5.85 1.35 5.73 1.05 5.91 1.13 
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NHPI = Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, WE = White or European. M = mean, SD 
= standard deviation 

YES and NO trends shown in the WE and BIPOC findings persisted (see Table 6), with 
little difference between the YES or the NO student percentages in the WE group as 
compared to all students. The Hispanic group also had some differences between their 
YES percentages and all students’ percentages, with some higher and some lower. For 
example, the largest YES percentage differences between the Hispanic group and all 
students included the connection construct, with the Hispanic percentages 6.0% lower 
than all students but 5.9% higher than all students for the respect construct. 

Differences between all other ethnic group student YES percentages and all students 
were lower, with only two exceptions: Asian group percentages with the connection 
construct and NHPI percentages with the belonging construct. The largest differences 
in the YES percentages for the Asian group occurred in the respect (17.8%) and 
welcomeness (11.5%) constructs. The Blended group had four differences in excess of 
10%—belonging (16.9%), safety (16.3%), respect (14.1%), and welcomeness (12.8%) 
constructs. The largest difference for the NHPI group was 18.8% lower in the 
connection construct. 

Table 6. No and Yes Ratings for Sense of Place by Ethnic Group 

 
Yes Rating Percentages No Rating Percentages 

 
Asian BL His NHPI WE Asian BL His NHPI WE 

Sense of 
Place/Number 20 19 48 11 791 20 19 48 11 791 

Belonging 75.0% 63.2% 81.3% 81.8% 80.8% 5.0% 15.8% 6.2% 18.2% 5.4% 

Library connection 65.0% 63.2% 58.3% 45.5% 64.7% 20.0% 15.8% 29.2% 36.4% 15.5% 

Respected 70.0% 73.7% 93.7% 81.8% 88.4% 5.0% 5.3% 0.0% 9.1% 1.9% 

Safe 90.0% 79.0% 93.8% 90.9% 96.0% 0.0% 5.3% 6.3% 0.0% 1.8% 

Talk to an 
employee 80.0% 79.0% 81.3% 81.8% 83.4% 5.0% 5.3% 8.3% 9.1% 7.3% 

Welcome 75.0% 73.7% 87.5% 81.8% 87.2% 0.0% 15.8% 4.2% 0.0% 3.3% 

BL = Blended, His = Hispanic, NHPI = Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, WE = 
White or European 

When comparing the NO percentages between each ethnic group and all students, the 
Blended group’s NO percentages were 12.3% higher in the welcomeness construct. The 
Hispanic group’s NO percentages in the connection construct were 12.5% higher. The 
NHPI group’s NO percentages were 12.2% higher in the belonging and 19.7% higher in 
the connection constructs. All other NO percentages for all ethnicities in all groups 
were less than 10%, with half of the differences for all non-WE groups across all 
constructs less than 3.0% difference. 
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University Status 

All mean differences across all university statuses for all but three constructs were 
within 0.20 of all students’ means (see Table 7). The exceptions were in the connection 
construct, with the freshman mean rating 0.23 higher than all students’ mean rating, 
and in the connection and respect constructs, with the super senior mean ratings lower 
than all other students’ mean ratings (0.27 and 0.24, respectively). All mean ratings for 
freshmen across all constructs were higher than all students’ mean ratings. All mean 
ratings for sophomores and super seniors were lower than all students’ mean ratings. 

Table 7. Means and Standard Deviations for Sense of Place by University Status 

 
Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Super Senior 

 M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD 

Sense of 
Place/Number 233 - 184 - 229 - 185 - 64 - 

Belonging 5.59 1.15 5.26 1.23 5.45 1.38 5.52 1.23 5.38 1.22 

Library connection 5.09 1.45 4.76 1.58 4.77 1.66 4.86 1.71 4.59 1.67 

Respected 6.17 0.93 5.84 1.04 5.91 1.18 5.98 1.10 5.73 1.15 

Safe 6.53 0.71 6.21 0.91 6.21 1.04 6.39 0.89 6.27 0.96 

Talk to an 
employee 5.71 1.28 5.55 1.37 5.71 1.37 5.71 1.38 5.59 1.35 

Welcome 5.95 1.07 5.68 1.21 5.87 1.25 6.01 1.04 5.70 1.28 

SD = standard deviation. 

About half of YES percentage differences between each university status group and all 
students across all measures were within 3% of all students’ percentage (see Table 8). 
All freshmen YES percentages were higher than all students’ percentages. The 
connection construct had the largest difference (7.8%). Freshman YES percentages 
were considerably higher than those of all other university status groups. The largest 
YES percentage differences for the super senior group were negative in the 
welcomeness (6.8%) and respect (6.5%) constructs. 

There were only four exceptions for the NO percentages, with a 2.0% difference 
(higher or lower) than all students for all groups across all measures. These exceptions 
included freshmen in the connection construct (5.5% lower), seniors in the 
welcomeness construct (2.4% lower), and super seniors in the welcomeness (2.8% 
higher) and connection (6.8% higher) constructs. 
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Table 8. Yes Ratings for Sense of Place by University Status 

 
Yes Rating Percentages 

 
No Rating Percentages 

 
Fr So Jr Sr SSr 

 
Fr So Jr Sr SSr 

Sense of 
Place/Number 225 180 226 181 63 

 
225 180 226 181 63 

Belonging 85.0% 77.7% 75.6% 83.2% 76.6% 
 

4.7% 6.5% 7.9% 4.9% 6.3% 

Library connection 72.1% 60.3% 60.3% 64.9% 59.4% 
 

11.2% 17.9% 17.9% 18.4% 23.5% 

Respected 93.1% 86.4% 84.3% 89.2% 81.3% 
 

0.9% 1.1% 3.5% 2.2% 3.1% 

Safe 98.3% 95.7% 91.7% 96.2% 93.8% 
 

0.9% 2.2% 3.1% 2.2% 1.6% 

Talk to an 
employee 86.7% 79.9% 82.5% 83.3% 81.3%  7.7% 7.6% 7.0% 6.5% 7.8% 

Welcome 88.9% 84.2% 84.7% 90.3% 79.7% 
 

2.2% 4.4% 5.2% 1.1% 6.3% 

Fr = Freshman, So = Sophomores, Jr = Juniors, Sr = Seniors, SSr = Super Seniors 

Principal Component Analyses 

Principal component analyses (PCAs) help to show how constructs group together. 
These clusters enable those using the PCA to determine how the constructs inform if 
there is a single construct or multiple constructs working together. In this study, PCAs 
were conducted using an orthogonal rotation (varimax) and report the Kaiser-Meyer-
Olkin (KMO) value to indicate the sampling adequacy. As indicated by Field (2009), 
KMO measures of sampling adequacy recommended the following interpretations of 
the KMO score: 

Bare minimum 0.5  

Mediocre  

 

 

 

0.5–0.7  

Good 0.7–0.8  

Great 0.8–0.9  

Superb 0.9 and above 

 

Additionally, the percent variance explained by the constructs’ matrix, the constructs’ 
rank order by their loading scores, and their loading ranges are reported. The more 
variance that is accounted for by the model, the better. The closer the loading is to 1.00, 
the stronger and more important the factor is in the construct matrix. Table 9 provides 
this information for the gender, ethnic, and university status groups. For reference, the 
measures for all students are included. 
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Gender PCA 

The KMO scores for both female and male students was in the great range, with about 
59% of the variance accounted for in the component matrix. Both had comparable 
loadings, and the rank of component matrix factors was identical except for the order 
of belonging and welcomeness switching order (female:(1) welcomeness (2) belonging; 
male: (1) belonging, (2) welcomeness). 

Table 9. PCA Results for All Students and the Gender, Ethnic, and University 
Status Groups for the Sense of Place Measures 

Group N KMO 
Percent 

Variance Rank Order of Component Matrix Factors* 
Loading 
Range 

All 895 0.839 59.0 Belong Welcome Respect Safe Connect Talk 2 0.828–
0.682 

Female 506 0.825 59.2 Belong Welcome Respect Safe Connect Talk 2 0.833–
0.687 

Male 385 0.846 59.1 Welcome Belong Respect Safe Connect Talk 2 0.829-
0.675 

Asian 20 0.545 66.5 Welcome Safe Belong Talk 2 Respect  0.848–
0.618 

    Connect      0.947 

BIPOC 103 0.776 58.6 Belong Welcome Safe Talk 2 Respect Connect 0.870–
0.618 

Blended 19 0.792 71.7 Connect Safe Talk 2 Respect Belong Welcome 0.892–
0.775 

Hispanic 48 0.775 78.2 Respect Safe Belong    0.901–
0.687 

    Connect Talk 2 Welcome    0.833–
0.675 

NHPI 11 0.513 75.2 Talk 2 Belong Respect    0.905–
0.760 

    Connect Safe Welcome    0.916–
0.629 

WE 791 0.843 59.1 Belong Welcome Respect Safe Connect Talk 2 0.820–
0.677 

Freshman 233 0.812 55.2 Welcome Belong Respect Safe Connect Talk 2 0.830–
0.629 
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Group N KMO 
Percent 

Variance Rank Order of Component Matrix Factors* 
Loading 
Range 

Sophomore 184 0.805 56.7 Welcome Belong Respect Safe Connect Talk 2 0.832–
0.580 

Junior 229 0.846 64.9 Belong Respect Welcome Safe Talk 2 Connect 0.851–
0.695 

Senior 185 0.795 55.2 Belong Welcome Connect Respect Talk 2 Safe 0.814–
0.636 

Super 
Senior 64 0.875 62.7 Welcome Belong Safe Respect Talk 2 Connect 0.847–

0.647 

Connect = Library connection, Belong = Belonging, Talk 2 = Talk to an Employee, 
Respect = Respected.  

*There is one row for each set of component matrix factors. Rank order of 
components is from left to right beginning with the highest ranking. 

Ethnicity PCA 

The KMO scores were just above the minimum level for the Asian and NHPI groups, 
likely because of the low number of responses. The BIPOC, Blended, and Hispanic 
groups had good KMO scores, with the WE group having a great score. The constructs’ 
matrices accounted for between 58.6% (BIPOC) and 78.2% (Hispanic) of the variance in 
responses. The Asian, Hispanic, and NHPI had two groups within their respective 
construct matrices, but the clusters were quite different. The Asian group had all 
factors except for the connection construct which was by itself. The NHPI group split 
the sense of place constructs into two groups. The first group included the talking with 
a library employee, belonging, and respect constructs. The second group included the 
connection, safety, and welcomeness constructs. The Hispanic group switched the 
talking with a library employee construct with the safety construct in its clusters and 
had a different rank order than the other clusters. All other ethnic groups—BIPOC, 
Blended, and WE—had only one construct matrix, with the constructs in each cluster 
varying depending on the ethnic group. 

University status PCA 

All university status groups had KMO scores that were good or great and accounted for 
55.2% to 64.9% of the variance in student responses, depending on the group. Each 
university status group had only one construct matrix. The rank of factors varied by 
loading and rank order, but there was considerable similarity. For example, freshmen, 
sophomores, and super seniors had the welcomeness and belonging constructs ranked 
one and two whereas seniors reversed this order, and juniors had belonging and 
respect as their top two constructs. Except for seniors, all university status groups 
ranked connection and talking with a library employee in the bottom two constructs. 
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Summary 

The survey had a good participation rate (31%), with survey responses comparable to 
each demographic indicator associated with the university population. However, low 
ethnic group populations in the campus population and corresponding low survey 
response rates prevented full data analysis. Specifically, the American Indigenous or 
Alaskan Native and the Black or African American ethnic groups, which have low 
student populations at BYU, had correspondingly low survey response rates (three and 
two, respectively). Data from these groups were not sufficient for specific group 
analyses, but the data was included for analysis of BIPOC students. Hereafter, the sense 
of place results are discussed by each group — gender, ethnicity, university status, and 
principal components analysis. 

Sense of place 

The safety construct had the strongest mean rating for all groups, with a mean rating of 
6.34/7.00 and with 95.3% students indicating that, to some degree, they felt safe in the 
library. The connection construct had the lowest mean rating of all measures 
(4.86/7.00), and the lowest percentage of students indicated that they felt some 
connection to the library (64.3%). Likewise, 16.7% of students indicated that, to some 
degree, they have little or no connection to the library. These patterns persist across all 
demographic groups, but mean ratings and YES percentages vary depending on the 
group and its members. 

Gender 

There was little practical difference between female and male mean ratings and 
percentages for all sense of place constructs. The highest mean rating for females was 
on the safety construct (6.30/7.00), and 96.1% of females indicated that, to some degree, 
they felt safe in the library. Males had comparable but lower mean ratings (6.40/7.00) 
and YES percentages (94.8%). The lowest mean rating for males and females was in the 
connection construct, with males having lower mean ratings (4.80/7.00 versus 
4.91/7.00), corresponding low YES responses (60.5% versus 67.2%), and slightly higher 
NO responses (16.9% versus 16.4%). While differences between the genders exist, they 
are minor. 

Ethnicity 

Two analyses for ethnicity were conducted. One analysis compared WE and BIPOC 
groups. The other compared each ethnic group (except the ethnic groups with two or 
three responses) to each other. 

WE and BIPOC. Similar to the other findings, mean ratings and percentages for the 
safety construct were highest among all sense of place constructs, and the connection 
construct was the lowest. BIPOC students’ low mean rating for the connection 
construct (4.55/7.00) and low YES and NO percentages (60.6% and 25.0%, respectively) 
indicated a lack of connection to the library. 

All ethnic groups. When the mean ratings and percentages for all sense of place 
measures across all ethnicities were examined, several patterns emerged across all 
constructs. The WE group had the highest mean ratings for the belonging, connection, 
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and welcomeness constructs. The Hispanic group had the highest mean ratings for the 
respect and safety constructs. The Asian group had the highest mean rating for the 
talking with a library employee construct but the lowest mean rating for the respect 
construct. The Blended group had the lowest mean ratings for the belonging, safety, 
and welcomeness constructs. The NHPI had the lowest mean ratings for the 
connection and talking with a library employee constructs.  

These patterns continued when the YES and NO responses were examined. For 
example, Blended students reported the lowest percentage of feeling like they 
belonged, were safe, could talk to an employee, and were welcome in the library. The 
NHPI group reported the lowest percentage of feeling connected to the library. 
Conversely the NHPI group had the highest percentages of students who did not feel 
like they belonged, were not connected to the library or respected, and did not feel like 
they could talk to an employee. The connection construct had the largest percentage 
for all NO responses. The Blended group had the highest NO percentage for the 
welcomeness construct. 

University Status 

Freshmen had the highest mean ratings for five of the six constructs (belonging, 
connection, respect, safety, and talking with a library employee), and juniors and 
seniors tied for the talking with a library employee construct as their highest rated 
construct. Seniors had the highest mean rating for the welcomeness construct. Lowest 
mean ratings were split between sophomores (in belonging, safety, and talking with a 
library employee constructs) and super seniors (in connection, respect, and 
welcomeness constructs). 

Discussion 

With the exception of the connection construct, all sense of place constructs indicate a 
strong association between BYU students and the library. Even with these strong 
measures, there is room for improvement. Most of this improvement should occur in 
finding ways to help students feel connected to the library, especially among ethnic 
groups and some university status groups. For example, super seniors felt somewhat 
less of a connection to the library and felt less welcome than other university status 
groups. Similar findings occurred with specific BIPOC groups. 

Some reported differences may be explained by services in the library and student 
situations and societal actions. For example, freshmen students had a stronger 
connection to the library, but the library already designates the HUB as an area for help 
and counseling of freshmen. They have a designated place in the library. Super seniors, 
who are closer to graduating, may be starting to shift away from the BYU community 
and thus may feel less connected to the library than other groups. Asian students may 
feel less welcome and safe in the library because of rhetoric falsely accusing Asians of 
responsibility for the COVID-19 pandemic, but there may be other reasons for lower 
mean ratings and YES percentages and higher NO percentages. These baseline 
measures provide insights into areas where efforts could be undertaken to help 
students have a greater sense of place within the library. Specific actions should 
involve students from each group. 
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Limitations 

As with other survey assessments, the student survey responses selections analyzed for 
this article were self-reported, and there might have been some discrepancy between 
what students reported and what they actually did. Regardless of whether specific 
actions occurred (e.g., the HBLL being more or less welcoming), the students’ 
perceptions are their reality. While results are representative of the student 
population, a low student population among some ethnic groups prevented a sufficient 
sample to analyze results of their views without them being underrepresented or not 
represented at all. 

Future Directions 

Reexamining the data by combining demographic indicators may provide further 
insights. Demographic identifiers were not combined for analysis. For example, gender 
was not combined with other demographic data to parse out gender differences by 
ethnicity nor university status. Combing identifiers may further highlight specific 
groups of students and help identify areas in which the library could better meet their 
needs. 

It would also be beneficial to determine if there are other ways students could be 
grouped together (e.g., first generation students) and thus identify other marginalized 
students. These and other efforts could explore how to improve each sense of place 
measure for each group, with the library connection construct in most need of 
improvement. The baseline measures offer hope to determine if specific actions taken 
by the library improve, maintain, or make things worse. As universities actively recruit 
specific groups of students (e.g., ethnic minorities and first generation students), 
having the capacity to identify how the library can help these groups feel a sense of 
place becomes increasingly important. 

—Copyright 2023 Holt Zaugg 
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Appendix A: Persona Names and Descriptions 

Name Description 

Explorer Motivated to come to the library to explore or discover, they use 
library resources for things above and beyond school requirements. 

Collaborator 

 

Motivated by getting good grades, they come to collaborate with 
others for a specific class project or study opportunity. There are two 
collaborator groups: 

• Students voluntarily form a study group. 
• Students are put in a group to complete a class project. 

Focuser 
Motivated by achievement (straight A students), they are personal 
studiers who view the library as a place with no distractions and a 
space where they can be productive. 

Side-Kick Motivated by studying with a friend but not collaborating, they will sit 
with a friend but study separate things. 

Socializer 
Motivated by the library’s socialization opportunities rather than by 
its study opportunities, they do not go to the library to study but to 
socialize and meet people. They like the No-Shhh and Snack Zones.  

Islander 

Motivated by having a personal quiet space to enjoy the peace and 
quiet of the library, they may be found at any time of the day reading 
personal books, writing, drawing, thinking, or even working on 
homework. 

Chillaxer 
Motivated by enjoying the atmosphere of the library and by what they 
are doing. They will break from studying to sleep, read a recreational 
book, watch YouTube, play video games, etc. 

In-n-Outer 
Motivated to quickly use a library service and then leave, they check 
out a book, print a paper, or use the atrium as a hallway between 
destinations. 

Pirate 
Motivated to use library computers for homework and social activities 
out of convenience, they do not own or do not want to bring their own 
computer to campus. 

Outsider 
Motivated by easy access to resources in their own college or 
elsewhere on campus, they also are intimidated or feel a tension or 
anxiousness about coming to the library. 
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Appendix B: Surveys 

2021 Personas and Belonging 

Q1. This research study is being conducted by Holt Zaugg, Assessment Librarian at 
Brigham Young University (BYU), to examine how library personas are connected to 
students’ sense of belonging. You have been invited to participate because you are an 
undergraduate student attending BYU. If you agree to participate you will be asked to 
complete this short survey (about 3 minutes) about your experience in the Harold B. 
Lee Library. You may feel some discomfort with answering some questions, but we do 
not collect any identifying information, and only research personnel will see the data. 
You may stop at any time, but we hope that you will complete the survey. If you have 
questions about this study, you may contact Holt Zaugg (holt_zaugg@byu.edu) for 
further information or the university HRPP Administrator at BYU.HRPP@byu.edu 
or (801) 422-1461. 

If you complete all questions, you may choose to be redirected to a second survey to 
enter a draw for one of three $50 Cougar Cash incentives. 

Are you willing to respond to this survey? 

• No  
• Yes  

Skip To: End of Survey If This research study is being conducted by Holt Zaugg, 
Assessment Librarian at Brigham Young Unive… = No 

Q2. What is your gender? 

• Male 
• Female 
• Prefer not to say 

Q3. What is your current year of study at BYU? 

• Freshman (Year 1) 
• Sophomore (Year 2) 
• Junior (Year 3) 
• Senior (Year 4) 
• Super Senior (Year 5+) 

Q4. With which ethnicity do you primarily identify? 

• American Indigenous or Alaska Native 
• Asian 
• Black or African American 
• Hispanic 
• Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 
• White or European descent 
• Other (Please specify) ________________________________________________ 

mailto:BYU.HRPP@byu
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Q5. When in the Harold B. Lee Library during this past semester, to what degree did 
you feel: 

 
Not 

at all 
Not 
very 

Somewhat 
No 

Neither one 
nor the 
other 

Somewhat 
Yes 

Very 
much Always 

Welcome  ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

A sense of belonging  ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Safe  ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Connected to something in the 
library  

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Able to talk with a library 
employee  

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Respected  ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
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Q6. When in the Harold B. Lee Library (HBLL) during this past semester, to what 
degree does each statement reflect how you used the HBLL? 

 Not 
at all 

Not 
very 

Somewhat 
No 

Neither one 
nor the other 

Somewhat 
Yes 

Very 
much Always 

I came to the library to explore and discover 
things above and beyond class assignments.  ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

I used the library’s computers and resources so 
I didn’t have to lug my stuff around.  ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

I collaborated with friends in a class or with an 
assigned group.  ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

I came here to find friends, visit, and relax in 
the zones that allow visiting and food (No-Shh 
and Snack Zones). Work came later.  

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

I was focused on getting an A, so please be 
quiet and don’t bother or distract me!  ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

I came here to relax away from roommates and 
school. I may have taken a break to nap, read a 
fun book, watch a DVD, or play games.  

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

I got things done when I was with a friend even 
though we were studying different things.  ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

I was in a hurry. I needed to get something or 
print a paper and get out of here!  ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

I had my personal spot that suited my needs 
and matched my personality, whether I was 
doing homework or taking a break.  

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Why would I have needed or wanted to go to 
the library? I either got everything I needed on-
line or did not want to go there.  

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Q7. Would you like to enter a draw for one of three $50 Cougar Cash incentives? If so, 
you will be redirected to a second survey to protect your anonymity. 

• No  
• Yes  
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2021 Personas and Belonging Draw 

Q1. Thank you for completing our survey. Please provide your name and email so we 
can contact you if your name is drawn. Remember that none of this information is 
connected to your answers on the previous survey. 

• Name ________________________________________________ 
• Email ________________________________________________ 


	Sense of Place in an Academic Library
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Literature Review
	Method
	Findings
	Sense of place
	Gender
	Ethnicity
	University Status

	Principal Component Analyses
	Gender PCA
	Ethnicity PCA
	University status PCA

	Summary
	Sense of place
	Gender
	Ethnicity
	University Status

	Discussion
	Limitations
	Future Directions
	References
	Appendix A: Persona Names and Descriptions
	Appendix B: Surveys
	2021 Personas and Belonging
	2021 Personas and Belonging Draw





