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mosquitoes [’ve ever been associated with... That, if anything, is the only
thing that people talk about living out here, whether it’s because of the
lake or the farming. Or just the land.

And then it seems like there’s an influx of bugs...it may not have
anything to do with the lake but when we have bugs, we have a lot of
them....

Others were quick to say that the bugs were not “the lake’s fault,” or that they were not
any worse than in other areas.

Wife: The mosquitoes are horrible, but that’s about it. The mosquitoes
are awful.
Husband: That’s not the lake’s fault, that’s just the area.

Of course the mosquitoes aren’t solely the product of the lake, we’ve
got the irrigation ditch out here, the drainage ditch on the east side of
the property, and we have a drainage pond that fills up during the
winter months and stuff and the early spring, but by this time of the
year there’s no water out there at all. But that is the biggest drawback.

[The bugs are] not unique to Antelope Island. They may be unique to the
city dwellers, but they’re not unique to rural areas in Utah at all.
Wherever you have a desert, you know, dry climate, you’re going to get
those kinds of nuisances.

Several participants said the bugs were tolerable, or were, at most, “just a small
inconvenience.”

[Y]ou know the bugs don’t really bother me but I hear a lot of outside

people talking about the bugs. But we kind of get used to ‘em, or |

have, growing up out there—I, they don’t bother me like they do when

our friends from town come out, then they all talk about the bugs.
In fact a couple talked about living with the mosquitoes and other bugs being a price they
were willing to pay for the opportunity to live in a more rural area.

People would ask my mother... ‘How can you stand living out there?’

She’d say, ‘Well look at it this way, if a mosquito was bothering me I
can slap it, but you can’t slap your neighbors.’
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Several participants talked positively about the county mosquito abatement

efforts. A couple mentioned how important this was with the threat of West Nile Virus
from mosquitoes.

I didn’t even mind the mosquitoes. ...at 4 to 4:30 in the morning, you’d
see the mosquito abatement trucks that spray all over to try and get rid of
them, there was a mosquito problem....

We’d ride a horse down there to get the cattle, it’d be covered with
horse flies—and mosquitoes. I’d work out in the beet patch and you’d
spend half your time swatting flies. It’s different now, it’s better.
They’ve pretty well kept the mosquitoes down, they spray the east
pastures and that pretty regular, you can set out nights and hardly ever
get a bite.... It probably has ill effects on us, the spray, but you gotta
die sometime I guess.

A resource manager was concerned locals might fear GSL because of West Nile Virus.

Another issue with the lake that may affect it negatively, or bring
negative views of it, is mosquitoes and West Nile Virus. Yeah, we grow
one hell of a lot of mosquitoes out here. And West Nile Virus is now out
here. So are people going to start thinking ‘we gotta get rid of all those
wetlands or we’re going to get West Nile Virus’? Or we always talk
about how wonderful this lake is and how many shorebirds and
waterfowl...it supports and how great an ecosystem it is for all the
birds—avian bird flu. Are people going to freak out because we have
500,000 Wilson’s phalaropes out here that could possibly have avian bird
flu... at one time or another in the year? But I could see those things at
some point people thinking, All that lake breeds is stink, bird flu and
West Nile Virus.’

Synopsis: Great Salt Lake as a stinky, buggy place. The smell and bugs associated
with GSL definitely generate a good deal of discussion. And although many participants
see these things as negative aspects of the lake, most also see things they consider
positive. Some feel these traits are tolerable, and a few, even positive, particularly the
lake smell. On the other hand, some participants had little else to say about the lake other

than how buggy and smelly it is.
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Salt, Water Problems, and Other Irritations

There are a number of other difficulties with living close to GSL, including
dealing with damage from the physical traits of the lake. For some participants, living
near GSL primarily meant dealing with these aspects of the lake.

The salt. One of the problematic aspects of living close to the lake is living with
the salt. Damage from the salt in the air and from it blowing off the lake was an irritant
mentioned by a number of participants.

...[T]he salt etching from the stormy breezes that come...like [on] my
grill on my patio that is stainless steel...

[The salt] was a pain on the paint and the siding. It was. But I don’t
have a problem with a little scruffy look on the house, like other people
might. It did rot the paint off my car, though...it didn’t help that any.
The soil grows the garden really good, the thing that’s bad is if it’s a
drought year and the lake’s down and there’s a big wind and it blows
the salt onto your plants...you better wash it off! ‘Cause they’ll
croak—they don’t like it.

High water and bad water. Participants also dealt with a number of water-related
problems. Issues related to the fluctuation of lake levels and the flooding that occurred
during the 1980s have already been discussed. A farmer in Box Elder County described
those high water years as a “once in a century impact,” and contrasted that with a
“normal impact,” which for him meant spring runoff and getting flooded by the Bear
River. He argued that normal impacts are “just normal,” people need to expect them and
work with them. A Davis County woman described two normal impacts for living close

to Great Salt Lake as “bad water and high water.” Research participants from WC Weber

to central Davis County had experience with bad water.
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We don’t drink the water here...I buy water at Albertsons. ...[W]e have a
well.... They approved the water, but it’s qualified approval—it has a
high salt content, so if you have a heart condition, don’t drink it.... But
that is sort of the price of living out here...you have to be willing to
treat the water to use the water. And another price is that we don’t do
any of the laundry at home. We have the equipment, but we don’t use
it, because the water was making the clothes dirty.... [I]n fact the
commissioners are aware of this, a phenomenon among people who
live out here—we don’t have laundry facilities.

The locals out here complain about the water. Prior to the culinary
system, the water quality was horrible, everyone had kidney stones.

And water availability out here is very, very limited. ...[O]ur neighbor
two houses down has a well back there, but the alkali content in it is so
high.... And being as close to the lake as we are, yeah, you’re going to
have alkali and salt content.
The high water table caused problems for development, as well as for those who
were already in the area. One resident reported that the high water “wipes out our septic
system.” For others the problem was ground water flooding basements.
Problems for development. The lake-related difficulties for new development are
primarily due to the moratorium on building below the high water elevation (or in Davis
County, related to the FEMA flood plain), and to the high water table. The elevation
issues have already been discussed. A Box Elder County farmer talked about the high
water table this way:
If you enjoy wetland habitat, it’s out here.... But at the same time there
are no subdivisions out here...so if you’re a developer and you think
you’re going to come out here, it’s not going to happen.

A resource manager raised additional points about the issue.
The problem you have out here, in a lot of these low-lying areas now, is
the sewer service. There’s such a high water table out here that you
can’t put the sewer lines in the ground to service the subdivisions. It’s

just physically, you can’t—just engineering-wise and everything, it just
doesn’t work.
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If it was freshwater... Two of the county commissioners contrasted the

problems associated with Great Salt Lake to how things would be if it was a freshwater
lake. A Box Elder County Commissioner observed,

Well, you know the majority of the Great Salt Lake is in Box Elder

County. We have most of the lake. And around the land that we have,

it’s undevelopable.... It’s marshland—a lot of it is just alkali and

marshland.
The commissioner continued,

We’re not lake-dwelling people in our county—and yet we have the

lake. Like you said, if this were a fresh-water, man alive, we would be of

a different nature.
Where this commissioner addressed how the people would be different, a Davis County
Commissioner spoke about how the landscape would be different.

Now if the Great Salt Lake was a body of fresh water I think we know

what that would be, the prices would be skyrocketing. There probably

would be, long before you and I ever came out, some places right to the

shoreline, and Antelope Island unfortunately would be developed too.

So I’m kind of glad that it is salt, just from that aspect.
For some people, these problems with the salt, the water, and with development, all
become part of a larger, more generalized feeling that GSL was an irritating place with
mostly negative traits.

Blame the preserves and refuges. Sometimes residents will complain to local
resource managers about nearly any of the conditions just discussed. Resource managers
said they have been blamed for everything from spring flooding to bugs and weeds.

What kills me is they blame me—Easter weekend, a guy called my
director to tell him I had flooded him out.... They honestly believe that,

the floodgates and my dike can cause the flooding...they blame us for
everything from mosquitoes to flooding.
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The rangers at Antelope Island have heard rather interesting demands, including one

to manage the lake dust from the exposed lake bed.
We’ve heard a lot of complaints—actually had people call us and tell
us we needed to water [the lake bed] down so it wouldn’t do that
anymore.
A manager of one of the sites gets annoyed that people move into the area and then
expect him to change the natural conditions of the area, whether it is the native grasses or
the mosquitoes.
[T]here’s a grass out here, and in the fall, the tops will break off and
blow around, and it blows in their yard and they’ll call me up and
complain, ‘Oh, I’ve got this in my yard, what are you gonna do about
it?” Well, that grass has been here for ever since who knows, man’s
existence probably—what do you want me to do about it? You moved
out here.
I didn’t cause you trouble with mosquitoes, you chose to live out here
where mosquitoes tend to breed. ...[Y]ou wanted...to live out in the
country, if you don’t like a few weeds, if you don’t like the mosquitoes

blowing in your yard, go back up into the city where you won’t have to
deal with it.

There’s Nothing Out There

Some research participants indicated there was little to draw them to the lake or
lake-related sites. While one person talked about being drawn to the barrenness of the
landscape, a number felt it was problematic. Many said there should be more activities,
events, and more to do related to the lake. One said, “[I]t amazes me we don’t have more
things going on with the lake, as unusual as it is.” Even some who expressed enjoyment
of various aspects of the lake felt there was not much to draw them back repeatedly.
Members of the Davis County focus group discussed this regarding Antelope Island

specifically.
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Focus group member one: See, and I’ve actually wished that they would do
something there, because when you go out there, to me there’s just
nothing, it’s just sagebrush. ...[W]e’ve even thought of going camping
and it’s like, you know? So I kind of wish that they would like make a
part that’s maybe fresh water—something that makes it more
appealing to go out. But then you’d have more people, more tourists,
more traffic, more everything.

Member two: Are you talking about freshwater on part of the lake?

Member one: Yeah, yeah.

Member three: Oh I’d like that.

Member one: They had talked about doing that, you know...

Member three: That’d be fun.

Member one: But something that there, it’s a draw to go [to Antelope
Island and the lake]. ...Because, to me, there’s nothing really to go
out there for.

Member four: Repeatedly, yeah, it’s like you go and see it, and then
you’re done.

Member one: Yeah, you’ve seen it and...

Member two: It’s not like you can go fishing out there.

Member one: Yeah, you can’t really do much.

Member two: At least you won’t catch anything (chuckles).

One group member continued on, noting the absence of things for children to do.

I think the kids would love it if they could ride their four-wheelers and
their motorcycles out there....

This feeling about Antelope Island can also be seen in some participants’ feelings about

paying to access the causeway. I heard, “And I refuse to pay eight dollars to drive in

there,” and “‘Cause it’s eight bucks to go out to nothin’.”

After a fellow focus group member talked about the need to preserve the lake, the

islands, and other lake-related sites, one member said that to him, the most important

thing the group had covered that evening was different than this focus on preserving

Antelope Island as it is.

...I’'m a little different on this island-stay-the-same. I’d like to see the
emphasis go off of the buffalo and go on to the people and I’d like to
see them open that road [on the south end of the island] back up to Salt
Lake [City] and have people all along the Wasatch Front be able to use
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that island. Have facilities for them to use it. I’d like to see them put some
trees out there, with campgrounds, and more roads out there and more
recreation for the kids. I’d like to see them, rather than people drive
fifty miles to recreate I think they can just get off of Exit 111 in Salt
Lake [City] and just go right on to the island, and we can go out this
way [on the causeway], and the whole Wasatch Front can enjoy that
island. And they should have bought that Fremont Island and utilized
that, too.

When I made a follow-up call to this group member afterwards, he said, “I was really
interested to hear that some people wanted nothing to change at all. That really surprised
me.” He thought everyone would want to have things more developed, with better access
and amenities.
While most of this discussion has focused on Antelope Island, a similar feeling
was expressed by some about the lake itself. One resource manager observed this in local
residents.
[TThe thing I find is a lot of people just don’t have a clue that there’s
anything out here. I think there’s a real mindset of people around the
lake, that live in Utah in particular, that they just think it’s the Great
Salt Lake, there’s nothing else to it...you almost have to have some
kind of a tie with the lake...or its just an after thought in your mind.
There’s a lake out there, but you don’t think twice about it. You know,
you can’t drive down and go boating, you can’t go fishing on it, it’s just
there.

Synopsis: Great Salt Lake as an Irritating Place

With all of these negative aspects serving as potential irritants, some participants
saw the lake, on the whole, as a pretty irritating place with few, if any, redeeming
qualities. Between the bugs and smell, the difficulties with salt and bad water, the high

water table and the difficulties in developing the land, some of the people who lived

closest to the lake did not think of the lake as an amenity to their property at all.
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Additionally, they had little interest in going to the lake since they could not see what

there was to do there.

Some lake neighbors had a sense of the lake, but it was this negative sense that
the lake was a foul and irritating place, and had nothing to do with why they lived there.
Others did not have even this sense of the lake—I will return to them shortly. And as
noted previously, still others acknowledged these aspects of the lake as negative, but had
other perspectives and understandings of the lake as well. There were also those,
mentioned earlier, who did not see any negative aspects at all when they thought about

the lake or living near the lake.

The Effects of What Other People Think

With all the potential for negativity about the lake just discussed, it was not
surprising that research participants experienced some negativity from others about living
near the lake. A number of the focus group participants reported other people having
negative associations that were directly related to living near the lake.

It was just a good piece of land... And everybody in our ward was
making fun of us, ‘oh no, not the sewer, down by that lake.’

...[A]nd some people said, ‘Oh, well, what about the smell? What
about the mosquitoes?’

The Bottoms. Focus group members in Davis County talked about others having
had this negative attitude towards the area closest to the lake for a long time. A man in
his late 70s talked about how it was when he was a boy in school.

[W]e was kind of treated like second-class citizens because we were from
‘the bottoms’ and the elite were up here [in Syracuse]. ...[O]ne lady that

lived down there all her life, and she says, ‘I wanna get outta there and
get up where the people are real people.’ ...[T]here was some pretty
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wealthy families moved in up here ...[T]heir kids didn’t have to work and
everybody down there had to work. ...[T]hey’d have problems at school,
maybe, a lot of fistfights, and the ones older—I never had any problems
with the ones my age—but the ol’ principal we had said, ‘well it’s always
those kids from the bottoms causing troubles, you know.’
These residents experienced some degree of stigma by living near the lake. At one point
during the focus group, members were talking about the history of the area. One
participant stated that the area closest to the lake was “where Syracuse started.” Another
replied,

That’s why the one’s up here [in Syracuse] don’t like us down there,

‘cause they know the history, they know how it really is. They stole the
name.

The first went on to say, “I hear, ‘you poor people that have to live in the most miserable
place in Syracuse’.” The smell is one of the things these residents hear about from others.

Everybody that comes to my house will say, ‘How can you stand it out
here?’

What my husband has said for years living down there, when people

come and they complain about the smell, this is his favorite quote... ‘It

smells a whole lot better than those people up there in east Layton.’

We’re all okay down here—rather have the smell here than be up there.
Along with this feeling of carrying social stigma, participants also described situations
where it felt to them like local authorities were treating them unfairly. An elderly resident
described trying to get culinary water in the area before it was annexed into Syracuse.

Well, we tried to get water down there.... [Syracuse] didn’t want to put

water down there, I says ‘why don’t you just incorporate that—there’s

fifty families down there,” and [an official] says, ‘we don’t want it to

grow, this is to grow up here, that’s to stay farm down there.’
Although local residents were likely relieved to hear there were no plans for the area to

be developed, it came at the cost of not being able to get culinary water for quite some

time, and then from another community all together. Other services such as garbage pick-
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up were also slow to come to the area. At the focus group there was some feeling that

the stigma continued.
Got to let the city know that we’re not just a bunch of people down here
next to the lake, next to the sewer plant, and we’ve got to have some
open space.
Probably no one really wanted to be out by the lake. Participants in Weber
County also experienced some of this negativity about living close to the lake. For
example, a local official assumed people likely only lived there because of land being

more affordable.

I’d imagine the property value out there when they bought was pretty
low, and probably no one really wanted to be out by the lake.

The official acknowledged that the lake “has some neat things to it,” but stated that,
“living by the lake is not something that I’d probably want to do.”

Some of the Weber County focus group members felt they got “dumped on”
because of their location in the siting of a local industrial plant. The most recent resident
asked why the plant was located there, since it is not directly related to the lake.

Group member one: It was a political deal. They wouldn’t let ‘em go
anywhere else. They got shoved out there and probably shouldn’t
have been ’cause it’s not 100% safe...

Group member two: Very volatile situation.

Group member one: ...but it was a political hot potato and we got
dumped on.

Group member three: And that smells worse than the Great Salt Lake.

Group member one: Oh yeah.

However, one woman who has lived near the lake for about 12 years is happy to let
people think negatively about the lake if it keeps them from wanting to move to the area.

I love [the area], and I love everything about it. And I think a lot of the

things that make it some place that I like, that maybe people wouldn’t
like that come out there, could be because of the lake.
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This issue of stigma about living near the lake meant that local residents not only
had to deal more directly with some of the negative aspects of GSL, but also with being
treated negatively because of where they lived. One positive thing I observed about this
situation is that it appeared to strengthen the feeling of community among those who live
close to the lake. Wilson (1989) reported a similar dynamic in an essay on “haphazard
landscapes,” in which residents felt persecuted because of where they lived—in this case,
in the community that had been ranked at the bottom of the list in a guide to the best and
worst places to live in America. This sense of being persecuted created group cohesion

among residents.

Little to No Sense of Place

Some of the interview respondents and a small number of focus group members
appeared to not have a sense of the lake. It did not seem to matter in their lives. There are
a number of ways this can be heard in what participants say.

You know, I don’t even think of the lake being out there, personally. |
love my neighborhood, but I don’t even think about the lake.

[T]he only time I ever think about the lake is if we had an earthquake
we’d be sunk in it. That’s it.

The lake’s irrelevant, it’s the people. The lake’s just there...
One of the resource managers talked about the people who complained to him the most
about lake-related things like the smell and the dust.

...[A]nd the reason being, I think, is they just don’t realize what’s out

here. And when I do find new people that come out here and see this,

they’re just kind of “Wow, I never knew this was out here, I just had no
idea.” And some of these are people who lived within a mile of the lake
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their entire lives, 30, 40 years. And they just don’t have a clue, they just
never think about it.

Some of this lack of a real sense of place with the lake came out when I asked
participants if there was anything that made them feel connected or not connected to
GSL.

No, not really, I mean nothing...
I’m not connected or NOT connected, I just ignore it all together.
I don’t know how you could become connected with the lake...
One of the resource managers stated, “I’m not really into GSL or anything like that.”

Some residents had a difficult time answering a question about what they saw as
positive about living near the lake.

Husband: I don’t know, I can’t think of any positives.

Wife: Well, I’'m trying to think...I don’t know. You know the lake really
doesn’t—I don’t think it affects us [except] that we have the smell, and
the standing water and more mosquitoes—but the lake itself...I don’t
know. I mean, we can’t see it. It’s not like it’s something we can
enjoy...scenic-wise.

The one positive thing the wife mentioned about living there was the freeway access.

Another type of evidence of not having a sense of place was a lack of knowledge
about the most basic things about the lake and its environs. A resource manager in Davis
County lamented this lack of information.

I mean I’ve talked to people out here who don’t even know that that’s

an island out there, they’re just like, “What are those mountains?’

Antelope Island. ‘Oh, there’s an island out there?’

Conducting the focus groups and interviews with couples gave me the opportunity

to watch interactions between people as they talked about the lake. Some of these

interactions were between people who sounded as though they had little to no sense of
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the lake and people who clearly were attached to the lake. I observed two patterns in

these interactions. The first was that the person without a sense of place often sounded
either incredulous or amused that the other person seemed fond of the place.
First focus group member: ...I used to go hunting along the lake with
my dad--
Second member: Along this lake? [with disbelief]
Wife: When I was younger I used to ride my bike out there and hang out
out there.
[Husband looks at her questioningly]
Wife: Yeah!
Husband: I didn’t know that.
Occasionally the attached person would perhaps minimize the level of attachment. For

example, early in one interview a couple had this exchange.

Husband [to wife]: Do you feel connected to the lake?
Wife: I kind of like it. It’s always there, it’s there. I don’t know....

Later in the interview, this wife talked very positively about the lake and her feelings
towards it. At times, the person who appeared attached to the lake would sound
somewhat defensive in these interactions. One wife told me she kind of liked the salty
lake smell. After a disbelieving look from her husband she said to him, “I know, but it’s
nice—I’d rather smell that than smog! Wouldn’t you rather smell the lake?”

In the second pattern, the person without a sense of place seemed to wonder if
something was wrong with him- or herself.

Husband: I don’t really feel connected to the lake, I don’t know why.
Wife: [sighs]

Husband: I love it out here.
Wife: Maybe I should get to know it better and I might like it.
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This last wife apologized for not having much to say, but said, “I don’t even think of

the lake being out there, personally.” In her interactions with her husband, she appeared
to find his fascination with the lake curious, but just one of those things spouses are
patiently tolerant of.
Synopsis: Having Little to No Sense of Place
with Great Salt Lake

In the qualitative research, although few participants sounded like they had little
to no sense of place with GSL, there were some. They were people who, for the most
part, did not really have any opinions or thoughts about the lake. They found few (if any)
aspects of the lake or living near the lake positive or negative. Some had ideas of a few
negative things, one man somewhat grudgingly had one thing he considered positive
about the lake, but these feelings were not particularly important to the participants—
overall, there was the feeling (often expressed directly) that the lake just did not matter
one way or the other to them. Some of these participants had lived in the area for one to
three years, but others had lived there for as long as 12 years. One of the county
commissioners appeared to be in this category, and perhaps most surprisingly, so did one
of the resource managers. If things like length of residence and even working in a lake-
related job do not necessarily distinguish between those with a sense of place and those
without, then what does? I return to that issue with the second research question.
Summary: The Various Senses of Place
and Meanings of Great Salt Lake

As has been seen, Great Salt Lake has quite a variety of meanings to different

research participants. Some of those held most broadly, just in terms of the frequency
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which they are referred to, include the lake as a rural place and as a buggy and stinky

place. On the other hand, those that are held most deeply, most intensely, include the lake
being a place rich in family connections, a place from one’s childhood, a natural place,
and a place people are attached to.

As noted, research participants have many different senses of the lake, including
many that are positive and some that are negative. Just as some participants have a very
positive sense of the lake overall, evidenced by place attachment, others have a rather
negative sense of the lake. There are some who do not appear to have any sense of the
lake, for whom Great Salt Lake is more of an undistinguished space than a place with any
personally held meaning (Tuan 1977).

We next explore the degree to which these meanings are shared.
Shared Meanings
Research question #1b: To what extent are these meanings shared among individuals
and groups?

The expectation for this research question is that I would find evidence of shared
meanings among groups, since they share the experience of a common landscape.
Following Relph (1992), I expected to find shared meanings and affect, whether positive,
negative or mixed. Again, the possibility of having this shared experience is what [ am
referring to when I use the word “groups”—collectivities that fall in between what
sociologists typically refer to as “social groups” and what is meant by “categorical

groups.” My use of “groups” refers to collectives of people who have reason to hold

similar stocks of knowledge about GSL.
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Nearly all of the lake meanings presented above are held by a number of

research participants. However, many indicated they never really talked about the lake
with others, and that the people in their area, in their social groups, church congregations
and other organizations they belong to, did not talk about GSL either. Most had little
knowledge of anyone else’s thoughts or feelings about the lake.

So while many of the participants held similar perspectives, they did not
necessarily share their perspectives with others, in that sense of the word, and so have no
idea as to whether others have similar experiences, thoughts, or feelings about GSL. An
example of this can be seen in an exchange between spouses who had lived near the lake
for 13 years.

Wife: It’s so dark, sometimes we get the pretty effect of the moon kind
of glows off the lake. I mean sometimes it seems like it’s not even
dark out here.
Husband: I didn’t even know you noticed the moon on the lake.
Wife: Of course I do!
This exchange shows three things: the wife enjoyed the moon’s reflection on the lake, the
husband was at least aware of the moon on the lake, and they had never talked about it.
There were many exchanges similar to this between married couples and between focus
group members who were all neighbors, exchanges where participants talked about lake-
related feelings and experiences that the others in the interaction had no previous
knowledge of. However there were also some indications that, for at least some lake-
related topics, some GSL-neighbors did talk with each other about the lake, and thus, had
the opportunity to influence each others’ perspectives about GSL. In this section I address

senses of the lake and meanings that are shared, in other words, those held jointly by

groups of people who appear to interact with each other about the lake.
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Nature sightings. The meaning of the lake that seemed to give rise to the most

discussion of shared activity and appreciation was the lake as a natural place, with its
birds and wildlife, its celebrated sunsets and storms. Members of both focus groups
referred to neighbors talking with each other about these aspects of the lake.

Group members from West Warren talked about phone calls to each other and
other neighbors, telling the neighbor to look out a window to see the deer in the backyard,
or the eagle in the nearby tree. As participants talked about wildlife they had seen at
particular spots, for example the swans using a specific pond, it was clear from the
interactions that a number of other group members had likely talked about it as well.
Group members also kept each other appraised of wildlife conditions, for example, the
number of bucks counted at Little Mountain the week of the focus group (“65...and
there’s some really nice bucks”). Group members from west Syracuse had talked with
one another and other neighbors about the Great Blue Herons in the area—for example,
pointing out one on a neighbor’s roof, or on top of the shed at a nearby house—and
enjoyed watching the owls that lived in a local barn.

Davis County group members had also shared sunset sightings in their
neighborhood.

Focus group member one: How many times do you come home and
someone will say, “Did you see the sunset tonight?”” And what do
you do, you haul your lawn chair to some certain spot and you look
at the sunset.

[General agreement from all]

Member two: Sit at the bowery

Member three: And they’re year-round, that’s the thing. It’s a year-

round deal.

Member four: Do you ever see us run out on our front lawn? That’s a
sunset sighting. When you start seeing everybody run...this one.
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When a group member mentioned rare times a year when the sun sets on the lake

water (as opposed to behind the mountains or an island), others immediately asked when
this occurs, and wanted him to call them so they could watch it. Group members also
referred to a tornado or water spout they watched on the lake, with neighbors passing on
tornado warnings to each other.

Some participants talked about sharing nature-oriented GSL events and
phenomena with others, for example, the woman who enjoyed taking friends to Bald
Eagle Day at Farmington Bay WMA and the grandfather who took his grandchildren out
and counted the eagles in the trees. Participants also referred to shared nature-oriented
activities, particularly for children, with groups such as Boy Scouts and school field trips.

Lake-related recreation. The wide-spread use of the Antelope Island causeway by
neighbors in the west Syracuse focus group was an example of recreation meanings being
shared within a neighborhood. A number of them walked on the causeway, both for the
exercise and because, as one woman put it, “it makes me feel like I’'m still in the country.
...and there’s always wildlife...” Other group members expressed similar sentiments.
However, because there is a fee to cross the causeway, until it was discovered that they
could walk two miles out and back without paying, one of the neighbors in the focus
group was proposing to “buy a...pass and just hang it on the stop sign,” making it a
“neighborhood pass.”

The lake and children. A good number of participants talked about their children
and the lake, as discussed earlier. This is an area where much was shared. Neighbors
knew each other’s children and did activities with them through Scouts, church groups,

and school, each of which occasionally did lake-related activities with local children. The



370
children of two focus group members used to explore the marshes together, the two

group members agreed on the importance of children spending a lot of time outdoors and
exploring in natural areas. There was widespread agreement among participants who
were parents that living near the lake was a positive thing for their children, and there
was evidence that participants talked with others about this. They all had memories of
their children and the lake, and some of these memories were shared by other participants
and other local residents who were present for the memory-making times.

There was evidence that those who grew up near the lake shared stories with each
other about growing up, and reminisced together about similar memories. I saw this
primarily in the Weber County focus group. Because of differences in age, none of the
group members grew up near GSL together, but they did similar things. Their interactions
made it clear they talked with each other about these memories, for example, comparing
notes on driving around on the salt flats off Little Mountain when they were teens.

Family connections. Many shared perspectives and meanings could be heard
when discussing family roots and connections to GSL. Having those roots was a shared
experience, as evidenced by focus group members who jointly suggested I ask “the ones
that have moved in” why participants live near the lake, since three of them “didn’t have
a choice” because of “ancestors” (with speakers alternating back and forth, finishing each
others’ sentences).

Beyond this, though, as middle-aged and older men talked about their fathers and
grandfathers and the perspectives and experiences they had with the lake, there were clear
commonalities between these men and their forbearers. The Davis County focus group

presented an opportunity to watch this since an elderly man and his middle-aged son were
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both group members. Both had grown up next to the lake, with some similar

experiences during their growing up years. Additionally, they told stories about
experiences they went through together, each telling his side or perspective of the
experience. Since the son and his sister both lived on subdivided parcels of the original
family farm, the three households were all part of the neighborhood, watching sunsets
together and teasing neighbors about herons on the roof. As focus group participants,
father and son expressed similar feelings about the lake and ideas about how it should be
managed. Their relationship illustrated how layered shared meanings can be.

Community connections. The community connections between the lake and West
Warren, in Weber County, have already been discussed. The relationship between that
community and GSL provides an example of meanings and a sense of the lake being
shared throughout a community. These shared meanings included the lake as a place for
recreation and relaxation; and as an economic resource, both for the households where
industry jobs were held, and for the community through taxes paid by those lake-related
industries. Another shared meaning was GSL as a place important to the community for
community building events and celebration.

Some of this occurred on a smaller scale in the informal gatherings and sharing at
the neighborhood level in west Syracuse. Shared meanings at that level have already been
discussed, such as the “sunset sightings” and the idea of a “neighborhood pass” for the
causeway.

Been through high water together. Experiencing out-of-the-ordinary natural
phenomena together is something that often leads to shared perspectives and meanings.

The waters of Great Salt Lake rising so high in the 1980s qualify for that categorization,
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but few participants who lived near the lake talked about any sort of shared

experience with it. One woman mentioned that her neighbors helped her and her husband
build sandbag dikes around the yard to protect the house, but that was all she said about
it. A resource manager indicated people were more likely to talk with each other and with
him about the lake during those times. However the only comment I heard that addressed
this as a shared experience was from a man in West Warren, who talked about what a
shock it was for the community, as mentioned earlier. “...we never realized we lived that
close and was that vulnerable.” The community discovered that, “the lake can be a
treacherous thing as well as a beautiful thing to see.”

Sharing the negatives. Although many aspects of how people felt about the lake
did not appear to be talked about, or shared in that sense, the negative meanings of the
lake were talked about and shared. The topic that received the most attention here was
GSL as a smelly, buggy place. An obvious example is the collective skepticism voiced in
the Davis County focus group about the difference between the smell from the lake and
the smell from the sewage treatment plant. However, in some of the interviews and focus
group interactions, it appeared that the negation of this sense is also shared—that these
aspects of the lake were either not negative, or at least tolerable. As exemplified by the
Davis County focus group, there also appeared to be a shared sense that there was little to
do at the lake or related to the lake, and that this should be improved by further
developing Antelope and Fremont Islands, as well as the lake itself.

The lake as a resource. One meaning that interestingly did not come up frequently
in the interviews or focus groups is the lake as an economic resource, although there was

some evidence of some interaction along these lines. In the Weber County focus group,
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much of the shared sense of lake-related industry was focused on the drawbacks of

this industry being so close to people’s homes. There was a sense among most group
members that the industry was useful, needed and positive for the community, but this
was moderated by the assertion that it needed to be strongly regulated, and it was clear
that these neighbors had had these conversations before. The only current industry
mentioned during the Davis County focus group was tourism, in a comment made by one
individual—the lake as a resource did not appear to be a topic of conversation or shared
perspectives here. Each focus group had a shared sense of historical lake-related resource
use, though, often within the context of family history, clearly shared, as evidenced by
neighbors knowing each other’s family stories.

In the interviews, the strongest indication of the lake as a resource being a shared
GSL meaning came from the couple who have worked on the lake. Their interview
contained numerous references to working with others who share this orientation,
whether they are brine shrimpers or people working for Trestlewood. One man’s
interview was indicative of this being a shared meaning through the generations of his
family. Two individuals specifically said they do not have this resource-oriented sense of
the lake, however in these cases, neither of them talked about this being a perspective
they shared with anyone else.

A place to protect. With two exceptional differences, most participants who talked
about GSL as a place needing preservation and protection gave no indication that this was
a perspective or sense of the lake they held in common with anyone. Individuals raised
these protective issues in interviews. In the Davis County focus group, two lone voices

described this sense of the lake, however these two did not engage in any sort of
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dialogue, and both perspectives were discounted by the responses of other group

members. One participant who held this sense of the lake with others was the woman
who was involved in the Legacy Highway issue, e.g. attending public meetings. That
participant was part of a coalition of several groups that were fighting the siting of the
highway in the lake-related wetlands area.

The second exception presented itself during the Weber County focus group.
There were a number of times during the focus group when preservation or protective
sentiments were stated, but it was not a focused theme of the group or of any of the
individual members. The last question I asked the group was, “if you had to pick one
thing that was the most important of those we talked about tonight, what would that one
thing be for you?” All of the responses clustered together, nearly all of them addressing
this sense of GSL—that the lake and its environs should be protected and preserved. The
first response was from the newest resident in the group, who wanted to learn more about
the lake and share it with her children and grandchildren. The next response raised
concerns about diverting more water from the rivers that feed the lake, with the newest
resident following the concern with a call to advocacy, “We have to fight for that so that
doesn’t happen.” Then came a call for preserving the wildlife; a concern about pollution
and the possible dumping of toxins into the lake and the waters that feed the lake; a
statement of the need for industry regulation to protect the ecosystem; and a concern
about light pollution marring the night skies over the lake. Other than the first response,
all of the group members had responded with a concern that fell in this protective

meaning of the lake (each was mentioned in more detail earlier). After the last person had
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shared the thing most important to him, another group member observed, “They’re all

kind of inter-connected, you know, because one relates to the other.”

I have no indication as to how much of this interaction was based in an already-
established, shared protective sense of the lake and its environs, and to what degree it
came from the dynamic of the interactions within the focus group. It is likely nearly all of
the individuals held the feelings expressed prior to the focus group,'” given their
interactions during the rest of the meeting, but I do not know if they realized this was a
commonly-held sense of the lake.

Summary: The Extent These Are Shared
Meanings

As has been demonstrated, a good number of these GSL meanings are shared, that
is, held jointly by groups of people who interact together, at least to some degree. There
are others that logically would not be shared, such as taking the lake for granted.

It should be noted that the findings outlined here do not include the interview data
from resource managers or county commissioners. In general, the responses of nearly all
the resource managers fell easily into the GSL ecosystem and the protective senses of the
lake, and would qualify as shared meanings of the lake for the people I interviewed since
they frequently interact with others in the same work. However, there was no evidence

that the commissioners held shared meanings about the lake.

"1 say “nearly all” because the newest resident started out expressing little to no sense of place or interest,
but as she listened to her fellow group members throughout the evening she became increasingly interested
in the lake and in the relationship between the local community and the lake.



Holding Multiple Meanings of the Lake e
Research question #1c: Do individuals hold multiple meanings of GSL?

The primary goal of this question is to consider whether individual residents held
multiple meanings that appeared to be incongruent with one another. Clearly, a number
of the meanings and senses of the lake described by research participants did not present
any issues of incongruence when combined with some others, rather, some meanings
fairly implied the presence of other, closely related meanings. For example, it was no
surprise that, for those whose sense of the lake was connected to family roots in the lake
area, one of the things GSL meant was a place from their childhood. It makes sense
intuitively that there were connections between meanings such as family roots, rural
aspects of the place, and the lake area being a good place to rear children. Although not
all residents for whom the lake meant a natural place would necessarily also hold a
protective sense of the lake, it is difficult to imagine holding a protective sense without
the lake holding some meaning based in its natural features. Indeed, research participants
did hold these meanings of the lake in the clusters just described. One example was a
third generation lake area resident, who talked about the importance of his good
farmland, told stories of raising his family next to the lake, and shared memories of
growing up there himself.

There are other meanings and senses of the lake that do not go together
intuitively, where one meaning would seem to preclude some others. Examples of these
pairings could include having place attachment while also holding some negative

meanings of the lake; holding a protective sense of the lake while also holding the sense



377
that there is nothing out there, or perhaps being pro-development for lake-related

areas; or having little to no sense of place with the lake while holding any other meaning.
However, GSL being a mixed amenity place'® appears to add unexpected nuances to
relationships between meanings.

For the research participants who expressed the strongest affect towards Great
Salt Lake and its environs, whether place attachment or a negative sense of place, there
was little incongruence. The participant with the most negative sense of place could not
think of anything positive about the lake or living near the lake, and had no other sense of
the lake at all. Participants with strong place attachment were more likely to see any
negative aspects of the lake as “the price of living out here,” the cost of the “privilege.”
What others considered irritants, these participants discounted as not even mattering. A
number acknowledged that one aspect or another of the lake was difficult or challenging,
but made it clear that despite these things they did not see GSL in a negative light. These
challenges included having dealt with nearly being flooded in the high water years,
farming with salt in the soil and water, salt damage to homes and cars, and water that is
unusable for drinking or even washing laundry. Place-attached participants saw these
difficulties as challenges that can be managed, and managed for.

Few participants with more than mild place attachment seemed to also hold
negative senses of the lake. One who did was a focus group participant who referred to
GSL as “my lake” and indicated she wanted to be buried in a place overlooking the lake,

but was skeptical that objectionable odors could be attributed to anything other than the

'® By “mixed amenity place” I mean a place for which people could be expected to have mixed perceptions.
This includes having mixed perceptions among people, and it also includes individuals having varied
perceptions, that is, positive, negative and neutral perceptions of the same place.
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lake. She was also among those saying there is nothing to do at the lake and that GSL

would be improved by having a part that was fresh water instead of the briny lake water.
She was the only group member involved in these kinds of discussions who also
indicated a real attachment to the lake.

Another participant demonstrated that place attachment is not necessarily related
to protectiveness or an aversion to further development of the lake area. The participant
described a clear place attachment to the lake, saying, “it’s part of my life,” “I
...wouldn’t move anywhere else. I just enjoy it,” and similar comments. He also held the
sense that the lake area should be further developed. He argued that the best way to solve
the problems related to the Legacy Highway siting was to run the freeway right through
the lake, on a series of causeways from Promontory Point, to Fremont and Antelope
Islands, to Salt Lake City.

A number of research participants, including some who expressed mild or
qualified attachment to GSL, appeared to hold both positive and negative senses of the
lake. For example, one man mentioned his appreciation of the view of the lake and its
sunsets a number of times and said he would miss the lake if he moved, yet he was
among those who said there was nothing to do at the lake. A man who expressed a
protective sense of place with the lake also felt there was not enough to do there. A
woman holding a protective sense of place also expressed being bothered by the lake
smell.

One woman presented a mixture of lake-oriented meanings. She talked about
connections to the lake through doing things with her children and appreciated what the

lake has to offer them; she had a sense of the beautiful sunsets, dark night skies, and
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storms on the lake, and also enjoyed the birds; and she described the lake and

Antelope Island as “my lake and my island.” She had a sense of the lake as a unique
place. She also held a sense that there is not enough to do related to the lake and felt more
recreation opportunities are needed, particularly for children, e.g. she would like kids to
be able to ride four-wheelers and motorcycles on lake sites. Additionally, she held the
sense that the lake is a smelly place.

As we can see from the above, some meanings did not appear to be related to
other meanings in any consistent way for these participants. This lack of consistency in
holding multiple meanings can be seen in the natural place meaning of beautiful views
and/or sunsets. While there were participants who expressed strong sense of place and
attachment to GSL who held these meanings, there were also participants with little to no
sense of the lake who conceded that the lake had nice sunsets or provided a nice view. In
some cases, these participants talked about, for example the sunset, with rather glowing
descriptions. One woman stated, “You know, I don’t even think of the lake being out
there, personally,” and carried this tone throughout her interview, yet described GSL
sunsets as “very spectacular.” This pattern occurred with several participants who talked
about either the sunsets, or more generally, the view.

Those who saw GSL as a unique place provided another case of this. Participants
with much different affect for the lake used very similar language to talk about this
meaning. For example, one participant had little positive to say about GSL throughout the
interview, saying repeatedly things like, “It’s just a lake, you know.” He did describe one

thing he saw as positive.
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[1]t’s a famous lake, it’s the biggest lake west of the Mississippi. It’s the
only salt lake in the nation. ...[I]f you say, ‘I live by the Great Salt
Lake’ someone knows where you’re at. ...it"s just a famous lake, I
mean it’s on the map, it’s the only lake in Utah that’s really on the map.
This closely resembles the comments made by two men with strong place attachment to
the lake.
That’s our claim to fame. If someone says, ‘where do you live?’ and |
say, ‘Have you heard of the Great Salt Lake,” I don’t care if I’'m in
Nebraska, or where I’'m at, ‘Have you ever heard of the Great Salt
Lake?’ ‘Yes.” ‘I live about three miles from the Great Salt Lake.” They
know where you’re at.

And it’s easy to find on a map, you know? You can always see the
Great Salt Lake on the maps.

On the other hand some meanings did appear to be strongly related, where the
presence of one sense of place clearly precluded another. Among the research
participants in this work, no one who had ancestral family connections or who was reared
in the lake area had a negative sense of place for the lake overall, and all had at least solid
senses of place for the lake.

Summary: Holding Multiple Meanings of
Great Salt Lake

Again, the focus of this question is on holding seemingly contrasting meanings
simultaneously. As noted, GSL held the most consistent and congruent meanings for
those with apparently strong senses of the lake, either negative or positive. But for those
who expressed mild sense of place, the lake often held a variety of meanings, both
positive and negative, in combinations that were not at all consistent across the
participants. These combinations included some that, at least on the surface, appear fairly

incongruent.



381
Having described the various senses of place participants held about GSL,

explored the extent to which these meanings and senses of place were shared among
these lake neighbors, and considered the patterns of how those meanings were held in
combination with one another, we now consider the variables that contribute to the
differences seen between the participants.
Summary of Research Question #1: The
Meanings and Senses of Great Salt Lake

Great Salt Lake held a variety of different meanings for the qualitative research
participants, everything from family connections to the rural area the lake is part of, from
lake-related recreation to the power of nature demonstrated by GSL, from a place that
needs to be protected to a place that has many negative traits. Taking my cues from
Berger and Luckmann ([1966] 1967), I suggested earlier that there could be as many
different constructions of the lake—that is, lake meanings—as there are roles that interact
with it, and that what the lake means to people would be related to their roles, and the
stocks of knowledge affiliated with those roles.'” This is what Greider and Garkovich
(1994) referred to in their discussion about the landscape that one perceives: one’s
internalized roles, and what one knows because of those roles, determines how one sees
and experiences the landscape. The variety in meanings GSL holds for people supports
this argument. Further, a good number of these lake meanings were shared, or held
jointly by what Greider and Garkovich referred to as “cultural groups” (1994:2). This

supports my application of Berger and Luckmann ([1966] 1967), that lake meanings

'7 Again, I am using “role” following Berger and Luckmann’s ([1966] 1967) usage, which refers to
typifications of actors and their associated behaviors. The role describes the actor, the action prescribed for
such an actor, and the stocks of knowledge that actor will hold (after being socialized to that knowledge).
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would be shared to the extent that stocks of knowledge about GSL are shared, within

roles and across them.

A number of the lake meanings that have emerged from the data are directly
related to physical or material aspects of the lake, for example, its effects on weather, its
variable size, and some of the traits of interest for those whose image of the lake is as a
unique place. These meanings are excellent examples of Gieryn’s (2000) argument that
the material form of the place matters in what it means to people, just as the location and
the social aspects matter. The importance of each leg of this triad has been evidenced
throughout these meanings.

Just as some participants had a very positive sense of the lake overall, evidenced
by place attachment, others had a rather negative sense of the lake. For many participants,
GSL held multiple meanings, including both positive and negative images. This supports
the arguments made by a number of place scholars advocating the investigation of a full
range of affect towards places, rather than only considering positive feelings (e.g.
Giuliani and Feldman 1993; Kyle et al. 2004; Manzo 2003; Relph 1976). It is clear much
would have been missed if I had only been concerned with feelings of attachment and
positive images of GSL. Additionally, as noted, some participants did not appear to have
any sense of the lake, for these, the lake was more of an undistinguished space than a

place that held any personal meaning (Tuan 1977).
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The Variables of Difference

Research question #2: Are there differences between those for whom GSL is a place vs.
those for whom it is undifferentiated space?

2a: What variables are related to the differences in meanings held about GSL?

Some of the variables that appear to differentiate between those with various senses
of place related to Great Salt Lake began to emerge in the descriptive work in the last
section. In this section I explore the question of what variables appear to have a
relationship with whether or not one has any sense of place with GSL, as well as the
various meanings GSL holds. I begin by revisiting the relationships noted above—
specifically, the relationship between having ancestral family connections and/or having

been reared in the lake area, and having not only a sense of place for the lake, but in most

cases, place attachment as well.

Early Experience with GSL

Eight research participants grew up near the lake, six of which were the third or
fourth generation to live on or very near “family ground” close to the lake. Each of these
eight had at least a solid sense of place for the lake, and six expressed strong place
attachment.'® A number of other participants also had experience with the lake or lake
sites that began during childhood, and nearly all of them expressed place attachment.
Two variables appear to be involved here, primary socialization and experience with the

lake system.

'® In categorizing those with a solid sense of place as compared to place attachment, I judged place
attachment more conservatively. If someone had not explicitly expressed a connection or attachment to the
lake or any lake sites, they were not included in the place attachment category. It is possible that some who
were not included among those with place attachment actually are attached to GSL but did not express it.
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Most of the third or fourth generation participants referred to stories they

heard from—and about—grandparents and other relatives in reference to the lake. One
man who hunted the marshlands of GSL since he was a boy heard stories about duck
hunting in those same wetlands from his father and grandfather. Some heard about how
family members made their living or supplemented their income on the lake, whether by
hunting ducks, trapping muskrats, or working in salt extraction. One elderly man was
involved in helping his family earn income off the lake since he was a boy of perhaps 10
years old, when his father would take him and his brother out on the lake bed to load salt
they would sell in town. His grandfather also worked on the lake.

Some participants did not live near the lake as children but spent time there with
family members. For example, one man had fond memories about hunting in the marshes
with his father, and a woman was introduced to the lake by her grandparents. She and her
grandmother collected rocks together, and her grandfather would reassure her when she
was unsure about things like walking through crunchy brine shrimp eggs.

Not all of the socialization about the lake from family members was positive. As a
boy, one young man noticed that when his family went to Antelope Island his parents
never got in the water. He later decided this was because the water was “pretty nasty.”
Although they sailed on the lake as a family when he was younger, later his father got
tired of dealing with all the bugs and they sailed on freshwater reservoirs instead.

Although much of the socialization these participants received appears to have
come from family members, some of it came from others. Two of the men in West
Warren talked about community events on Little Mountain, a lake-related place that was

important for the whole community. One woman who grew up near Ogden Bay talked
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about going to the WMA to “hang out,” noting they always had a lot of activities

going on. She sounds as though some of her socialization about the lake environs came
from the staff there. A resource manager received some socialization just by watching an
airboat go past him when he was 12 or 13—the uniformed men on board were his first
indication that people could work on the lake. One man remembers being shocked by a
poster a fellow high school student had at an Earth Day fair.

I remember on Earth Day my senior year in high school...we had

posters throughout the school, and I remember one student who was in

some of the biology type of things, and he had a poster that said, ‘Great

Salt Lake, Utah’s largest cesspool.’ I said, “What do you mean by that?’

He said, ‘Haven’t you seen the studies? There’s waste from so many

places that’s going into there.’ ...I didn’t even realize it at the time.

Many of these participants talked about having been exposed to the lake and its
related sites through recreation as children. A number hunted and continued that into their
adult years. Some rode their bikes or walked along the salt flats and in the WMAs. Most
who grew up close to the lake talked about spending hours and hours just wandering and
exploring—the marshes, the islands, the salt flats and other lake sites.

I heard numerous examples of ways these participants’ children are being
socialized about the lake. These included references to family recreation, such as taking
children to the lake to float in it. Parents talked about teaching their children GSL-related
things, including lake-related history, and how to trap (e.g. muskrats) to make pocket
money. Children took school field trips to Antelope Island and other lake sites, as well as

to lake-related industrial sites such as GSL Mineral, and were involved in activities on

the lake through Scouts and other youth groups. Many talked about their children
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wandering and exploring in lake areas. Two onsite resource managers talked about

their children sharing their knowledge of lake sites with others.
[My daughter’s] friends come out here, which is really cool, because
she takes them and shows them the island. Which is really cool, too,
because most of them haven’t been out here before. So for her to bring
them out, she feels in heaven, being able to show them around and
knowing all this stuff.
By the time my son was eight he was leading Audubon tours. They’d
stop by and get him, I’d tell them ‘My kid’s taking you, he’ll know
every bird out there, I guarantee it. Tell you all about it.’
This early socialization about the lake and lake-related areas has resulted in two of these
children who grew up next to the lake becoming resource managers. Another spent a
season working as a brine shrimper as a teenager, and her brother also worked in the

brine shrimp industry. One participant’s son who grew up next to the lake became an avid

duck hunter who worked on restoration of GSL wetlands.

Role-related Relationships with GSL

A number of roles had ties to Great Salt Lake for research participants. Those that
appeared to matter most included being parents, having a lake-related occupation, being
farmers and ranchers for reasons that will be expanded here, and being involved in lake-
related recreation. The level of involvement and experience with the lake definitely

played a part.

Parents
To continue the discussion above about children, the role of parent can also be
related to the lake. Parental involvement in socialization of children has already been

mentioned. Many participants did lake-related activities and recreation with their
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children, some of which had become family traditions. Several felt part of their

connection to GSL came from child rearing experiences they had with the lake. However
this is not a variable that provides any distinction between participants with more or less
sense of the lake, as there were parents and non-parents all along the continuum from
strong place attachment to lacking a sense of place with GSL. For some participants, it
appeared time with their children was the only time they spent on the lake. In terms of
meanings the lake held, again the role of parent did not provide any distinctions between
participants, as each of the different lake meanings, other than those that are child-
oriented, were held by both parents and non-parents.

One woman who appeared to have a mild sense of place with the lake has had a
number of different kinds of interactions with the lake, however a majority of the positive
ones were related to things she did as a parent, including helping with Scouting activities
and with school field trips. Many of the most positive things she said about the lake were
in reference to “the kids,” e.g., that when they took canoes to Egg Island on a Scouting
activity, “[the kids] thought that was just something,” and in describing star-gazing
parties held on Antelope Island, “the kids love them.” Her concerns were related to her
children as well, for example that there should be more recreation opportunities available
on the lake and Antelope Island, particularly for children.

Another woman, a focus group member, appeared to have little to no sense of
place. Despite the lake holding many negative meanings for her, and sounding both
incredulous and skeptical when fellow group members spoke positively about the lake,
she did state she had some connection to the lake through her children’s enjoyment of it.

Another woman with no sense of the lake was not aware her children ever went down to
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the nearby WMA, and was questioning and rather doubtful when her husband said

they had.

On the other hand, some parents appeared to delight in their children’s developing
relationships with the lake. One woman with fairly strong attachment to the lake sounded
pleased when she told the focus group her kids say they would “love to have a spot along
the lakeshore” when they grow up. Sharing with children and grandchildren about the
wildlife, birds, and the lake in general has already been discussed. Again, though, for the
most part these parenting-related themes yield no distinctions between those with a sense

of place and those without.

Lake-related Occupations

Having a lake-related occupation obviously provides a high level of involvement
and experience with the lake. A majority of research participants with lake-related
occupations were resource managers, for whom the focus was not only lake-related, but
included preservation-related and ecosystem-related meanings. It was not surprising that
these participants talked about their attachment to the birds and other wildlife connected
to the lake system, in fact several mentioned those interests were why they chose their
careers. However, for nearly all these participants, their attachment to Great Salt Lake
was more than just an expression of their attraction to natural places in general. In
addition to their enjoyment of both flora and fauna of the lake system, they also
expressed attachment to the lake specifically. One manager stated she felt her background
in resource management allowed her to appreciate the lake that much more, because she

had a deeper understanding for what she was seeing and experiencing. The only
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exception to this was the resource manager who had worked on the lake for the

shortest time, three years, and worked at Willard Bay Reservoir, where the connection to
the lake system can feel rather minimal. One other resource manager, who had worked on
the lake for four years, sounded as though his connections to the lake were rather work-
related and less GSL-specific, although he definitely appreciated the birds and wildlife
and the dynamism of the lake system.

The three participants who worked with the lake or lake sites in other fields all
expressed strong place attachment with the lake. One of these was also particularly
ecosystem oriented, which is not surprising given that he has a degree in zoology and had
worked as a wildlife specialist on the lake in the past. One of the others had worked in a
number of capacities on the lake, and said that his attachment to the lake was more of an
identity.

It is evident that, for these research participants, there was a relationship between
place attachment and working with or on the lake, which may have been moderated in
some cases by length of time on the job and how directly the setting was related to the
lake. It is also likely, however, that the relationship appears so strong here because of the
type of jobs and backgrounds the participants had. Related to these issues, the meanings
the lake held for most of those who worked in lake-related occupations were fairly
clustered. The lake held meanings of a natural place and place to be protected for each of
these participants. Nearly all talked about GSL’s importance for birds. Many had
experience with fluctuating lake elevation and size. As a group, these participants were
some of the least likely to hold any negative sense of the lake. The resource managers

were less likely to have a sense of the lake as an economic resource. The managers were,
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of course, aware of the ways in which this is true, however most of them were less

likely to think of or relate to those aspects of the lake, whereas those in lake-related jobs
other than resource management had this sense of the lake. Not many of the participants
in lake-related occupations talked about recreation, except for hunting. Four of the nine
participants identified themselves as hunters, and although most of the others did not
indicate whether they were or not, one resource manager had a difficult time even dealing
with hunters. Related to the lake holding bird-related meanings for the majority of these
participants, although six of the nine talked about how much they enjoyed the birds, it

was unclear as to whether any did bird watching as a recreational pastime.

Farmers and Ranchers

As was noted earlier, in the Great Salt Lake system the work farmers and ranchers
do is affected by the lake. This includes issues with soil types, the salinity level, and the
water table, as well as the lake’s affect on weather. Of the six participants who discussed
farming or ranching at least to a degree, all expressed at least a solid sense of place and
most expressed attachment. Of note though, four of the six were the third generation on
that farmland, another had been there for 28 years, and the newcomer of the bunch had
been there 16 years (and was the least involved in farming). Length of residence aside,
there appeared to be substantial differences between these participants and others,
particularly in terms of their familiarity with the outdoors, with the environment, and
with how lake-related phenomena affect other things and are affected by other things.

These participants appeared to have more knowledge and understanding of lake-

related dynamics than many other participants, including those who owned horses and
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horse property but did not farm or ranch. GSL seemed more woven into the lives and

livelihoods of the farmers and ranchers—not as a place one “goes to,” but rather was just
there, always in the background.

The Great Salt Lake itself...it’s out there—like a shadow or a big

brother... Something that I don’t have a daily contact [with]. That’s

where the splash is, but I deal in the ripples every day, as far as the

impact, since we live in a salt water marsh area.
It makes sense that these residents would be well aware of the lake and its effects on the
surrounding area. They were outside, on the ground, where they could observe it as part
of their surroundings, watching the storms, the migrating birds, the predator animals, the
effects of the rising and receding water. They smelled it; they dealt with the bugs, the salt
and the high water. They had to manage around the effects of the lake as part of the
“normal impacts” of farming where they do. Given the challenges, it is interesting that as
a whole these participants felt so attached to the lake. This dynamic is likely at least
partially due to other variables.

In terms of the various meanings the lake held, obviously all these participants
had a sense of the lake’s rural connections. As mentioned, four had intergenerational
family roots, the other two had no family connections other than raising their own
families there. Five talked about how they have been affected by the fluctuating
elevations and lake size. For a majority of them, the lake held meaning as an economic
resource, but this was more tied in some cases to family history, and in others to the
community they were a part of (WC Weber).

For these participants, there was not a relationship between this role and lake-

related recreation—some of them hunted and/or watched birds, others did not, or did not
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talk about it. The lake did not hold meaning as a natural place for all of them

(although it did for a majority). Not all held a protective sense of the lake, in fact one
wanted to see the lake and lake sites become more developed in terms of commercial
enterprises and infrastructure. There was a substantial difference of thinking between the
farmer in Box Elder County, who argued for a dam on the Bear River to provide more
consistency in water availability, and at least two of the farmers in Weber County, who

were concerned about diverting any more water from the lake.

Recreation and Restoration

There appears to be some degree of relationship between lake-related recreation
and the meanings the lake held for participants. Those with little to no sense of place, for
the most part, did little to no lake-related recreation. One woman who expressed a little
sense of place, although mostly negative, walked on the causeway. One woman with no
sense of place for the lake visited the lake proper one time, at Antelope Island, but it was
decades ago before many amenities had been developed on the island. She and her
husband came away feeling like there was nothing there and they had never returned.
Most who expressed only mild sense of place for the lake tended to do little lake-oriented
recreation as well, although one woman walked regularly and did things with her
children. On the other hand, those participants who hunted, watched birds, rode horses on
the island or other lake sites, and several who walked at lake sites including the
causeway, all had at least a solid sense of place."”

A number of participants with place attachment, or at least a solid sense of place

with the lake, did not talk about participating in any lake-related recreation, however

11 did not ask participants about the frequency with which they did any of these recreational activities.
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most of those participants did spend time at the lake or lake sites doing other things

(e.g. work). Of note, there were no hunters or bird watchers with less than a solid sense of
the lake. One woman with strong place attachment did not talk about any recreation
activities per se (although she was very interested in the birds), but did talk about using
the lake and Antelope Island for refuge, and visited frequently. In terms of relationships
with lake meanings, the hunters and bird watchers, as well as the refuge-oriented
participant, tended to cluster together. For all of these, the lake held natural, ecosystem-
type meanings, including, not surprisingly, its importance to birds. It was also a place to
protect for each of these participants, and none saw the lake as a negative place—in fact,
few of these had any complaints about GSL at all. Participation in other forms of

recreation did not provide any distinctions between or clusters among GSL-meanings.

Synopsis: The Roles that Matter

In summary, there are relationships between lake-related roles held by research
participants and whether or not participants had a sense of place with GSL. There are also
relationships between some of these roles and the meanings the lake held for participants.
In general, although the role of parent was important in terms of experiences with the
lake, it was not a role that distinguished between those who have a sense of place or not,
nor did it provide any distinctions between meanings held by participants, other than
those that were directly child-oriented. On the other hand, lake-related occupations
provided clear distinctions in both sense of place and the meanings the lake held,
however with this sample the types of occupations were limited. There were also

relationships between farming or ranching near the lake and sense of place as well as the
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meanings the lake held, with the farmers and ranchers in this sample each having at

least a solid sense of place. Recreational roles varied, with hunting and bird watching in
particular being related to at least a solid sense of place, and related to meanings such as
ecosystem interests (particularly the lake’s importance to birds) and protectiveness. Using
the lake for refuge showed similar relationships. While some other types of recreation
were related to strength of sense of place, the relationships were less consistent, and there
were no consistent relationships between other types of recreation and lake meanings.

As noted earlier, a resource manager argued it is recreation—or the use of
discretionary time—that makes the difference in whether people get attached to a place or
not, particularly a place like GSL. He posited that it is far more important for developing

attachment than length of residence. We now see if that holds true for these participants.

Length of Residence

There does appear to be some relationship between length of residence and the
degree of sense of place expressed by research participants, but the relationship is
considerably less consistent than might be expected. For example, participants who had
lived near the lake their entire lives all had at least a solid sense of place, and all but two
expressed fairly strong place attachment. On the other hand, one man who lived in the
general area his whole life, growing up within five miles of the lake and living as close to
the lake as one can for 13 years, appeared to have only a mild sense of place, with very
mixed lake-meanings.

While all the participants who had lived near the lake for 20 years or more had at

least a solid sense of place, there were no consistent relationships with sense of place for
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those who have lived near the lake less than 20 years. This was also true with place

attachment, with those with fairly strong place attachment living near the lake for as few
as seven years.

The fact that within several married couples, spouses had very differing
relationships with the lake is a good indicator that there are clearly factors besides length
of residence involved. For example, one couple had lived near the lake for 16 years and
no previous experience with GSL, and while the husband had strong place attachment,
his wife had no sense of place with the lake.

In terms of GSL meanings, there were no distinguishing relationships between
length of residence and any of the lake meanings other than those already discussed
related to growing up near the lake and being the third or fourth generation to live on
family ground. Of note, there was no relationship between length of residence and the
GSL-meaning of protectiveness.

However, there was definitely a perception that length of residence makes a
difference, although participants did not agree on what that difference might be. Some
resource managers described a sort of three-way split, with the most interest in the lake
seen in those with long-term connections to the lake and lake sites, and those who have
just moved from other places who are curious about the lake. One resource manager
described the long-time residents.

The people I talk to the most that seem to have the fondest
memories...about their experience around the lake tend to be the
people that grew up their whole lives around here, farmed, ranched, had
their cows grazing on some of this land out here. Those are the kind of
people who talk about it the most, the people who have spent a good

chunk of their lives out here and have some sort of connection with the
land and the lake...
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... [G]enerally the people who have been here the longest are the ones who
have the best ties and the most positive things to say about the area and
the lake itself.

Two managers described what they saw from newcomers to the area.

People, when they first move out, are very curious about the Great Salt
Lake—*“where is it, can I see it?”

The people...I would say appreciate this the most are people that moved
out here from somewhere else. I find that a lot, people that came
from...other states, usually are the people that come out here and seem to
have more of an appreciation...seem to understand things a little better,
or actually take an interest in why is this here, why is it important. And
maybe it’s just because... they didn’t have the opportunity to grow up
around something like this.
Resource managers contrasted these groups with locals who have lived in the area for years
or even decades, who have no interest in GSL, some of whom have never visited GSL.
Resident participants did not see this newcomer curiosity. Long-time residents
expressed concern that newcomers do not have the same interest with or concern for the

lake or the area, and that the land holds no meaning for newcomers, it is “just property.”

I think that once our generation is gone, I don’t think the kinship to that
area is going to be as strong...

The long-timers had some understanding of this. One focus group member commented,
“It’s a dead lake to them...it stinks, there’s bugs. So maybe you have to learn...by living
there and experiencing some of those things, to appreciate it.” Later he added,

...I think a lot of it is...an age differential. You talk to the

oldtimers...they all have connections, really deep roots. But the new

move-in people, I don’t think they have any connection with the lake or

the environment too much yet.... They probably will as they appreciate

things and learn to...get past the bugs and the smell.

The newest resident in the group agreed, adding “I sure didn’t know so much about it.”
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I think the new people have no idea of the history...I didn’t and I’ve been

here 12 years. I had no idea of the things that you could even still do

out there.

Some of these longer-term residents observed that things have changed in ways

that made it difficult for newcomers to be able to develop the same place connection.

There’s been a lot of changes...in the area, that a lot of people won’t

ever have a chance really to associate with and feel a closeness to the

land and the atmosphere that we had an opportunity to receive. That’s

probably...why a lot of us are as close as we are, is because of the

memories and the nostalgia that comes with the land and being close to

the lake, enjoying the benefits that the lake actually offered us.
These changes were partially due to development encroaching on habitat, limiting the
presence of wildlife for viewing and hunting; to dwindling numbers of people who were
aware of the history of the place and the connections to the lake; and in WC Weber, to
the loss of access to the lake at Little Mountain. Some long-time residents feared these

things made it more difficult for newcomers to ever be able to develop a deeper level of

attachment to the lake.

The Experience Difference

Whether focusing on the roles held in relation to the lake or length of residence,
one of the variables that appeared to matter in terms of sense of place and the meanings
the lake held for participants was the level of experience they had with the lake or lake
sites. This was the commonality among things like lake-related occupations, lake-related
recreation, and what seemed to matter about farming and ranching—to the extent that
these things increased participants’ experience and involvement with the lake, they
appeared to increase sense of place. Some of these were correlated with meanings the

lake holds for participants, although there were no uniform relationships across meanings
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as experience and involvement increased. However, differences in experience and

involvement with GSL and its sites appear to be why there was little consistency in
relationships with variables like being a parent, and even length of residence.
As noted earlier, there were participants who expressed at least some degree of
sense of place with the lake despite not having spent much time there. On closer
examination, though, most of these participants expressed only mild sense of place, while
others spent more time than it appeared initially. Two who said they did not spend time
“at the lake” did spend time on close to a daily basis interacting with either the lake
system or things related to the lake system (e.g. the GSL-related birds). One of these two
participants expressed strong place attachment for the lake, while the other had at least a
solid sense of place.
There seemed to be a level of sense of place that came from deep experience with
and knowledge about the lake. It left participants with a sense of respect, perhaps even
awe, at what the lake was capable of. Examples of this include the way participants
talked about the danger of storms on the lake discussed earlier, and the language used by
the farmer in Box Elder County to express how he saw the lake after the high water years.
...[1]t’s this big ominous shadow that’s out there, that’s not going
away, it doesn’t say a whole lot, but certain times of the year, certain
decades, it raises it’s head and says, ‘I’'m here.” The rest of the time it’s
asleep and quiet. ...Like a sleeping giant that raises its head every other
decade...

For these participants, this level of understanding of GSL went along with a feeling that

one just had to work with it, adapt to it, and manage for it. Although this level of

experience appeared to be related to difficult aspects of the lake, I do not see evidence of
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it being related to a negative sense of place. In fact, nearly all of those who showed

indications of this level of experience with the lake expressed strong place attachment.
The Effect of Location in the Lake
System on Sense of Place and Meanings

Does where the participant lives, in terms of having a view of the lake, proximity,
having access to the lake, and things of that nature, make a difference in sense of place
and in the meanings GSL holds for the participant? Some of these things appeared to

matter, while others did not.

A View of the Lake

For the most part, there did not seem to be a consistent relationship between
having a view of the lake from one’s property and a sense of place with the lake. While
one participant with no sense of the lake said not having a view was part of this, another
one lacking a sense of the lake talked about having a view, but said it was more of a
backdrop than a thing that really mattered. At least one other person with little sense of
place also had a view of the lake, while many of those with strong place attachment did
not have a view.

Research participants from both Weber and Davis Counties tended to refer to the
view of the lake rather generically, talking about their view of the islands, or the view of
the sunset they know is over the lake, all as their view of the lake. When I asked the
Davis focus group about who could actually see the lake, several participants had to think
for a moment before responding with comments such as, “I don’t think I can,” “Actual

water, no,” and “I can see sunsets, but I don’t see the water.” I then asked, “When you
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see [Antelope Island] or when you see the sunset, even though you don’t see the

water, does it still feel like you’re looking at the lake?” The response was affirmative.
This more generic feel for “seeing the lake” may partially explain why not being able to

see the “actual water” was not related to participants’ sense of place.

Proximity and Access

Very few participants talked about their proximity to the lake, even though it was
potentially salient because of the positive and negative aspects of living closer to the
lake—more birds, more bugs, more salt in the air, etc. The lack of proximity was an issue
for the Box Elder County Commissioner, who observed,

I don’t think we think in terms of the Great Salt Lake in our county, we
think of the marshes that are involved with the [Bear River Migratory]
Bird Refuge and we think of Willard Bay. And I think we think of them
as separate entities than the Great Salt Lake.

Access to the lake—and proximity of that access—was important to many more
participants. A related matter was whether people lived near lake-affiliated wetlands, a
bay, or open waters. This did matter to a degree, mainly in terms of what participants
tended to identify with, for example, people would say, “we don’t live close to the lake,
we live close to Ogden Bay,” or Farmington Bay, or the marshes. However, these
distinctions did not make a difference in terms of the expressions of sense of place with
the lake. Some spoke about the lake without distinguishing between lake and bay or lake
and marshland, others spoke in inclusive terms, and in some cases exclusive terms—

however there was no relationship between where participants lived and the level of

sense of place they expressed. Again, access mattered far more.
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There were a number of different concerns related to access. For many, the

lack of access was a barrier to developing a sense of place or place attachment.
Participants made a number of comments about this, such as, “Well, it’s hard to get

99 ¢¢

there,” “...access to the lake from this point is really quite limited,” and “I can’t see
where anyone could be connected to it that didn’t have actual access to it.”

[W]e don’t have the access to it, that makes a big difference. ...There

are only two places the public can get to this lake, that’s down at Saltair

and at Antelope Island. Everything up here is bird refuge...

If we lived right where we had a piece of property we could walk down

and walk in it, that would be different, but we don’t have that kind of

access. So I don’t think we have—I mean I’ve got more connections

with West Yellowstone than with the lake.
A number of the participants with little to no sense of place commented on this lack of
access to the lake, and only one participant with little to no sense of place lived in the
community with the most access. On the other hand, though, a number of participants
with at least a solid sense of place had no better access to the lake than these others.

Other participants talked about the limits to access due to DWR creating refuges

to manage waterfowl and other wildlife, refuges that have limited some access.

[T]he lake is surrounded by nonpublic areas, really. Even [the Ogden
Bay manager] keeps his gates locked so you can’t go out there.

The issue here appeared to be more about people having access whenever they wanted to
rather than having no access. A hunter reported this reduction in privately held lands
around the lake (by creating managed areas) had actually increased access for hunters.
The issue of access whenever people wanted it also got raised in the Davis County
focus group, ironically by those who lived closest to the open waters of GSL of any in the

lake system.



Focus group member one: I think the gate, when I see the gate closed that 2
makes me feel somewhat disconnected...
Member two: I feel like they caged it up, too. Just that gate.

The participants from West Warren had a different access issue. For them, the
issue was one of having had access that was important to the community, only to lose it.
As long-time residents in the focus group discussed this loss, it sounded like the access
may have been taken for granted by the community until it was lost. Then community
members realized how much it meant to the community and how much they missed it.
The lack of access had not created any reduction in sense of place or place attachment for
these members, although it likely affected those who moved in since the loss.

The relationships between lack of access and sense of place were fairly
inconsistent, and there did not seem to be any direct relationships between this issue and
GSL-meanings. However, if a lack of access deters involvement with the lake, it could
affect meanings such as recreation, and perhaps protectiveness if people are not able to
develop enough of a relationship with the lake to feel protective of it. These indirect
effects may lead to higher incidences of negative sense of place or lack of sense of place.
Summary: Distinguishing between Those
with Varying Levels of Sense of Place

So why did some people have a solid sense of place with the lake while others did
not? These findings indicate that for these participants the answer was often a layered
one. For example, one might assume that because a married couple live the same distance
from the lake, with the same access, and the same view of the lake or related sites, that

their sense of place would at least be similar. Yet, of the four couples interviewed, both

husband and wife had similar levels of sense of place in only one couple.
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In another couple, who had lived near the lake for two years, the wife had no

real sense of place, and what she did associate with the lake was completely negative.
The husband had a mild sense of the lake with some positive associations. While she
never lived anywhere around the lake until the last two years, he grew up in Davis
County, had played in the water and on the beach at Antelope Island when he was a child,
and had sailed on the lake with his family numerous times. Even though his socialization
from his parents was to as many negative aspects of the lake as positive ones, he has
recollections of being amazed at seeing nothing but lake on the horizon when he was
sailing. In another couple, who had lived near the lake for 13 years, the husband had little
to no sense of the lake, while his wife had some place attachment.

Husband: I don’t really feel connected to the lake, I don’t know why.
Wife: [sighs] Maybe because you weren’t raised here? And I was.

The fourth couple was reversed; the wife had no sense of the lake, while the
husband had strong place attachment. In this case, neither was raised there, but they had
lived near the lake for 16 years. They spent no time at GSL, having visited the lake at
Antelope Island one time, decades ago. But the husband was home much of the time
during the day and spent hours watching the birds and lake-related weather; he dealt with
the salt in their soil and worked on other lake water-affected land in the area. These
things were all part of his day to day life, while his wife worked in town and was not a
part of any of those lake-related activities.

A theme running through this is that differences in exposure to and experience
with the lake are likely related to differences in the level of connection the participant felt

with the lake. Those differences may be in whether one grew up close to the lake, or at
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least had memories of visiting and interacting with the lake, or not; or they may be in

the amount of time spent interacting with the lake system as adults. Differences in sense
of place and attachment being related to experience with the lake supports prior theory
and research on place attachment that has seen attachment resulting from a long process
of interaction and experience with a place (e.g. Hay 1998; Tuan 1977; Williams and
Vaske 2003).

One resource manager made the observation that one needs to have something
that makes them think about the lake. Without some sort of tie, whether it is bird
watching, hunting, or an agricultural connection, one just does not think about it, “it’s just
an after thought in your mind...there’s no connection with it, there’s a lot of
disconnect...” This illustrates my argument that for some individuals, even those who live
close to GSL, the lake may not be part of their reality of everyday life—GSL may not
hold any significance, or as Berger and Luckmann ([1966] 1967) put it, relevance, for
them. As noted earlier, it could be said that these individuals lack a sense of place with
GSL, for them the lake is what Tuan (19787) would call an undistinguished space.

This can be further exemplified by considering the three county commissioners I
interviewed. The commissioner from Box Elder County expressed no sense of place
about GSL.

... I guess I’m just pretty naive about the Great Salt Lake. It’s just
there, and that’s what I think you would find most people in my county
saying. It’s just a body of water that’s just there.
This is understandable because, as the commissioner put it, “We’re not lake-dwelling
people in our county—and yet we have the lake.” Additionally, most of the land close to

the lake is marshland that cannot be developed, so few live near the lake.



405
The commissioner from Weber County appeared to have a negative sense of

place with GSL. In the interview, most of the focus was on negative aspects of the lake—
the commissioner made comments about the mosquitoes, smell, and the poor soil, and
said, “probably no one really wanted to be out by the lake.” At the end of the interview I
asked for any last thoughts.

Other than I’d probably never live out by the lake because of the

mosquitoes and the smell (laughs), and the crummy dirt and everything

else?
Again, the commissioner likely has had little to do with the lake. Anything GSL-related
in Weber County would be much less of a concern than say, Davis County, because of
the geographic differences between the counties.

On the other hand, the commissioner from Davis County appeared to have not
only a solid sense of place with the lake, but also at least some degree of place attachment
as noted earlier. He had family connections to the area and grew up relatively close to the
lake. He had memories of exploring and riding his bike on the shores when he was a
child. He had lived about five miles away from the causeway for some time. The
commissioner had a good deal of knowledge about the lake, including the ecosystem in
general, the birds, and Antelope Island and its education programs. It appeared that a
good deal of this was from personal interest, but for him it was also job-related. Between
the miles of shoreline in Davis County, the presence of Antelope Island and its tourism
opportunities, issues with zoning and other lake-related regulation, the county
commissioners in Davis County are much more involved in lake-related issues than in

either Weber or Box Elder Counties.
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The commissioner provided an example of how layered these different

variables were. This was also seen in the make-up of the Weber County focus group,
where nearly the entire group raised protective concerns during their discussion of the
most important topics raised in their meeting. As [ mentioned, it was likely the group
members held the feelings they expressed prior to the focus group, particularly given the
make up of the group—half of the six members were third generation residents, at least
half were hunters who had expressed strong attraction to the birds and wildlife of the
lake-related area, and at least two talked about bird watching. For the participants in this
study, all these variables were related to at least a solid sense of place with the lake, and
several of them were related to the GSL-meaning of protectiveness.

Understanding the layered nature of these variables can help make sense of the
lack of protectiveness seen in a participant with clear place attachment mentioned earlier.
This man indicated that not only should the lake area be more developed, but that
building more causeways could solve the problems with siting a new freeway. When we
consider the layers involved for him, this makes sense. This man was socialized from the
time he was a child that the lake is a source of resources, to be used for whatever people
can use it for. Part of the family income came from utilizing the lake’s resources, a
practice he continued as an adult. For this man, part of his attachment to GSL is related to
the use of the lake’s resources.

The examples provided by the commissioners and by this last gentleman illustrate
two things from the literature. First, they give us a good example of how an individual’s
roles, and the socialization and stocks of knowledge affiliated with those roles, can have a

bearing on the meaning, and the degree of meaning, the lake holds for that individual, as I
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have argued following Berger and Luckmann ([1966] 1967) and Greider and

Garkovich (1994). Each of the commissioners has a different role-based association with
the lake, it is not surprising that the lake would mean very different things to each of
them. Similarly, the lake-related role of the last gentleman was very related to his
perspective of the lake.

Additionally, these examples support Tuan’s (1977) argument that the more ties
one has with a place, the more connected one will be. Having a layered relationship with
instrumental ties, affective ties, family and community ties all to the same natural place
strengthens the relationship, “because more than one tie yoke them to it” (p. 158). The
differences in the number of ties to the lake and in the level of connection to GSL seen
among the three commissioners illustrate Tuan’s point.

Of course it cannot be assumed that all of the participants’ relationships with the
lake will make sense or be predictable within the correlations outlined here. For example,
I have talked about increased involvement and experience with GSL, as well as
knowledge and understanding of the lake, being related to at least a solid sense of place.
Not having a sense of the lake, not feeling it is something that matters in one’s life may,
on the one hand, be related to a lack of knowledge of and experience with the lake, that
relationship has already been discussed. However there are some people who have some
understanding of and experience with the lake, who appear to be aware of both positive
and negative aspects of the lake, but for whom the lake simply does not matter—it is not
a part of their everyday life. An example of this is the man who commented that the lake
was not responsible for all the bugs in the area, he was aware that the shoreline west of

their home was a place his children enjoyed and he spent time with them there. He also
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commented on some of the unique aspects of the lake. But the lake did not matter in

his life, and he was somewhat perplexed that others—including his wife—found it
meaningful. This again exemplifies the issue of relevance mentioned earlier.

This qualitative work allows us to see some of the features that distinguish those
with a sense of the lake from those without. It also gives some indications of the variables

related to the meanings the lake held for different participants.

A Qualitative Look at Sense of Place with a Mixed Amenity Setting

In this chapter we have seen how interview and focus group participants discussed
their relationships with Great Salt Lake. They described their sense of this mixed amenity
place, or in some cases, the lack of a sense of place. They shared the meanings the lake
held for them, from strongly positive meanings to some that are quite negative. For some
of the lake’s neighbors, the lake held no real meaning at all. I explored the variables
related to these differences in meanings and senses of place.

Meanings and sense of place are qualitative issues, requiring qualitative
examinations. On the other hand, while questions about correlations and differentiations
can be explored qualitatively, the answers can be strengthened by adding quantitative
considerations to the examination. The qualitative work on these research questions gives
us a number of useful indications about these relationships. It also provides a number of

useful indicators that can now be used in the quantitative analysis that follows.
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CHAPTER 5

ANALYSIS OF SURVEY DATA

Survey question: What does the Great Salt Lake mean to you?
“It's unique, one of a kind, it attracts birds of all kinds, no other place like it.”
“An important wildlife/bird refuge/flyway.”

“beautiful, surreal, comforting.”

Introduction to the Quantitative Work

The quantitative portion of this study is primarily intended to triangulate the
findings in the qualitative work detailed in the last chapter, lending a higher degree of
reliability than can be achieved solely with qualitative work. To review, the quantitative
data were collected with a drop-off/pick-up survey conducted in the area closest to Great
Salt Lake in Davis and Weber Counties. The survey attained a combined response rate of
83.7 percent (86.5 percent in Weber County and 80.9 percent in Davis County), and as
noted in Chapter 3, the resultant 381 completed survey questionnaires are indicative that
the sample represents the local population.

The survey instrument (Appendix G) consists of five sections. These include a
section asking respondents for their views and attitudes about living near the lake; a
section on involvement with the lake, asking respondents about their activities involving
the lake; one on issues related to GSL, asking about current issues and concerns related to
the lake; and a section on connections to GSL, asking respondents about their feelings
towards the lake. The last section focuses on respondents’ background characteristics,

asking general sociodemographic questions. The questionnaires were distributed to
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randomly selected respondents from households selected by stratified, systematic

sampling by county, with the only difference between the Weber County questionnaire
and the one for Davis County being a sentence in the cover letter describing the
demarcation of the study area for that county.

The completed questionnaires provide evidence that many respondents find issues
related to Great Salt Lake salient and important. Not only did most respondents respond
thoroughly to a 14 page survey, but 54 respondents (14 percent) wrote additional
comments. While several wrote in the margins of the questionnaire, often expanding on
responses to questions, many comments were written at the end of the survey, where it
was suggested that respondents write “any additional information you would like to share
about living near the Great Salt Lake....” These comments, some of them paragraphs-
long and filling much of the blank page at the end of the questionnaire, ranged widely in
topic. Some respondents said people do not appreciate the lake enough while others wrote
that the lake needs more attractions developed; several made additional comments about
roads, and specifically Legacy Highway. Others expressed appreciation for the wildlife or
concern for the current low water level, made references to the lake as an important
landmark, or stated that respondents do not think about GSL much, or that they think
about it negatively. However, there were also questionnaires that were not filled out
completely, as well as some in which respondents simply circled the same response with
one continuous loop for an entire matrix question, typically circling “not applicable” or
the neutral response, or in some cases, the strongest negative response.

This chapter details the analyses of these survey data. The chapter primarily

focuses on the meanings GSL holds for respondents, and dynamics related to those
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meanings. Since meaning is a large part of what distinguishes between place and

space, I use meanings as evidence of people having a sense of place. As a reminder of my
usage outlined in Chapter Two, by sense of place I refer to an individual’s internalization
of some collective definition of a specific place. A person has a sense of place if he or she
holds taken-for-granted knowledge about that place, and if that definition of the place is
part of the reality of everyday life for that person. One’s sense of a place may be positive,
relatively neutral, or negative. In some of the analyses that follow I also consider place
attachment to a degree. My use of “place attachment” refers to the positive meanings a
place holds for people; it is based in sentiment, not judgment, and is affective rather than
evaluative. One can have a sense of a place without being attached to that place.

The first research question deals specifically with meanings the lake holds for
respondents, gathered from responses to open-ended questions. The analyses first
describe and categorize the qualitative responses. Because the various meanings are
nominal level data, the remaining research questions all rely on categorical analytical
techniques. In sub-parts of the first research question, contingency tables are used to
examine whether these lake-related meanings are shared within social groups, and
whether individuals hold more than one meaning of the lake. The second research
question distinguishes between people who hold a sense of place with the lake and those
who do not, as well as between those who hold different meanings of GSL. I also
consider differences between people with place attachment and those without attachment.
Contingency tables are used for these bivariate analyses.

Specific measurement and analytic procedures for each research question precede

the analyses for that question. Statistics were calculated using SPSS 15.0 for Windows.
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The Meanings and Senses of Great Salt Lake

Research question #1: What are the various senses of place held about Great Salt Lake
by neighbors of the lake?
la: What are the various meanings the lake holds?
1b: To what extent are these meanings shared among individuals and groups?
1c¢: Do individuals hold multiple meanings of GSL?

Research expectation #1: There will be a wide variety of senses of place and meanings
held about GSL, with evidence of shared meanings among groups. A substantial
number of people will appear to hold multiple meanings, including meanings that do
not appear to be congruent with each other.

This research question was conceptualized to be addressed descriptively. To address
the parts examining the various senses of place and meanings the lake holds (#1 and #1a),

I describe qualitative survey data and sort them into categories. These meanings are then

used to consider the issues of shared meanings and whether respondents hold multiple

meanings of the lake (#1b and #1c), utilizing categorical analytical techniques.

Research question #1: What are the various senses of place held about Great Salt Lake
by neighbors of the lake?
#1a: What are the various meanings the lake holds?

Measurement and Analytic Methods for
Research Question #1

As noted earlier, it has been argued that more open-ended, qualitative approaches,
where respondents can speak in their own words, are essential for capturing a better sense
of what places mean to respondents (see, e.g., Williams 2008). Accordingly, the
questionnaire includes a number of open-ended questions to afford respondents the
opportunity to express their own thoughts and feelings. In the section on living near GSL,

early in the survey to avoid response bias, respondents are asked, first, whether the lake
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and related areas hold any particular meaning for them, with a yes or no response

(Appendix G, p. 2)." Those who respond affirmatively are then asked the open-ended
question, “What does the Great Salt Lake mean to you?”> A pair of open-ended
questions follows shortly after, asking “What do you like MOST about living near the
Great Salt Lake?” and “What do you like LEAST about living near the Great Salt Lake?”
(Appendix G, p. 2). I measure the senses of place and meanings of the lake using the
direct responses to these questions qualitatively, and after sorting them into response

categories, conduct a univariate analysis to describe frequency distributions.

Findings

In this section I include examples of the responses to the open-ended questions as
well as the frequency distributions of the response categories that emerged from these
data. After 127 respondents (33.3 percent) answered “yes” to the question asking whether
GSL and its related areas hold any meaning for the respondent, 125 answered the open-
ended question, “What does the Great Salt Lake mean to you?”” The responses fell into
seven categories (see Table 5-1).

Thirty percent of the answers had to do with wildlife, birds, their habitat, and
open space free from human intervention. Examples include, “I love the wildlife/birds

that use the area,” “An important wildlife/bird refuge/flyway,” “The area provides critical

" Question 3: “Does the Great Salt Lake, its islands, bays or shorelands (including refuges and preserves),
hold any particular meaning for you?”

? I should note that this dissertation is written using the convention of most of the academic and scientific
writing about the lake, referring to “Great Salt Lake,” a convention also followed by some literary works,
most notably, Refuge by Terry Tempest Williams (1991). FRIENDS of Great Salt Lake is rather insistent
on this usage, and is quick to point out that the word “the” is not part of the name of the lake. However
when I was developing the survey instrument it became clear that this usage is not familiar to the ears of
many residents of northern Utah, as I received feedback from a number of people that I had made a
typographical error, or that “it just didn’t sound right.” Due to this, the survey questionnaire consistently
refers to “the Great Salt Lake.”
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Table 5-1. Frequencies: What Great Salt Lake Means to Respondents

Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Birds and wildlife/habitat 37 9.7 29.6
Recreation, hunting 27 7.1 21.6
Unique aspects 19 5.0 15.2
Memories 15 3.9 12.0
Historical/heritage 8 2.1 6.4
Beauty, views & sunsets 11 2.9 8.8
Misc. 8 2.1 6.4
No response 256 67.2

habitat for many species of wildlife,” and “There is still land that is only marginally
affected by human intervention. It seems like it’s the ‘last frontier’ in a way.” The second
largest group focused on recreation activities, such as, “Fishing, camping, going to scenic
areas. Antelope Island, Willard Bay,” “In years past it's been great for sailing, the birds
that migrate thru the area, horseback riding,” and “I enjoy the island, and the bird hunting
the lake helps to provide.” Of the 27 respondents who talked about recreation, 13
mentioned hunting.

Another group talked about the unique aspects of the lake, for example, “It's
unique, one of a kind, it attracts birds of all kinds, no other place like it,” “It's a land mark
from any map of where we live,” and “Living in Utah with the GSL is a unique experience.
It is well known world wide.” For 12 percent of those who answered, GSL means
memories: “Great childhood memories of picnics, swimming and fun at the Great Salt
Lake (and ongoing memories throughout the years),” “I used to play in the swamp land and
marshes with my friends. We loved to canoe and hunt duck and explore in the swamps of
the Great Salt Lake.” One respondent remembered a major life event when she thought
about the lake: “I got engaged on Antelope Island.”

Some respondents commented on historical aspects of the lake, or their own
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heritage. Nine percent of responses were along these lines, such as, “It is part of the

history of the area. It is cool to live near it and I like living near something historical and
with meaning,” and “Legacy of my ancestors who settled this area as early pioneers.” For
others, the lake means beautiful views and sunsets. Three percent of the answers focused
on these aspects of GSL, for example, “the views and sunsets over the island are
awesome,” and “beautiful, surreal, comforting.”

A number of responses did not fall under any group category, although they
express strong sentiments about the lake. These widely varying eight responses (six
percent of responses) make up a miscellaneous category. One refers to lake traits, “It
reminds me of the ocean,” while two comment on lake-related weather, “The Great Salt
Lake's effect on the local weather as well as the beauty of Antelope Island and its sights
are very important to me,” and “The water cycle here provides excellent snow in the
mountains to ski on (lake effect).” A couple of responses refer to making one’s living on
the lake, e.g., “Trapped—hunted, worked in salt mine, bird refuges all around the lake.”
Three more refer to GSL as home, e.g. “It's always been home to us,” and finally, “Big,
smelly, salty lake that I call home.”

While these responses are good indications of what GSL meant to one third of
respondents, the question does not allow me to consider other senses of place,
particularly any negatives senses of place or a lack of sense of place. It also begs the
question as to how other respondents felt about the lake, due to the low item response.
Due to these concerns, I also examined the paired, open-ended questions asking
respondents what they like most and least about living near GSL. Substantially more

people responded to each of these questions than to the question on what GSL means; 83
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percent responded to “like least” (n = 317) and 76 percent to “like most” (n = 291).

With both of these questions, responses that covered multiple categories were coded by
the first part of the answer listed. For example, a response to what the respondent likes
most, “Values of people living here. Recreation,” was categorized as social, community
aspects rather than recreation; “open area, bird refuge, great sunsets,” was coded as rural
due to the “open area” rather than birds and wildlife-related or views and sunsets.

Despite the strong response to “like least” there was little variability, with 85
percent of responses related to smell (42 percent), bugs (13 percent), or a combination of
the two (16 percent) (see Table 5-2). Other responses fell into six sparse categories:
weather effects, increased development/traffic problems, high water table, other, “don’t
think about it,” and nothing or none—that is, there was nothing the respondent liked least
about living near the lake. Despite the relative lack of variation in types of responses,
there was much diversity in their wording, particularly in the response category of smell
and odor (see Table 5-3 for examples).

The responses to what respondents liked most about living near the lake were

distributed much more broadly (see Table 5-4). There was a strong modal response

Table 5-2. Frequencies: Like Least about Living near GSL

Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Smell/odor 159 41.7 50.2
Bugs, mosquitoes, etc. 50 13.1 15.8
Smell and bugs 60 15.7 18.9
Weather effects 4 1.0 1.3
Increased development/traffic problems 6 1.6 1.9
High water table 4 1.0 1.3
Other 6 1.6 1.9
Don't think about it 11 2.9 3.5
Nothing/none/NA 17 4.5 54

No response 64 16.8
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Table 5-3. Examples of Responses to Like Least about Living near GSL

Response
Category Sample Responses
Smell/odor It is very smelly sometimes Stench at times
lake stink! the smell when the brine flies hatch
at times the odor is very bad Smell on a hot windy day
The smell--it's tolerable but can the smell, but it's only a problem
get overpowering sometimes occasionally
The occasional aroma--but you The somewhat sulfurous smell that
get used to it. comes from the lake during certain
types of weather
Bugs, The mosquito population that

mosquitoes, etc.

thrives in the area.
The mosquitoes and gnats
The bugs!!!

bugs, gnats, mayflies, mosquitoes
The many bugs
Insects, "mosquitoes"

Smell and bugs the smell, bugs & mosquitoes are
unbearable in the prime season Lake stink, brine flies, insects
Mosquitoes, stinky smell, The bugs & the smell when the wind
mosquitoes, mosquitoes blows
Weather effects the micro climate and salt storms  The salty rain storms
Increased More difficult to drive, creates
development/ the encroachment of housing, or bottlenecks or makes driving west to

traffic problems

urban sprawl
All of the homes being built

other states longer
Road restriction in case of emergency,
traffic jams

High water table I don't like a high water table too high a water table without drainage
for homes
Other That we have to pay to go see it. It's disappear[ing]
I worry about flooding and The distance to travel when driving
occasionally lake stink westward
You can't boat on the lake. [ also ~ The condition of the soil we inherited
dislike the mosquitoes. by being on a lake bottom so...I'll
blame the lake.
I don't think The lake has nothing to do about  It’s not a problem, we don't live that
about it how I feel about living here. close.
Never thought about it don't really pay any attention to it
lake does not bother me--not an It doesn't matter either way
issue
Nothing/none/NA have no negative problem nothing in particular

category with responses related to lake-related views and sunsets, e.g. “the beauty of

Antelope Island and the lake itself,” “Picturesque feeling you get when looking at lake

especially at sunset,

29 <

the beautiful sunsets and the glow on the water,” and “The natural

beauty.” Over 20 percent of all responses fell into this category. Far fewer said recreation
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Table 5-4. Frequencies: Like Most about Living near GSL

Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Views and sunsets 79 20.7 27.1
Recreation activities 25 6.6 8.6
Birds and other wildlife related 43 11.3 14.8
Rural, undeveloped 55 14.4 18.9
Social, community aspects 21 5.5 7.2
GSL & uniqueness 24 6.3 8.2
Negatives or "nothing" 18 4.7 6.2
Lack of sense of place 26 6.8 8.9
No response 90 23.6

activities were the thing they liked most, only nine percent responded with comments
like, “My husband & sons can go waterfowl hunting and we like to watch all the birds
that live nearby because of the atmosphere,” “Great place to ride horses,” and “fresh

»? Fifteen percent of respondents liked the birds and other

water swamps for fishing.
wildlife-related aspects of the lake most, with responses such as “I like watching the big
birds coming and going during the seasons,” “The marshlands attract birds & wildlife we
can observe,” and “The wide variety of birds that are commonly seen.” Eight percent
referred to a number of unique aspects of the lake. In addition to responses saying simply,
“Uniqueness,” this group also referred to things like the varied nature of the area, e.g.
“diversity of desert and then a lake;” the unique effects GSL has on local weather, “It
helps regulate the weather and cooling the atmosphere;” that it is a well-known landmark,
“the Great Salt Lake is known around the world;” and that it gives people something to
talk about, e.g. “the conversation piece.”

While the above responses all focused on the lake and its environs, other responses

were related to the rural area and to social and community aspects of living near the lake.

With 19 percent of responses, the second largest response category was rural and

? This is likely referring to one of the estuary areas where river meets GSL.
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undeveloped aspects of the lake. This category included comments such as “no

development (housing) will happen west of our home,” “There's a wide, open space to the
west and no housing developments will go there,” and “there is no one living in it—a
western barrier.” Seven percent of responses focused on social and community aspects,
including, “The community and industry along the Eastern and South lake shore,” “the
community, friendship, family,” “Other LDS people live near here” and “I'm 83 yrs old
and had a good life and raised my family here. My kids live here and love Hooper.”

Some wrote negative responses to the question of what they liked most about

99 ¢

living near the lake, answering with comments such as, “nothing — it smells,” “nothing in
particular,” or simply, “nothing.” Some of these respondents put “N/A” or “nothing” for
both the “like most” and “like least” questions; identical answers along these lines for
both questions were coded “no response.” However, six percent of responses to the “like
most” question were negative and differed substantially from the “like least” response.
Another nine percent gave answers that seem to indicate they did not have any particular
sense of the lake, such as, “don't really pay any attention to it,” “It doesn't matter, I don't
see it,” and “Have never thought about it.” With these last two categories, the “like most”
variable gives evidence of negative sense of place as well as a lack of sense of place

among a relative handful of the 76 percent of survey respondents who answered this

open-ended question.

Summary
Williams (2008) argued that allowing research participants to speak in their own

words is essential for developing an understanding of what a place means to them. These
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three open-ended questions gave survey respondents the opportunity to express

themselves regarding GSL. The responses to these questions are an indication of the
variety of senses of place respondents had about Great Salt Lake, as well as the meanings
the lake held for them. Again, following Berger and Luckmann ([1966] 1967), 1
suggested there could be as many different constructions of the lake or lake meanings as
there are roles that interact with GSL, and that what the lake means to people would be
related to their roles, and the stocks of knowledge affiliated with those roles.* While the
qualitative data show the depth of feeling and, in many cases, the warmth respondents felt
towards the lake, the fact that the responses to the meaning and “likes most” questions
fall rather neatly into only seven and eight categories respectively demonstrates that there
are strong and coherent themes in the meanings GSL held for its neighbors. The data
indicate that while many held senses of place with the lake, there were those who did not
have a sense of place, for whom the lake was not a part of their everyday life despite
living so close to it. For those with a sense of place with the lake, GSL held a variety of
meanings. These include the lake’s beauty, views and sunsets; recreation activities; birds,
other wildlife, and the habitat that attracts and sustains them; the lake’s association with
undeveloped rural areas; social and community aspects of the lake, including memories,
history and heritage; and the uniqueness of varying aspects of GSL, including the lake’s
affect on the weather. In addition to these positive meanings, for some, the meaning GSL
held was negative. Similarly to what was seen in the qualitative work, these meanings

support Gieryn’s (2000) argument that there are three things about places that matter in

* Again, I am using “role” following Berger and Luckmann’s ([1966] 1967) usage, which refers to
typifications of actors and their associated behaviors. The role describes the actor, the action prescribed for
such an actor, and the stocks of knowledge that actor will hold (after being socialized to that knowledge).
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the meanings those places hold for people: the physical or material form, the location

and the social aspects of the place.

Research question #1b: To what extent are these meanings shared among individuals
and groups?

Measurement and Analytic Methods for
Research Question #1b

This part of the research question considers whether any lake meanings are shared
among members of groups,’ that is, whether people who may interact with each other as
members of groups and are likely to have shared stocks of knowledge about the lake

(following Berger and Luckmann [1966] 1967) hold meanings in common.

The Meanings Variables

To address this portion of research question #1, I use the “like most” variable—
what respondents like most about living near Great Salt Lake—to measure the meanings
the lake holds for respondents. Although responses to the “what GSL means” question
described above provide a more direct representation of these meanings, the “like most”
variable is more useful analytically for a number of reasons. Even though one-third of the
survey respondents gave answers to “what GSL means,” which is not bad for an open-
ended follow-up to a contingency question, using this item would leave two-thirds of
survey respondents out of further analyses. Also, 125 responses spread out over seven
response categories is rather limiting in terms of the analyses that can be done. Even

more problematic for this study, using only responses to a question asking what the lake

> Again, I use “groups” to mean collectivities that fall in between social groups and categorical groups. My
use of “groups” refers to collectives of people who have reason to hold similar stocks of knowledge about,
and the possibility of having shared experience with, GSL.
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means would also be limiting in terms of capturing the full range of affect

respondents may have regarding the lake, since it is unlikely respondents would indicate
the lake held meaning for them if they had no sense of place with the lake, or if they had
a negative sense of the lake. Indeed, none of the responses to “what GSL means” were
indicative of either of these positions.

The “like most” variable, with responses from 76 percent of respondents, captures
similar categories of meaning as “what GSL means,” with many of the categories of the
two being nearly identical (i.e. views and sunsets, recreational activities, birds and
wildlife-oriented, and uniqueness). The remaining two categories from “what GSL
means,” historical/heritage, and memories, are captured by the social, community aspects
category of the “like most” variable. This variable also has a category that captures rural
aspects of living near GSL, which emerged as an important meaning of the lake in the
qualitative work described in Chapter Four. Additionally, the responses to this item
provide a way to consider those who hold a negative sense of the lake, since about five
percent of the responses either raised negative aspects or indicated that the respondent did
not think there was anything positive about living near GSL, as mentioned earlier.
Similarly, about seven percent of the responses were indicative of the respondent lacking
a sense of place with the lake.°

These meanings categories are the key elements of interest in all the analyses for
this study. To analyze these nominal level data, they are crosstabulated, with chi-square

tests and Cramer’s V used to test for relationships and their strength. In addition to the

® The “like least” variable—what respondents like least about living near GSL—is not used for these
analyses due to the small degree of variability in responses described above (i.e., 85 percent of responses
indicating some combination of bugs and odor).
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need for measures to be true to the meanings given by survey respondents, the

requirements of these analytical techniques become another issue of consideration in the
operationalization of variables.

For this analysis, the “like most” item was recoded into seven separate
dichotomous variables, for example, those for whom the lake meant views and sunsets
compared to those who did not hold that meaning. This allows easier comparisons
between the meanings and improves the ability to use crosstabulations with fewer cells
being too small for chi-square testing. The use of dichotomous variables in
crosstabulations also allows for corrections when expected cell counts are too small for
confidence in chi-square tests. Two such corrections are the Yates correction, which uses
a variation on the chi-square formula that reduces the possibility for a single cell to have
an exaggerated effect on the chi-square value. This correction is typically quite
conservative. Fisher’s exact test is a test of independence that uses exact probability
calculations. It is primarily used for small sample tests where chi-square is not accurate
(Agresti and Franklin 2009; Kendrick 2000). Because SPSS performs these tests only on
contingency tables with four cells (2 x 2 tables),’ they can only be used when the other
variables in the crosstabulations are also dichotomous.

In summary, for this analysis the meaning GSL held for respondents is measured
using the six meaning-specific variables (e.g. views and sunsets, recreation, birds and
wildlife) and the negative sense of place variable, all derived from the “like most”
variable. Each is set up dichotomously to distinguish between those who held that

meaning and those who did not. I refer to this group as the meaning variables, and they

7 SPSS automatically runs these two operations along with chi-square on 2x2 tables. The outcome of the
Yates correction is listed as the “continuity correction,” and Fisher’s exact test is listed by name.



are the dependent variables in the analyses for research question #1b. .
Social Groupings

In order to consider whether people who likely interact together as members of
social groups shared lake meanings, I consider three types of social groupings. The first is
membership in groups or organizations related to the lake. Respondents were asked if
they were members of any of the following groups or organizations: a private duck club,
Ducks Unlimited, Audubon Society, The Nature Conservancy of Utah, FRIENDS of
Great Salt Lake, or any other lake-related group (with a request to specify the group)
(Appendix G, p. 7). These listed groups include foci on hunting, bird-watching, and
conservation, and while the list may appear rather narrow, these are the primary
membership groups related to the lake. There are smaller fund-raising/service groups
such as Friends of Antelope Island and Friends of the Bear River Refuge, but the only
group with a considerably different tone than those already mentioned is a political
activist group, Friends of Legacy, that formed to advocate for the construction of Legacy
Highway. Their lake-related focus was that preservation of GSL wetlands was not as
important as the highway (Williams 2005); however this was not a membership group
per se and appears to have died off after the Legacy compromise (noted earlier) was
agreed on. Only three respondents indicated they were members of other GSL-related
groups, however none of them stated what group or groups they belonged to.

Because of the strong influence on local culture, the second type of group I
examine is religion, or more specifically, whether respondents were members of the local

majority religion, the LDS Church. My sample does not include members of other
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religions in sufficient numbers to consider other religions as groups. Religion was

determined by asking respondents what, if any, is their religious aftiliation, with response
categories of Catholic, Protestant, LDS, other (with request to specify), and none
(Appendix G, p. 13). The responses were collapsed into a dichotomous variable of those
who were LDS and those who were not.

The third type of social grouping I consider is the community of residence. In the
focus groups and some of the interviews, it appeared that some lake meanings were held
in common at the neighborhood level. | examine whether this apparent relationship exists
at the community level in the broader population. Galliano and Loeffler (1999) argue that
“members of a community...frequently share a communal interpretation of place” (p. 6).
I was interested in seeing whether meanings the lake holds were shared among
respondents living in the same community. The community of residence was determined
by an open-ended question asking respondents to give the name of the community they
lived in (no matter whether incorporated or unincorporated) (Appendix G, p. 11).
Residents from Weber County responded with nine named communities, including the
Plain City area, Hooper, and seven named areas within the West Central Weber County
(WC Weber) area, with these last ranging from two respondents in Blossom to 23 in
Taylor (see Table 5-5). Additionally two residents identified themselves as living in
unincorporated Weber County, which, in the study area, would also fall in WC Weber.
These categories within Weber County were collapsed into three communities: the Plain

City area, Hooper, and WC Weber.® Other than the five respondents who said they

¥ Although it could be argued that Taylor could serve as a stand-alone community in terms of the number of
respondents who reside there, it is located in the midst of several other named places, so it would become
difficult to argue that it is a different “location” than the named places that ring it.
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Table S-5. Frequencies: Community of Residence

Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Weber County Communities

Plain City area 37 9.7 10.6
Hooper 86 22.6 24.6
West Warren 5 1.3 1.4
West Haven area 9 2.4 2.6
Taylor 23 6.0 6.6
West Weber 11 2.9 3.1
Reese 3 8 9
Warren 12 3.1 34
Blossom 2 5 .6
Unincorporated Weber Co. 2 5 .6
Davis County Communities
West Point 7 1.8 2.0
Syracuse 18 4.7 5.1
Layton 4 1.0 1.1
Kaysville 33 8.7 94
Farmington 25 6.6 7.1
Centerville 49 12.9 14.0
West Bountiful/Bountiful 19 5.0 5.4
Davis County 5 1.3 1.4
Missing 31 8.1

lived in “Davis County” the communities named in Davis County are incorporated cities.
For the analyses, the community variable was recoded into eight dichotomous

variables. They include, in Weber County, the Plain City area, Hooper, and WC Weber;
and in Davis County, the Syracuse area, the Kaysville area, Farmington, Centerville and
West Bountiful. Because of having only a few respondents in two of the Davis County
communities, West Point was combined with its neighbor to the south, Syracuse, with
which it has a good number of similarities and combined community resources (e.g. the
high school, shopping areas, etc.) ; and the four respondents from Layton were combined
with the respondents from Kaysville. The portion of Layton contained in the study area is

located closer to the western part of Kaysville than it is to the eastern part of Layton, and
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it is also far more like this area of Kaysville than like the rest of Layton in terms of

land use, having a much more rural flavor, and being directly east of protected, GSL-
affiliated wetlands areas.

As mentioned, both the LDS membership category and each of the community
variables were coded as dichotomous variables, as well as each of the meaning variables.
All dichotomous variables in these analyses are coded 0 and 1 with the 1 representing the
positive response, e.g2. LDS Church members are coded 1, those who are not are coded 0;

those who hold a particular lake meaning are coded 1, those who do not are coded 0.

Findings
Univariate Analysis

The frequencies for all the meaning variables were presented in the last section
(see Table 5-4).” A note of reminder, the no response category is at 23.6 percent due to
these variables coming from responses to an open-ended question.

Apparently the nearest neighbors of Great Salt Lake do not tend to be members of
lake-related groups or organizations (see Table 5-6). The number of members in the
individual types of groups—the level at which interaction allows the sharing of
meanings—is too small to be able to use this type of social groups for further analysis. '

The frequency distributions for the other independent variables outlined above

? Although Table 5-4 does not show the frequencies for each of the dichotomous variables, but rather for
the single “likes most” variable, the numbers and percentages for each category are the same, e.g., the
frequency of the “views and sunsets” category of that dichotomous variable is 79 (20.7%), while the
frequency of “not views and sunsets” is the remaining 212 (55.7%) of the total; the number of missing
responses remains at 90 (23.6%) for each of the dichotomous variables.

' While it could be argued that by combining these membership groups into one composite group the
number of respondents would be as large as some of my communities, this would not meet my criterion of
people who likely interact together as members of social groups. It is in this interaction that the sharing of
lake meanings would occur.
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Table 5-6. Number of Respondents Who Are Members of GSL-related Groups

Group Number
Private duck clubs 9
Ducks Unlimited 11
Audubon Society 3
The Nature Conservancy 4
FRIENDS of Great Salt Lake 0
Other GSL-related groups 3

Table 5-7. Frequencies: Selected Characteristics of Survey Respondents

Independent Variables Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Religious affiliation
L.D.S. 280 73.5 75.7
Other religious affiliation 90 13.9 243
Missing 11 2.9

Dichotomous Community Variables
Missing for each: 31 (8.1%)

Plain City area 37 9.7 10.6
Hooper 86 22.6 24.6
West Central Weber County 67 17.6 19.1
Syracuse area 25 6.6 7.1
Kaysville area 37 9.7 10.6
Farmington 25 6.6 7.1
Centerville 49 12.9 14.0
West Bountiful 19 5.0 54

appear on Table 5-7. Seventy-four percent of respondents were LDS Church members.
The community variables range, in Weber County from 37 respondents in the Plain City
area to 86 in Hooper, and in Davis County, from 19 in West Bountiful to 49 in

Centerville.

Bivariate Analysis
As mentioned above, crosstabulations were used to examine relationships between
each of the dichotomous meaning variables and the two types of independent variables. |

examined whether any of these GSL meanings were shared among LDS Church members
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as compared to non-LDS respondents; and whether residents of localized community

areas held shared GSL meanings. Although the findings for all of the crosstabulations can
be found on the accompanying tables, I discuss only those relationships that achieve
statistical significance (p < .05) or approach statistical significance (p <.10).

Religious affiliation. There is a statistically significant relationship, albeit a weak
one, between religious affiliation and the “social and community” meaning variable, with
LDS Church members naming this lake meaning in substantially higher numbers than the
non-LDS respondents (see Table 5-8). Indeed, only one non-LDS respondent identified
this meaning. Religious affiliation (being LDS or not) was not related to any other lake
meaning variables.

Table 5-8. Crosstabulations: Religious Affiliation by Meanings Variables
(Percentages in Parentheses)

Meaning Variables LDS Non-LDS Sig. Cramer’s V
Views and sunsets 63 (29.7) 15(21.1) .16l
Not views and sunsets 149 (70.3) 56 (78.9)
Recreation activities 18 (8.5) 709.9) 725
Not recreation activities 194 (91.5) 64 (90.1)
Birds and other wildlife 31 (14.6) 12 (16.9) .643
Not birds and other wildlife 181 (85.4) 59 (83.1)
Rural 35(16.5) 16 (22.5) .253
Not rural 177 (83.5) 55 (77.5)
Social/community aspects 20(9.4) 1(1.4) .026 133
Not social/community aspects 192 (90.6) 70 (98.6)
Uniqueness 19 (9.0) 5(7.0) .615
Not uniqueness 193 (91.0) 66 (93.0)
Negatives sense of place 13 (6.1) 4(5.6) 878"
Not negative sense of place 199 (93.9) 67 (94.4)
Total for each meaning pair: 212 (100.0) 71 (100.0)

"1 cell has expected count less than 5; Continuity Correction shows sig. of 1.000, Fisher’s Exact Test sig.

of .570
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Table 5-9. Crosstabulations: Centerville by Meanings Variables (Percentages in

Parentheses)
Not Cramer’s

Meaning Variables Centerville Centerville Sig. \4
Views and sunsets 22 (48.9) 49 (22.0) <.001 228
Not views and sunsets 23 (51.1) 174 (78.0)
Recreation activities 0 (0.0) 24 (10.8) 021° 141
Not recreation activities 45 (100.0) 199 (89.2)
Birds and other wildlife 5(11.1) 35(15.7) 431
Not birds and other wildlife 40 (88.9) 188 (84.3)
Rural 5(11.1) 46 (20.6) 138
Not rural 40 (88.9) 177 (79.4)
Social/community aspects 4(8.9) 17 (7.6) 7731
Not social/community aspects 41 (91.1) 206 (92.4)
Uniqueness 2 (9.0) 20(9.0) 313
Not uniqueness 43 (95.6) 203 (91.0)
Negatives sense of place 3(6.7) 14 (6.3) 922
Not negative sense of place 42 (93.3) 209 (93.7)

Total for each meaning pair: 45 (100.0) 223 (100.0)

"1 cell has expected count less than 5; Continuity Correction shows sig. .043, Fisher’s Exact Test sig. .010

"1 cell has expected count less than 5; Continuity Correction shows sig. of 1.000, Fisher’s Exact Test sig.
of .554

71 cell has expected count less than 5; Continuity Correction shows sig. of .477, Fisher’s Exact Test sig.
of .248

*1 cell has expected count less than 5; Continuity Correction shows sig. of 1.000, Fisher’s Exact Test sig.
of .568

Communities of residence. In looking at the communities of residence, four
communities show evidence of residents sharing GSL meanings, although nearly all of
the relationships are fairly weak ones. Each of these four community variables is related
to the “views and sunsets” variable, but in very different ways. Three of the community
variables either have a statistically significant relationship, or approach such a
relationship with the “recreation activities” meaning variable, as well.

GSL held similar meanings for residents of the neighboring communities of

Centerville and the Kaysville area (see Tables 5-9 and 5-10). The strongest relationship
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Table 5-10. Crosstabulations: Kaysville Area by Meanings Variables

(Percentages in Parentheses)

Kaysville Not Kaysville Cramer’s

Meaning Variables Area Area Sig. \4
Views and sunsets 15 (46.9) 56 (23.7) .005 170
Not views and sunsets 17 (53.1) 180 (76.3)
Recreation activities 0(0.0) 24 (10.2) 059" A15
Not recreation activities 32(100.0) 212 (89.8)
Birds and other wildlife 4 (12.5) 36 (15.3)  .68271
Not birds and other wildlife 28 (87.5) 200 (84.7)
Rural 4 (12.5) 47 (19.9) 316
Not rural 28 (87.5) 189 (80.1)
Social/community aspects 4(12.5) 17 (7.2) 2957
Not social/community aspects 28 (87.5)  219(92.8)
Uniqueness 2(6.3) 20(8.5)  .667*
Not uniqueness 30(93.8) 216 (91.5)
Negatives sense of place 2(6.3) 15 (6.4) 982+
Not negative sense of place 30 (93.8) 221(93.6)

Total for each meaning pair: 32 (100.0) 236 (100.0)

"1 cell has expected count less than 5; Continuity Correction shows sig. .119, Fisher’s Exact Test sig. .041
1 cell has expected count less than 5; Continuity Correction shows sig. .884, Fisher’s Exact Test sig. .461
71 cell has expected count less than 5; Continuity Correction shows sig. of .487, Fisher’s Exact Test sig.

of 231

*1 cell has expected count less than 5; Continuity Correction shows sig. .931, Fisher’s Exact Test sig. .496

1 cell has expected count less than 5; Continuity Correction shows sig. of 1.000, Fisher’s Exact Test sig.

of 669

of all these analyses (albeit only moderate at best) is between the “views and sunset”

meaning variable and respondents from Centerville as compared to the rest of the

respondents, with 49 percent of those from Centerville sharing the “views and sunsets”

meaning, while only 22 percent of those from outside Centerville held that meaning.

Conversely, although the relationship between variables is weaker, no Centerville

respondents held the “recreation activities” meaning, while 11 percent of those outside

Centerville held it. Residents from Kaysville responded similarly to those from
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Table 5-11. Crosstabulations: Hooper by Meanings Variables (Percentages in
Parentheses)

Meaning Variables Hooper  Not Hooper Sig. Cramer’sV
Views and sunsets 10 (15.4) 61 (30.0) .020 142
Not views and sunsets 55 (84.6) 142 (70.0)

Recreation activities 10 (15.4) 14 (6.9) .037 127
Not recreation activities 55 (84.6) 189 (93.1)

Birds and other wildlife 14 (21.5) 26 (12.8) .086 .105
Not birds and other wildlife 51(78.5) 177 (87.2)

Rural 13 (20.0) 38 (18.7) .819

Not rural 52 (80.0) 165 (81.3)

Social/community aspects 3 (4.6) 18 (8.9) .267

Not social/community aspects 62 (95.4) 185 (91.1)

Uniqueness 7 (10.8) 15(7.4) .388

Not uniqueness 58 (89.2) 188 (92.6)

Negatives sense of place 5(7.7) 12(5.9) .608"

Not negative sense of place 60 (92.3) 191 (94.1)

Total for each meaning pair: 65 (100.0) 203 (100.0)

"1 cell has expected count less than 5; Continuity Correction shows sig. .826, Fisher’s Exact Test sig. .397

Centerville with both of these meaning variables, although the relationship between
respondents from Kaysville as compared to other respondents and the “views and
sunsets” variable is somewhat weaker, and the weak relationship with the “recreation
activities” variable only approaches statistical significance.

For residents of Hooper and WC Weber, the lake appears to hold different
meanings (see Tables 5-11 and 5-12). Here the weak relationships between the “views
and sunsets” variable and those residing in Hooper as compared to other respondents, and
those in WC Weber compared to the rest, show roughly half as many residents from each
of these communities identifying this meaning as those from outside each of these
communities. Instead, residents of Hooper identified the “recreation activities” meaning

more than twice as frequently as those outside Hooper, although the relationship with this
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Table 5-12. Crosstabulations: West Central Weber by Meanings Variables

(Percentages in Parentheses)

West Central Not WC Cramer’s

Meaning Variables Weber Weber Sig. \4
Views and sunsets 7 (14.3) 64 (29.2) .032 131
Not views and sunsets 42 (85.7) 155 (70.8)
Recreation activities 6(12.2) 18(8.2) 372
Not recreation activities 43 (87.8) 201 (91.8)
Birds and other wildlife 4(8.2) 36 (16.4) .142
Not birds and other wildlife 45 (91.8) 183 (83.6)
Rural 15 (30.6) 36 (16.4) .022 .140
Not rural 34 (69.4) 183 (83.6)
Social/community aspects 6(12.2) 15(6.8) .204'
Not social/community aspects 43 (87.8) 204 (93.2)
Uniqueness 3(6.1) 198.7) .556'""
Not uniqueness 46 (93.9) 200 (91.3)
Negatives sense of place 1(2.0) 16 (7.3) 172
Not negative sense of place 48 (98.0) 203 (92.7)

Total for each meaning pair: 49 (100.0) 219 (100.0)

"1 cell has expected count less than 5; Continuity Correction shows sig. .538, Fisher’s Exact Test sig. .259

1 cell has expected count less than 5; Continuity Correction shows sig. .329, Fisher’s Exact Test sig. .163

71 cell has expected count less than 5; Continuity Correction shows sig. .764, Fisher’s Exact Test sig. .401

1 cell has expected count less than 5; Continuity Correction shows sig. .297, Fisher’s Exact Test sig. .146

variable is a weak one. There is an even weaker relationship that only approaches

statistical significance between the “birds and other wildlife” variable and respondents

from Hooper compared to other respondents, with those from Hooper identifying this

meaning nearly ten percent more frequently than respondents outside of Hooper. The

residents of WC Weber identified the “rural” meaning as one they shared, although the

relationship between this variable and those from WC Weber as compared to other

respondents is again a weak one. WC Weber residents responded with this meaning

nearly twice as frequently as residents of the other communities.
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(Percentages in Parentheses)
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Plain City Not Plain Cramer’s

Meaning Variables Area City Area Sig. \4
Views and sunsets 20 (87.0) 68 (27.8) .126
Not views and sunsets 3 (13.0) 177 (72.2)
Recreation activities 3(13.0) 21(8.6) .473"
Not recreation activities 20 (87.0) 224 (91.4)
Birds and other wildlife 6 (26.1) 34(13.9) .116'"
Not birds and other wildlife 17 (73.9) 211 (86.1)
Rural 3 (13.0) 48 (19.6)  .444'T
Not rural 20 (87.0) 197 (80.4)
Social/community aspects 1(4.3) 20 (8.2) 515
Not social/community aspects 22 (95.7) 225 (91.8)
Uniqueness 2(8.7) 20 (8.2) .929%
Not uniqueness 21 (91.3) 225 (91.8)
Negatives sense of place 2(8.7) 15 (6.1) 628+
Not negative sense of place 21 (91.3) 230 (93.9)

Total for each meaning pair: 23 (100.0) 245 (100.0)

"1 cell has expected count less than 5; Continuity Correction shows sig. .737, Fisher’s Exact Test sig. .340
1 cell has expected count less than 5; Continuity Correction shows sig. .206, Fisher’s Exact Test sig..107
71 cell has expected count less than 5; Continuity Correction shows sig. .626, Fisher’s Exact Test sig. .328
1 cell has expected count less than 5; Continuity Correction shows sig. .806, Fisher’s Exact Test sig. .442

1 cell has expected count less than 5; Continuity Correction shows sig. 1.000, Fisher’s Exact Test sig.
.585
B cell has expected count less than 5; Continuity Correction shows sig. .971, Fisher’s Exact Test sig. .440

None of the meanings were shared at the community level among respondents
from the other four communities (see Tables 5-13 through 5-16). There were no
statistically significant differences between those who live in the Plain City area, the
Syracuse area, Farmington, or West Bountiful and those who did not reside in each of

those communities, in terms of the seven meaning variables.
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Table 5-14. Crosstabulations: Syracuse Area by Meanings Variables

(Percentages in Parentheses)

Syracuse  Not Syracuse Cramer’s

Meaning Variables Area Area Sig. \4
Views and sunsets 6 (27.3) 65 (26.4)  .931
Not views and sunsets 16 (72.7) 181 (73.6)
Recreation activities 3 (13.6) 21(8.5) 4227
Not recreation activities 19 (86.4) 225 (91.5)
Birds and other wildlife 3 (13.6) 37 (15.0)  .859'"
Not birds and other wildlife 19 (86.4) 209 (85.0)
Rural 5(22.7) 46 (18.7)  .645'"
Not rural 17 (77.3) 200 (81.3)
Social/community aspects 1 (4.5) 20 (8.1) 549
Not social/community aspects 21 (95.5) 226 (91.9)
Uniqueness 3(13.6) 19(7.7) 333"
Not uniqueness 19 (86.4) 227 (92.3)
Negatives sense of place 1 (4.5) 16 (6.5) 7184
Not negative sense of place 21 (95.5) 230 (93.5)

Total for each meaning pair: 22 (100.0) 246 (100.0)

"1 cell has expected count less than 5; Continuity Correction shows sig. .680, Fisher’s Exact Test sig. .313
1 cell has expected count less than 5; Continuity Correction shows sig. 1.000, Fisher’s Exact Test sig. .578
71 cell has expected count less than 5; Continuity Correction shows sig. .859, Fisher’s Exact Test sig. .411

1 cell has expected count less than 5; Continuity Correction shows sig. .863, Fisher’s Exact Test sig. .468

1 cell has expected count less than 5; Continuity Correction shows sig. .574, Fisher’s Exact Test sig. .265
HEH cell has expected count less than 5; Continuity Correction shows sig. 1.000, Fisher’s Exact Test sig.

584

Summary

In summary, some meanings do appear to be shared within particular groups.

Some members of the LDS Church shared the perception that the lake signifies social and

community meanings, which makes sense given the long cultural history of the church

settling the lake area, with family ancestors building the communities near the lake.

Further, church wards (congregations) located near the lake hold social functions at lake

sites, whether ward picnics on Antelope Island, or church-sponsored Boy Scout troop
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Table 5-15. Crosstabulations: Farmington by Meanings Variables (Percentages
in Parentheses)

Not Cramer’s
Meaning Variables Farmington Farmington Sig. \4
Views and sunsets 4(22.2) 67 (26.8) .671
Not views and sunsets 14 (77.8) 183 (73.2)
Recreation activities 0(0.0) 24 (9.6) .168"
Not recreation activities 18 (100.0) 226 (90.4)
Birds and other wildlife 3(16.7) 37(14.8) .830'"
Not birds and other wildlife 15 (83.3) 213 (85.2)
Rural 5(27.8) 46 (18.4) 328"
Not rural 13 (72.2) 204 (81.6)
Social/community aspects 1(5.6) 20(8.0) .709*
Not social/community aspects 17 (94.4) 230 (92.0)
Uniqueness 2(11.1) 20 (8.0) .642%
Not uniqueness 16 (88.9) 230 (92.0)
Negatives sense of place 2(11.1) 15 (6.0) 390+
Not negative sense of place 16 (88.9) 235 (94.0)

Total for each meaning pair: 18 (100.0) 250 (100.0)

"1 cell has expected count less than 5; Continuity Correction shows sig. .882, Fisher’s Exact Test sig. .456
1 cell has expected count less than 5; Continuity Correction shows sig. .342, Fisher’s Exact Test sig. .174

71 cell has expected count less than 5; Continuity Correction shows sig. 1.000, Fisher’s Exact Test sig.
522

771 cell has expected count less than 5; Continuity Correction shows sig. .504, Fisher’s Exact Test sig.
242

i'l cell has expected count less than 5; Continuity Correction shows sig. .504, Fisher’s Exact Test sig. .242
1 cell has expected count less than 5; Continuity Correction shows sig. .984, Fisher’s Exact Test sig. .446

B cell has expected count less than 5; Continuity Correction shows sig. .720, Fisher’s Exact Test sig.
319

field trips to wildlife preserves. Indeed, members of the church were nearly the only ones
who thought of social and community aspects of the lake.

Many residents of Centerville and the Kaysville area shared the sense that views
and sunsets were what the lake meant. This echoes Gieryn’s (2000) point that location
and the physical or material aspects of the place matters, since the lay of the land gives

members of these communities a better view of the lake than most lake neighbors, even
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Meaning Variables West Bountiful Not West Bountiful Sig.
Views and sunsets 3(27.3) 68 (26.5) 9521
Not views and sunsets 8(72.7) 189 (73.5)

Recreation activities 2(18.2) 22 (8.6) 2747
Not recreation activities 9 (81.8) 235(91.4)
Birds and other wildlife 1(9.1) 39 (15.2) 57151
Not birds and other wildlife 10 (90.9) 218 (84.8)
Rural 0 (0.0) 51 (19.8) 101777
Not rural 11 (100.0) 206 (80.2)
Social/community aspects 1(9.1) 20 (7.8) 874%
Not social/community aspects 10 (90.9) 237(92.2)
Uniqueness 1(9.1) 21(8.2) 913%
Not uniqueness 10 (90.9) 236 (91.8)
Negatives sense of place 0(0.0) 17 (6.6) 378+
Not negative sense of place 11 (100.0) 240 (93.4)

Total for each meaning pair: 11 (100.0) 257 (100.0)

"1 cell has expected count less than 5; Continuity Correction shows sig. 1.000, Fisher’s Exact Test sig. .594

1 cell has expected count less than 5; Continuity Correction shows sig. .579, Fisher’s Exact Test sig. .257
171 cell has expected count less than 5; Continuity Correction shows sig. .902, Fisher’s Exact Test sig. .491

1771 cell has expected count less than 5; Continuity Correction shows sig. .211, Fisher’s Exact Test sig.

093

*1 cell has expected count less than 5; Continuity Correction shows sig. 1.000, Fisher’s Exact Test sig. .600

1? 1 cell has expected count less than 5; Continuity Correction shows sig. 1.000, Fisher’s Exact Test sig. .618
B cell has expected count less than 5; Continuity Correction shows sig. .803, Fisher’s Exact Test sig. .479

those with closer access. Centerville in particular is located at an elevation where nearly

the entire city looks down on the lake. Although the sound wall along I-15 now impedes

the view of the lake many in this city previously had from their homes, the sound wall is

a fairly recent barrier, and when one drives along the main north-south roads through

town one can still look out over the lake. On the other hand, it is much more difficult to

see the lake from Hooper and WC Weber, particularly with the elevation as low as it has

been in recent years. It is not surprising that members of these communities would



438
identify the views and sunsets meaning less frequently than others in the study.

Instead, many residents of Hooper, with relatively close access to the open lake at the
Antelope Island causeway and very close access to lake-affiliated protected wetlands
(with Ogden Bay WMA at the northwest end of the city and Howard’s Slough WMA at
the southwest end), shared the perspective that GSL meant recreation activities and birds
and wildlife. Many residents of WC Weber, the most rural community in the study area,
shared the perspective that GSL is a rural area.

These shared meanings among community members support arguments and
findings seen in prior literature on place, for example, Galliano and Loeffler’s assertion
that community members “frequently share a communal interpretation of place”
(1999:6). Eisenhauer et al. (2000) argued that local community cultures influence the
sense of place community members experience, due to shared values based on a
reciprocal relationship between the place and local residents. Their study found that the
community did play a role in the sense of place community members held. The findings

presented above give further support for their thesis.
Research question #1c: Do individuals hold multiple meanings of GSL?

Measurement and Analytic Methods for
Research Question #l1c

The complexities of Great Salt Lake, or for that matter mixed amenity places''

more generally, likely result in people holding multiple meanings of the place. Because

' Again, I define a mixed amenity place as a place for which people could be expected to have mixed
perceptions. This includes having mixed perceptions among people, and it also includes individuals having
varied perceptions, that is, positive, negative and neutral perceptions of the same place.
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GSL is such a nuanced and varying place, it is likely that it holds a number of

different meanings even for the same individuals, including some meanings that may
appear to be incongruous. This is even more likely for those who live closest to the lake.
These people may be familiar both with things they consider positive as well as “the
drudgery of place” (Relph 1976:41) that may come from the daily familiarity of living
close enough to be familiar with all the faces and phases of the lake. These dynamics lead
me to expect that for many of the neighbors of the lake, the lake will hold more than one
meaning. Additionally, for some of those with even the most positive feelings about the
lake, it likely also holds meanings connected to its more irritating traits, while some
people who are most irritated with the lake may also have positive feelings toward it.

For this part of research question #1, I am determining whether people who held
one meaning of Great Salt Lake also held other meanings. Therefore, using only the
responses to the single open-ended question I use for lake meanings'? will not work,
since respondents gave only one answer. Accordingly, while using the meanings
variables for test variables, I also use a selection from a series of attitude items (asking
the degree to which people agree or disagree with each, see Appendix G, p. 8) as proxies
for some of those meanings. Some of these items serve as fairly direct proxies for specific
meanings, e.g. for views and sunsets, the item “The Great Salt Lake is an important part
of a beautiful landscape.” Others are less directly representative, e.g. “The Great Salt
Lake is a dead lake,” and “The Great Salt Lake is too smelly to spend much time there”
to represent negative feelings about the lake. For the purposes of this research question, I

am not analyzing the degree of correlation between these items and the meanings they

12 “What do you like most about living near the Great Salt Lake?”
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correspond with, but rather am looking for indications of whether respondents held

more than one lake meaning at the same time.

In order to examine whether individuals held more than one meaning of the lake, I
use dichotomous variables for the two most-selected response categories of GSL
meanings, “views and sunsets” and “birds and other wildlife.” I also use the “negative
sense of place” meaning variable to capture one extreme sense of the lake.

To provide a parallel to this negative extreme, I also use a single place attachment
variable to capture respondents’ stronger positive affect towards the lake. Although this
variable does not represent a lake meaning per se, it can help demonstrate whether people
held different perspectives of the lake simultaneously. The variable comes from an item
in the questionnaire section focused on respondents’ connections to GSL, “I am very
attached to the Great Salt Lake,” with a seven point response range from “strongly
disagree” to “strongly agree” (Appendix G, p. 9) The item was adapted from one
developed for use in indexes to measure place attachment (Williams and Roggenbuck
1989; see also Williams and Vaske 2003), and has also been used in indexes measuring
place dependence (e.g. Davenport 2006; Payton et al. 2003). In keeping with the
categorical response categories for the meaning variables, place attachment has been
recoded into a dichotomous variable of those who indicated place attachment (including
the three “agree” response categories) and those who did not (responses ranging from
“strongly disagree” through “neither agree nor disagree”). While this variable overlaps
with the meanings variables, its use allows me to examine more clearly the full range of
affect people hold towards the lake, a need identified by a number of place scholars (see

especially Manzo 2003).
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It is not my intention for #1c¢ to consider an exhaustive list of possible

combinations of meanings individuals may hold simultaneously, but rather to consider a
sampling of these possibilities. Although I am particularly interested in seeing whether
respondents hold contrasting meanings that may appear to be incongruent, I also examine
whether they hold other kinds of multiple meanings, including some that are more
intuitively congruent.

For most of the meaning variables, I selected three meaning-oriented attitude
items, to allow for a variety of possible combinations in meanings people may have held
simultaneously. For example, the attitude items I use to provide comparisons with the
“views and sunsets” meaning variable are, “The Great Salt Lake is a dead lake,” and
“The Great Salt Lake is too smelly to spend much time there,” as well as “The Great Salt
Lake adds to this area’s economic health.” I use the “too smelly” item again for
comparisons with “birds and wildlife,” as well as two negatively worded items on
wetlands, “People make too much fuss over the wetlands of the Great Salt Lake™ and
“Conserving wetlands is less important than developing needed roads.” I use four attitude
items for comparisons with the “negative sense of place” meaning variable, to allow the
exploration of very different aspects of the lake. They include, “The Great Salt Lake is a
valuable resource,” “The Great Salt Lake is an important part of a beautiful landscape,”
and “More should be done to protect the lake and wetlands,” as well as the “dead lake”
item. Finally, the attitude items I use to provide comparisons with place attachment are
the “beautiful landscape” item as well as the “dead lake” and “too smelly” items. I

selected the latter two as representing fairly general, negative sentiments.
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This research question asks whether respondents held more than one

qualitative meaning of the lake, so the data are again analyzed at the nominal level. The
attitude items each have a seven-point range from strongly disagree to strongly agree.
This range is not necessary since I use these items as proxies for nominal variables, so the
responses for each item were collapsed into three categories: disagree, neutral, and
agree."” Because the question is concerned with whether people held multiple meanings
simultaneously, it is not useful to think in terms of dependent and independent variables,
so the analyses are symmetrical. I again use crosstabulations to discover the relationships
between the meaning variables and the contrasting attitude variables, using chi-square

tests for statistical significance and Cramer’s V to consider the strength of relationships.'*

Findings
Univariate Analysis

The frequencies for all the meaning variables were presented earlier. The
frequency distributions for the meaning-oriented attitude variables just described appear
on Table 5-17. Respondents indicated attitudes favorable to the lake for most of these
variables. Of the eight attitude variables, the two with the strongest positive modal
responses by far are, “GSL is a valuable resource” and “GSL is an important part of a
beautiful landscape,” with 69 and 68 percent agreeing and only 6 and 8 percent

disagreeing, respectively. Fifty-six percent agreed with, “More should be done to

" For crosstabulations that result in cells too small to allow confidence in chi-square tests, I use
dichotomous variables that combine the neutral position with the disagree responses, so I can use the Yates
correction and Fisher’s Exact Test to confirm the presence or lack of statistically significant relationships.
14 Although the use of a proportionate reduction in error (PRE) measure such as Lambda would yield more
useful information, the frequency distributions for a number of the involved variables are quite skewed,
necessitating the use of Cramer’s V.
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Table 5-17. Frequencies: Meaning-oriented Attitude and Place Attachment
Variables

Meaning-oriented Attitude Variables: Frequency Percent Valid Percent

GSL is a dead lake:
Disagree 169 444 46.4
Neutral 98 25.7 26.9
Agree 97 25.5 26.6
No response 17 4.5

GSL is too smelly to spend much time there:
Disagree 113 29.7 30.5
Neutral 96 25.2 25.9
Agree 161 42.3 43.5
No response 11 2.9

GSL adds to this area’s economic health:
Disagree 61 16.0 16.9
Neutral 151 39.6 41.8
Agree 149 39.1 413
No response 20 5.2

Too much fuss made over GSL wetlands:
Disagree 151 39.6 41.4
Neutral 112 29.4 30.7
Agree 102 26.8 27.9
No response 16 4.2

Conserving wetlands is less important than
developing roads:

Disagree 163 42.8 44.2
Neutral 75 19.7 20.3
Agree 131 344 35.5
No response 12 3.1

GSL is a valuable resource:
Disagree 21 5.5 5.8
Neutral 79 20.7 21.7
Agree 264 69.3 72.5
No response 17 4.5

GSL is an important part of a beautiful

landscape:

Disagree 29 7.6 7.8
Neutral 80 21.0 21.6
Agree 261 68.5 70.5
No response 11 2.9

More should be done to protect GSL:
Disagree 62 16.3 16.9
Neutral 92 24.1 25.1
Agree 213 55.9 58.0
No response 14 3.7

Place attachment 62 16.3 16.4
No place attachment 315 82.7 83.6

Missing 4 1.0
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protect GSL,” however 24 percent were neutral on this item. Forty-four percent

disagreed with, “GSL is a dead lake,” with one quarter of respondents agreeing and
another quarter taking a neutral stance. There were more nuanced feelings about
protection of the lake system when it came to wetlands, which is likely related to the
Legacy Highway controversy discussed earlier. While 43 percent disagreed with the
statement, “Conserving wetlands is less important than developing needed roads,” 35
percent agreed. Forty percent disagreed with “Too much fuss is made over GSL
wetlands,” with 29 percent neutral and 27 percent agreeing. The mode for “GSL adds to
this area’s economic health” was the neutral response with 40 percent, but 39 percent
agreed and only 16 percent disagreed. The most negative response was 42 percent
agreeing that, “GSL is too smelly to spend much time there,” although 30 percent
disagreed and 25 percent remained neutral. Missing responses range from three percent to
five percent for these variables.

The frequency distribution for the place attachment variable also appears on Table

5-17. A vast majority of respondents, 83 percent, do not indicate place attachment. '

Bivariate Analysis

Crosstabulations were used to examine relationships between three of the
dichotomous meaning variables as well as the place attachment variable, and a number of
meaning-oriented attitude variables to determine whether individual respondents held
multiple meanings of GSL simultaneously. The findings are organized by the meaning

and attachment variables.

' The mean for the place attachment variable with the seven-point response range from “strongly disagree”
to “strongly agree” is 2.93.
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GSL means views and sunsets. | first considered those for whom the lake

meant the view or sunsets, a very broadly held meaning. To explore whether those
holding this meaning of GSL also held other meanings, I ran crosstabulations between the
“views and sunsets” variable and “GSL adds to this area’s economic health,” “GSL is a
dead lake” and “GSL is too smelly to spend much time there” (see Table 5-18). While the
last is included as a generally negative sentiment about the lake, it should be noted that,
due to spatial issues, one could appreciate views of the lake and sunsets over the lake
while still feeling the lake is too smelly to spend time at the lake, since views and sunsets
can be appreciated from a far enough distance to avoid the smell. Thus, holding these two
meanings simultaneously would not necessarily be incongruent. However, there were no

Table 5-18. Crosstabulations: Meaning-oriented Attitudes by Views and Sunsets
(Percentages in Parentheses)

Views and Not views & Cramer’s
Sunsets sunsets Sig. \4
GSL adds to this area’s economic .685
health:
Disagree 14 (19.2) 30 (14.9)
Neutral 28 (38.4) 83 (41.1)
Agree 31 (42.5) 89 (44.1)
Total: 73 (100.0) 202 (100.0)
GSL is too smelly to spend much time
there: .670
Disagree 22 (28.9) 71 (34.3)
Neutral 19 (25.0) 45 (21.7)
Agree 35 (46.1) 91 (44.0)
Total: 76 (100.0) 207 (100.0)
GSL is a dead lake: 365
Disagree 42 (56.8) 97 (47.3)
Neutral 13 (17.6) 47 (22.9)
Agree 19 (25.7) 61 (29.8)
Total: 74 (100.0) 205 (100.0)
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Table 5-19. Crosstabulations: Meaning-oriented Attitudes by Birds and Wildlife
(Percentages in Parentheses)

Birds & Not birds Cramer’s
wildlife & wildlife  Sig. \%
GSL is a valuable resource: 421
Do not see GSL as valuable resource 8 (19.0) 59 (24.8)
See GSL as valuable resource 34 (81.0) 179 (75.2)

Total: 42 (100.0) 238 (100.0)

Too much fuss made over GSL

wetlands: .001 218
Disagree 29 (70.7) 97 (40.9)
Neutral 8(19.5) 71 (30.0)
Agree 4(9.8) 69 (29.1)
41 (100.0) 237 (100.0)

Conserving wetlands is less important

than developing roads: .054 144
Disagree 24 (57.1) 102 (42.5)
Neutral 10 (23.8) 46 (19.2)
Agree 8 (19.0) 92 (38.3)
42 (100.0) 240 (100.0)

statistically significant relationships between the “views and sunsets” variable and any of
these meaning-oriented attitude variables.

GSL means birds and other wildlife. Those who expressed the birds and wildlife
meaning appear to have felt fairly strongly about the lake, in positive and protective ways
(see Table 5-19). There is a statistically significant relationship approaching moderate
strength between this meaning variable and the fuss over wetlands variable, few (10%)
respondents who held this meaning felt that too much fuss is made over GSL wetlands.
However, nearly 20 percent agreed (while 57% disagree) that conserving wetlands is less
important than developing roads, in a weak relationship between this attitude variable and
the “birds and wildlife” variable that approaches statistical significance. That nearly 20

percent of those who say GSL means “birds and wildlife” agreed with this sentiment
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appears incongruous, but it reflects the complex nuances of the roads issue, and

demonstrates the complexities of some lake-related issues for these neighbors of GSL.
Negative sense of place. To examine whether those with a negative sense of place
also held other meanings of GSL, I considered the meaning-oriented attitude variables,
“GSL is a valuable resource,” “GSL is an important part of a beautiful landscape,” and
“more should be done to protect GSL;” as well as “GSL is a dead lake” (see Table 5-20).
Because of the few people exhibiting a negative sense of place (n = 17), crosstabulations
were run using dichotomous attitude variables, allowing the use of the Yates correction

Table 5-20. Crosstabulations: Dichotomous Meaning-oriented Attitudes by Negative
Sense of Place (Percentages in Parentheses)

Negative
Sense of Not Cramer’s
Place negative Sig. \4
GSL is a dead lake: .002 184
Do not see GSL as a dead lake 6(37.5) 193 (73.4)
See GSL as a dead lake 10 (62.5) 70 (26.6)
Total: 16 (100.0) 263 (100.0)
GSL is a valuable resource: <001 259
Do not see GSL as a resource 11 (68.8) 56 (21.2)
See GSL as a resource 5(31.3) 208 (78.8)

Total: 16 (100.0) 264 (100.0)

GSL is an important part of a beautiful

landscape: 00177 205
Do not see GSL beauty 11 (64.7) 69 (25.9)
See GSL beauty 6 (35.3) 197 (74.1)
Total: 17 (100.0) 266 (100.0)

More should be done to protect GSL: .010 154
Do not think should protect GSL more 12 (70.6) 103 (38.9)
Think should protect GSL more 5(29.4) 162 (61.1)

Total: 17 (100.0) 265 (100.0)

"1 cell has expected count less than 5; Continuity Correction (Yate’s Correction) shows sig. of .005,
Fisher’s Exact Test also show sig. of .004

1 cell has expected count less than 5; Continuity Correction (Yate’s Correction) and Fisher’s Exact Test
also show sig. of <.001

171 cell has expected count less than 5; Continuity Correction shows sig. of .002, Fisher’s Exact Test shows
sig. of .001
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and Fisher’s Exact Test where warranted by small cell counts in contingency tables.

While there is a statistically significant relationship between the “negative sense
of place” measure and the “GSL is a dead lake” attitude variable, it is fairly weak. While
62 percent of those with a negative sense of place saw GSL as a dead lake, 38 percent did
not, indicative that one does not have to consider the lake “dead” to think negatively
about it.

There is a moderate, statistically significant relationship between this meaning
measure and the meaning-oriented attitude variable, “GSL is a valuable resource.” While
69 percent of those with a negative sense of place did not see GSL as a valuable resource,
31 percent of these respondents did see it as a valuable resource. There is a weaker
statistically significant relationship between this meaning variable and whether or not
respondents saw the lake as an important part of a beautiful landscape, with 35 percent of
respondents who saw the lake negatively seeing the beauty of the lake. Finally, nearly 30
percent of those with a negative sense of place thought more should be done to protect
the lake, although the statistically significant relationship between the meaning variable
and this attitude variable is considerably weaker than the others. These last three
relationships indicate that even some of those who thought of the lake negatively also
saw positive aspects to it, such as its value as a resource or as part of a beautiful
landscape, and some with a negative sense of the lake still felt it should be protected.
These relationships provide evidence that some GSL neighbors held multiple—and
contrasting—perspectives of the lake simultaneously.

Place attachment. To determine whether respondents with place attachment to

GSL held some lake meanings that appear consistent as well as others that appear
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inconsistent with place attachment, crosstabulations were run between the place

attachment variable and a dichotomous “beautiful landscape” variable, along with the

“too smelly” and “dead lake” variables. The crosstabulations (see Table 5-21) reveal

statistically significant relationships between the attachment variable and all three of the

attitude variables, with varying strengths. Although there was a good deal of agreement

that GSL is important to a beautiful landscape from both those with place attachment and

those without, respondents with place attachment agreed in much higher proportions,

although Cramer’s V reveals only a weak relationship between these variables. Eighty-

eight percent of respondents attached to GSL felt the lake was an important part of a

beautiful landscape.

Table 5-21. Crosstabulations: Meaning-oriented Attitudes by Place Attachment

(Percentages in Parentheses)

Place No place Cramer’s
Attachment attachment Sig. \4
GSL is an important part of a beautiful
landscape: .001 167
Do not see GSL beauty 7(11.9) 101 (32.6)
See GSL as part of beautiful 52 (88.1) 209 (67.4)
landscape
Total: 59 (100.0) 310 (100.0)
GSL is too smelly to spend much time
there: <.001 256
Disagree 34 (57.6) 79 (25.5)
Neutral 9 (15.3) 86 (27.7)
Agree 16 (27.1) 145 (46.8)
Total: 59 (100.0) 310 (100.0)
GSL is a dead lake: .001 203
Disagree 40 (67.8) 128 (42.1)
Neutral 6 (10.2) 92 (30.3)
Agree 13 (22.0) 84 (27.6)
Total: 59 (100.0) 304 (100.0)
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As might be expected, a much higher proportion of those without place

attachment felt the lake was too smelly (to spend much time there) than those with place
attachment. Although the statistically significant, moderately strong relationship between
these variables is as might be expected, it does reveal that over one quarter of respondents
with place attachment also felt that the lake is too smelly to spend much time there. The
crosstabulations between the attachment variable and the “GSL as a dead lake” variable
show parallel frequencies, with those with place attachment agreeing less and disagreeing
more, proportionately, than those without place attachment. But again, we see that 22
percent of those who felt attached to Great Salt Lake also saw the lake as a dead lake,
thus holding what appears to be an inconsistent meaning given their attachment. The
statistically significant relationship between these two variables only approaches
moderate strength. These findings all reveal that those with place attachment for GSL
held a variety of perspectives about the lake, including, not surprisingly, that it was a
place of beauty. More surprisingly, over one-fourth of them saw it as being too smelly to

spend time there, and over one-fifth of them saw GSL as a dead lake.

Summary

Nearly all these analyses have provided at least some evidence that respondents
held multiple meanings of Great Salt Lake, with statistically significant relationships
between the meaning variables and some meaning-oriented attitude variables for all but
the “views and sunsets” measure, most likely because this last was so broadly held. While
several of these relationships are not surprising and make intuitive sense (e.g., that some

with place attachment would hold the meaning of “views and sunsets”), others involve
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contrasting meanings that do not appear to be congruent with each other. Examples

include that 29 to 38 percent of those holding a negative sense of the lake also held
contrasting positive meanings, and of those with place attachment, over 25 percent found
the lake too smelly to spend much time there and over 20 percent saw GSL as a dead
lake. However, this apparent lack of congruity does make sense if we consider the
familiarity that comes with day-to-day life, where one is aware of the drab times, the
everyday tediousness and restrictions common to many places, traits Relph referred to as
“the drudgery of place” (1976:41). This is why it is important to consider the full range of
affect people hold towards places, as Manzo (2003) and others have advocated. These
complexities seen in the relationships between Great Salt Lake and its closest neighbors
could be an indication of dynamics that might be found in the relationships between

people and mixed amenity places more generally.

Summary of Research Question #1

As noted earlier, this research question as a whole was conceptualized to be
addressed descriptively. Some of the survey respondents, all neighbors of Great Salt
Lake, described rich and meaningful relationships with the lake, while others gave the
impression that they did not have much of a sense of place with the lake at all. For those
with a sense of place, the lake held a variety of meanings, including views and sunsets,
recreation activities, birds and other wildlife, a rural place, social and community aspects,
and uniqueness. Additionally, the lake held a negative meaning for some GSL neighbors.

Some of these meanings were shared among members of particular groups, while

other meanings appeared to be held more broadly across groups. There is considerable
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evidence that many individuals held multiple meanings of the lake, including some

that appear fairly incongruous.

I now examine the differences between respondents holding the various lake
meanings. I also consider the differences between those who expressed a sense of place
with Great Salt Lake and those who did not, as well as between those who indicated

attachment to the lake and those who did not.

Distinctions Between People Who See GSL Differently

Research question #2: Are there differences between those for whom GSL is a place vs.
those for whom it is undifferentiated space?
2a: What variables are related to the differences in meanings held about GSL?

Research expectation #2: Variables related to differences will include length of
residence, level of involvement and experience with GSL, and location of residence
within the lake system, including proximity and access to the lake. A number of
sociodemographic variables will also be related to differences, some of which are due to
differences in roles held by individuals and groups.

This research question focuses on differences between lake neighbors with a
sense of place with Great Salt Lake and those who appeared to lack a sense of place, as
well as on differences between residents who held varying meanings of the lake. What
differences exist between, say, those for whom the lake meant views and sunsets
compared to those who thought of birds and wildlife when they thought of the lake? How
do those who focused on the rural aspects or the social and community aspects of the
lake’s environs differ from those who focused more on the lake itself? And what
distinguishes those with place attachment from those who did not feel attached to GSL?

A good number of these analyses will focus on the degree of involvement and

experience respondents had with the lake itself and the lake area. There is much evidence
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that experience and involvement with places are primary predictors of sense of place

and place attachment (e.g. Bricker and Kerstetter 2000; Kyle et al. 2003; Williams et al.
1992; Williams and Vaske 2003). The strength of these empirical connections in prior
works suggests that these factors will differentiate those with a sense of place with GSL
from those lacking a sense of place. But what distinctions are there between people with a
sense of place for whom the lake held different meanings? I use a number of measures of
involvement and experience with GSL, location within the lake system, and lake-related
roles, as well as sociodemographic measures, to see what nuanced differences existed
between lake neighbors.

The work on this research question will be presented focusing first on people with
a sense of place as compared to those who seemed to lack it. I then address distinctions
between people with different meanings of GSL, and differences between those with
place attachment compared to those who did not report attachment to the lake.
Measurement and Analytic Methods for
Research Question #2

For this research question, the meanings variables are dependent variables. I use
the six meaning-specific variables (e.g. views and sunsets, recreation activities, birds and
wildlife), and the negative sense of place variable, all described earlier. I also use the
dichotomous place attachment variable described earlier, as well as a dichotomous sense
of place/lack of sense of place variable. As previously mentioned, the responses to the
“like most” survey question I use as meaning variables include roughly seven percent that
are indicative of the respondent lacking a sense of place with the lake. By contrasting

these with those who identified a lake meaning, which is evidence of having a sense of



454
place with the lake, I can see the differences between respondents who lacked a sense

of the lake and those who had one.'®

The independent variables are grouped in four categories: length and degree of
exposure to GSL, location of residence within the lake system, GSL-related roles, and
sociodemographic variables.
Length and Degree of Exposure and
Experience

Residential history. The first consideration here is variability in terms of length of
residence and other aspects of respondents’ history of residence near the lake. Length of
residence is measured with an open-ended question asking “For approximately how many
years of your life have you lived within a mile or two of the Great Salt Lake?” (Appendix
G, p. 4). The responses range from zero to 88 years, with a median of 16 years. These
responses were recoded into three groups: less than 10 years, 10 to 19 years, and 20 years
or more. | also consider whether respondents lived on multigenerational familial
property. To capture these respondents, a question asked if the property respondents live
on, or other property very near by, had been in the family for more than one generation,
with a yes or no response (Appendix G, p. 12)."

In the qualitative work, some lake-related professionals observed that many
people who appreciated the lake the most were people who moved here from other

places, or who had moved away for some time and then moved back to the area. The

' To make this point more explicitly, being able to identify a meaning a place holds is evidence one has a
sense of place. Therefore, all those who named a lake meaning can be said to have a sense of place with
GSL.

'7 A yes response led to contingency questions about the number of generations and length of time the
family had been on the property, as well as one asking why the family settled on the property. However,
these contingency questions were not used in the analysis of this research question.
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professionals thought these residents were less likely to take the lake for granted than

those who had always lived near the lake. To test this observation, I consider whether
respondents had grown up near the lake as well as whether respondents had ever lived
outside of Utah as adults. Growing up near the lake was measured by a question asking if
respondents grew up living “this close to the Great Salt Lake (within a mile or two of the
lake).” Responses included “No, I did not live close to the Great Salt Lake until I was an
adult,” “I lived close to the lake during some of my growing up years, but for less than 2
years between age 7 and age 17,” and “I lived close to the lake for at least 2 years
between age 7 and age 17 (Appendix G, p. 4). The question specified these ages because
participants in the qualitative study who had grown up near the lake talked about a
number of lake-related activities they participated in during those years (e.g. riding horses
or bikes, hunting, exploring, etc.), and having been able to have that type of involvement
with the lake as a youth appeared to make a difference in how they felt about GSL as
adults. The two year minimum was used to make sure youths would have had time to
develop some knowledge and feel for the lake. For the analysis, these responses were
collapsed into a dichotomous variable: living near the lake for at least two years was
coded 1, “grew up near GSL” and the other two responses were coded 0, “did not grow
up near GSL.”

Living outside Utah was measured by a question asking whether the respondent
had ever lived outside of Utah for longer than two years as an adult, with yes and no
responses (Appendix G, p. 11). The qualifier “longer than two years” was included to

rule out shorter term, temporary relocations, such as LDS missions or military reserve
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duty deployments where the respondent would have likely still considered the GSL

area home.

Involvement with the lake. In addition to these residential-oriented variables, I
also use three measures to consider respondents’ involvement with the lake. These
include whether the respondent had ever visited GSL or its related sites, and if so, the
frequency of visits to GSL and of lake-related recreation. All three of these measures
come from a series of related questions on the survey questionnaire, from the section on
respondents’ involvement with the lake. The first asks, “Have you ever visited the Great
Salt Lake, its islands, bays or shore lands (including refuges and preserves)?” with a yes
or no response (Appendix G, p. 5); responses to this question provide the first measure
mentioned above. This question was followed by a visitation question and a recreation
question which respondents were asked to skip if they had never visited the lake.

The visitation question measures frequency of visits to GSL. The stem for this
question asked respondents, “Have you ever visited the following sites on or around the
Great Salt Lake?” and lists 11 sites such as Bear River Migratory Bird Refuge, Willard
Bay State Park, Ogden Bay Waterfowl Management Area, Antelope Island State Park,
etc., along with an “other” category asking for specification (Appendix G, p. 5).
Respondents were asked to circle yes or no for each site; with yes responses leading to a
follow-up question asking how often they visited that site in the last three years. Here
responses include “no visits in the last 3 years”, “1-3 times during the past 3 years”, “4-9
times during the past 3 years”, or “10 or more times during the past 3 years”.
Respondents who indicated they had never visited the lake in the question above and then

skipped this question were included in the “no visits” category during coding. The three
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year time period was suggested by prior research findings indicating that more visits

over a longer period of time are more predictive of attachment (Williams et al. 1992).
Considering a longer period of time than, for example, one year prior to the survey, also
makes intuitive sense, since life events and natural events (e.g. inclement weather or
other conditions for the activity in question) may alter one’s typical use patterns for any
given year, but would be less likely to alter one’s use over three years’ time. Although
requesting respondents to report frequencies of activities over periods of time can be
problematic (see, e.g., Converse and Presser 1986), these responses were structured to
help with that since respondents could think about roughly how many times a year they
may have visited (i.e., 1-3 times over 3 years is once a year or less, 4-9 times is more than
once a year but not more than three times a year, etc.).

After the initial coding which included each of these response categories, the
responses for each of the 11 sites were recoded to the following: 0=No visits reported;
1=visited, but not in past 3 years; 2=visited 1-3 times in past 3 years; 3=visited 4-9 times
in past 3 years; 4=visited 10 or more times in past 3 years. I then created a composite
variable that includes the additive composite score all of the sites visited by each
respondent, ranging from zero to 44 on an ordinal scale (the observed range is 0-39, or
more accurately, 0-26 with one outlier at 39). While the size of the score is cumulative, as
can be seen from the coding described above, the scores do not represent a number of
visits but rather give an indication of degree of frequency. For example, a score of four
could mean the respondent visited one site ten times or more in the past three years, or
visited four sites one time each more than three years ago. Because of this, the measure is

only useful as a relative indicator of the amount of involvement. The variable was then
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recoded into an ordinal variable, frequency of GSL site visits, which divides the

distribution as evenly as possible into three categories: fewest GSL visits (scores of 0 to
3, 30.8% of the responses), more frequent GSL visits (4 to 8, 34.6%), and most frequent
GSL visits (9 to 44, 34.6%) (see frequency distribution, Table 5-20). This is the variable
used in analyses for this research question.

The frequency of GSL recreation variable comes from a recreation question set up
similarly to the visitation question just described. The stem for the recreation question
asks respondents who have visited the lake if they have ever used GSL and its related
areas (islands, bays, shorelands, refuges and preserves) for any of ten recreation
activities, such as sailing, bicycling, horseback riding, hunting, bird watching, etc. (with
an “other” category asking for specification) (Appendix G, p. 6). Respondents were asked
to circle yes or no for each activity; with yes responses leading to a follow-up question
asking how often they did that activity in the last three years, with the same response
options as the visitation question (“not in the last 3 years”, “1-3 times during the past 3
years”, “4-9 times during the past 3 years”, or “10 or more times during the past 3
years”). Responses were coded in the same manner as described for the visitation
responses.

A composite variable was created in the same way as the composite visitation
variable outlined above. The composite recreation variable ranges from zero to 40 since
there are ten recreation activities included (the observed range is 0-32), again these scores
are not representative of the number of times respondents participated in recreation
activities, but rather give a relative frequency of participation. As with the frequency of

visitation variable described above, the distribution of the composite recreation variable
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was then divided as evenly as possible into three categories: least frequent GSL

recreation (scores of 0 to 2, 37.8% of the responses), more frequent GSL recreation (3 to
8, 33.2%), and most frequent GLS recreation (9 to 40, 29.0%) (see frequency

distribution, Table 5-20).

Location of Residence in the Lake System

In keeping with Gieryn’s (2000) assertion that location matters, I use four
variables to consider respondents’ location within the lake system area. These include the
county and the part of the county respondents reside in, proximity of access to GSL, and
whether or not respondents can see the lake from their property. First, I explore
respondents’ location at two levels of scale, county and county groupings. While the
former simply considers which county respondents lived in, the latter locates them in
either the north or south area of each county (four categories). These are included to see
whether location within the study area makes any difference as to what meaning the lake
held for respondents. County of residence was determined by the questionnaire, as
respondents were given a county-specific questionnaire depending on their address. The
area within the county was determined by an open-ended question asking respondents to
give the name of the community they lived in (no matter whether incorporated or
unincorporated) (Appendix G, p. 11). I then divided these communities into four

groupings, North and South Weber County, and North and South Davis County.'®

'8 North Weber County includes Plain City and WC Weber (27.3% of the sample), while south Weber
County includes only Hooper (22.6%). North Davis County includes unincorporated Davis County, West
Point, Syracuse, Layton and Kaysville (17.6%), while south Davis County includes Farmington, Centerville
and West Bountiful (24.4% of the sample). This leaves 8.1% missing, due to respondents not indicating
what community they live in.
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Proximity of access to the lake. The county groupings by access variable

(measured by proximity to the Antelope Island causeway) is used to determine whether
access to the lake makes a difference in how the lake is experienced. I recoded the county
groupings variable into county groupings by access, creating a dichotomous variable that
combines north Weber County and south Davis County as those with farthest access to
the lake via the causeway, and south Weber County and north Davis County as those with
nearest access.

A view of the lake. Whether respondents could see the lake is included to
determine whether actually seeing the lake from one’s property makes any difference in
how respondents felt about the lake and what it meant to them. It was included after some
interview participants talked about not thinking about the lake since they could not see it
from their property. The participants making this comment appeared to lack a sense of
place with GSL. This variable is measured by a question asking, “Can you see the lake
from your property? (For example, from outside your house, or from any windows in
your home.)” The responses include “I can usually see the lake from my property,” “I
have seen the lake from my property sometimes, but the lake level has been too low to
see it lately,” “I only saw the lake from my property during the high water years in the
late 1980s,” “I could see the lake from my property before, but now the view is blocked,”
and “T have never seen the lake from my property” (Appendix G, p. 1). These responses
were recoded into a dichotomous variable, “can see the lake from property,” consisting of
only the first response category, and “cannot see the lake,” which includes all other

responsces.
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GSL-related Roles

Thinking in terms of Berger and Luckmann’s ([1966] 1967) approach, I am
particularly interested in the roles people held related to the lake. The roles included here
are respondents with lake-related income, respondents with agricultural income, and
parents with children at home. While it is somewhat obvious that the first variable would
be included here, all three are included because of observations made during the
qualitative work. Including them in these analyses will lend reliability to the findings
from that work.

It makes intuitive sense, and was also seen in the qualitative work, that those who
work in lake-related jobs may have different connections to the lake than others would.
This was measured by a question asking whether any portion of the respondent’s
household income had ever come from a GSL-related activity or industry, with a yes or
no response (Appendix G, p. 14)."” Farming was included because of the more involved
relationships with the lake the farmers in the qualitative study appeared to have.
Additionally, in a study of stakeholders’ attitudes towards wetlands in the GSL
watershed, Nicholson (2000) found differences in attitudes towards wetlands
conservation between agricultural leaders and residents of single-family homes. This may
suggest differences between farmers and other residents in attitudes towards the Great
Salt Lake ecosystem. Here farming is measured by asking if any of the respondent’s
family income comes from farming/agriculture, with a yes or no response (Appendix G,
p. 14). The parent role is included since a number of participants in the qualitative

research talked about their relationship with the lake being related to their children’s

' A yes response led to contingency questions about the type and duration of the GSL income, however
this information is not used in this analysis.
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activities. This was measured by asking respondents if they have any children living

at home with them, with a yes or no response (Appendix G, p. 13).

Sociodemographic Variables

In addition to the above, I also consider five sociodemographic variables as
possible variables of difference. Williams and Vaske (2003) note that little work on place
has examined relationships between place variables like attachment and sociodemographic
measures such as age and sex, and suggests future research includes variables such as
these. My study considers household income, education, age, sex, and religious affiliation.
This last was described in research question 1b.

Household income was measured with a question asking “Which one of the
following best describes your pre-tax annual household income for 2006” (the year prior
to the survey), and offers 8 income categories (Appendix G, p. 14).2° These were then
recoded into three categories, splitting the distribution as evenly as possible. A lower
income range variable (from less than $15,000 to $49,999) was created by combining the
four lowest categories. Due to the distribution, the middle income variable consists of just
one category ($50,000 to $74,999). The higher income range includes the three highest
income categories ($75,000 to $150,000 or more).

Education was measured by asking respondents the highest level of education

completed, with seven response categories ranging from, “Did not finish high school” to

20 Less than $15,000; $15,000 to $24,999; $25,000 to $34,999; $35,000 to $49,999; $50,000 to $74,999;
$75,000 to $99,999; $100,000 to $149,999; $150,000 or more.
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“Completed graduate degree (Masters or Ph.D.)” (Appendix G, p. 13).?' In order to

better use the responses in crosstabulations with minimal small cells, they were recoded
into three categories: No college (high school diploma/GED or less); college or
vocational (some or degree); and graduate work (some or degree).

Asking respondents, “What is your age?” (Appendix G, p. 12) yielded responses
ranging from 18 to 93 years, with a median of 47. These responses were recoded into
three age groups, 18 to 39 years, 40 to 59 years, and 60 years and over. Finally, sex was
measured with a question asking, “Are you?” with responses of female and male
(Appendix G, p. 12).

Frequency distributions for each of these measures can be seen in the next section
(on Table 5-25), the frequency distributions of the original variables can be seen on Table

3-16. The full distributions of these variables are discussed at the end of Chapter Three.

Univariate Findings
Dependent Variables

The frequency distributions for all the meaning variables, as well as the
dichotomous sense of place/lack of sense of place variable, were presented earlier (see

Table 5-4), as was the distribution for the place attachment variable (see Table 5-17).

Independent Variables
Exposure and experience variables. The frequency distributions for the variables

measuring length and degree of exposure and experience appear in Table 5-22. These

2! “Djid not finish high school;” Completed high school or GED;” “Some college but no degree;”
“Vocational or associates degree;” “College bachelor’s degree;” “Some graduate work;” “Completed
graduate degree (Master’s or Ph.D.).”
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Table 5-22. Frequencies: Length and Type of Exposure to GSL Variables

Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Years lived near GSL
Less than 10 years 133 34.9 36.8
10 to 19 years 70 18.4 19.4
20 years or more 158 41.5 43.8
Missing 20 5.2

Multigenerational familial property 74 19.4 19.8
Single generation residence 299 78.5 80.2
Missing 8 2.1

Lived near GSL while growing up 101 26.5 27.7
Did not grow up near GSL 263 69.0 72.3
Missing 17 4.5

Lived outside of UT as an adult
No 237 62.2 65.1
Yes 127 333 34.9
Missing 17 4.5

Ever visited GSL or related sites
No 34 8.9 9.2
Yes 337 88.5 90.8
Missing 10 2.6

Frequency of GSL site visits
Fewest GSL visits 104 27.3 30.8
More frequent GSL visits 117 30.7 34.6
Most frequent GSL visits 117 30.7 34.6
Missing 43 11.3

Frequency of GSL recreation
Least frequent GSL recreation 128 33.6 37.8
More frequent GSL recreation 114 299 33.6
Most frequent GSL recreation 97 25.5 28.6
Missing 42 11.0

include length of residence near the lake, multigenerational property holders, respondents
who grew up near the lake, whether respondents have lived outside Utah, whether they
ever visited GSL, and the frequency of both GSL visitation and GSL recreation. Thirty-
five percent of respondents had lived within a mile or two of the lake for less than ten

years of their lives, 18 percent had lived there for 10 to 19 years, while the modal
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response is 20 years or more, with 42 percent. Nearly one-fifth of respondents lived

on multigenerational familial property, and over one quarter grew up near the lake. One-
third of the respondents had lived outside of Utah as adults. A somewhat surprising nine
percent of respondents—people who live within a couple of miles of GSL—had never
visited the lake or its related sites. Because both the visitation and recreation variables
were set up to split the response distributions fairly evenly, the frequency distributions of
these ordinal variables are clustered together, with frequency of GSL site visits ranging
from 27.3 to 30.7 percent, and frequency of GSL recreation from 25.5 to 33.6 percent.
For all but the frequency of involvement items, two to five percent of the responses were
missing. Frequency of visitation and of recreation are each missing 11 percent, likely
because they are composite variables.

Location in the lake system. The frequency distributions for variables measuring
location of residence in the lake system appear in Table 5-23, including county of
residence, county groupings, county grouping by access and view of GSL from one’s
property. Slightly more Weber County residents (52%) participated in the survey than
Davis County residents (48%). The largest county grouping was from northern Weber
County (27%), while the smallest was in northern Davis County (18%); the groupings for
the southern areas of the two counties were similar-sized at 23 and 24 percent. Fifty-two
percent of respondents lived farther from access to Antelope Island, in the north part of
Weber County and the south part of Davis County, and 40 percent had closer access.
Three quarters of the respondents could not see GSL from their property, while only

seventeen percent could see the lake. Other than the county of residence variable, which
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Table 5-23. Frequencies: Location Variables

Frequency Percent Valid Percent

County
Weber County 199 52.2 52.2
Davis County 182 47.8 47.8
Missing 0 0.0

County groupings
North Weber County 104 27.3 29.7
South Weber County 86 22.6 24.6
North Davis County 67 17.6 19.1
South Davis County 93 24.4 26.6
Missing 31 8.1

County groupings by access
Farthest from Antelope Island access 197 51.7 56.3
Nearest to Antelope Island access 153 40.2 43.7
Missing 31 8.1

View of GSL from property
Cannot see lake 290 76.1 81.9
Can see lake from property 64 16.8 18.1
Missing 27 7.1

has no missing data since it was coded based on which questionnaire was filled out, the
missing responses from these variables range from seven to eight percent.

GSL-related roles. The frequency distributions for each of the GSL-related roles
are listed in Table 5-24, including lake-related income, agriculture-related income, and
parents. Only five percent of respondents ever had income from a lake-related activity or
industry, and 13 percent had some family income from agriculture. Fifty-seven percent of
respondents were parents with children at home.

Sociodemographic variables. Of the sociodemographic variables, the frequency
distribution for religious affiliation was presented earlier (see Table 5-7). The
distributions for household income, education, age and sex all appear in Table 5-25 (see

also, Table 3-16 and the end of Chapter Three). Household income, which is grouped into
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Table 5-24. Frequencies: GSL-related Roles Variables

Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Some family income comes from GSL-

related activity or industry 18 4.7 4.8
No income from GSL 354 92.9 95.2
Missing 9 24

Some family income comes from agriculture 48 12.6 13.3
No income from agriculture 314 82.4 86.7
Missing 19 5.0

Parents with children at home 216 56.7 57.9
No children at home 157 422 42.1
Missing 8 2.1

Table 5-25. Frequencies: Sociodemographic Variables

Valid
Frequency Percent Percent

Household income groupings
Lower income range (less than $15,000 to

$49.999) 113 29.7 32.9
Middle income range ($50,000 to $74,999) 86 22.6 25.1
Higher income range ($75,000 to $150,000 or 144 373 40

more)

Missing 38 10.0
Education categories
No college (high school diploma/GED or less) 76 19.9 20.4
College or vocational (some or degree) 242 63.5 65.1
Graduate work (some or degree) 54 14.2 14.5
Missing 9 24
Age groups
18-39 years 122 32.0 333
40-59 years 171 44.9 46.7
60 years and over 73 19.2 19.9
Missing 15 3.9
Sex
Men 172 45.1 46.1
Women 201 52.8 53.9

Missing 8 2.1
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as close to even categories as possible, shows 30 percent of respondents fell into the

lower income range ($49,999 and below), 23 percent in the middle range ($50,000 to
$74,999) and 38 percent in the higher range ($75,000 and above). The distribution among
education categories reveals that 20 percent of respondents had no college, 64 percent
had at least some college or vocational education (including those with a degree), and 14
percent had done at least some graduate work (including those with a degree). In terms of
age, 32 percent were 18 to 39 years old, 45 percent were in their middle adult years, 40 to
59 years old, and 19 percent were 60 years and over. Forty-five percent of respondents
were male, and 53 percent, female. Missing responses for these variables range from 2
percent to 10 percent, with the higher percentage being for household income, a question

many survey respondents hesitate to answer.

Bivariate Findings

Due to the large number of independent variables involved in the bivariate
analyses, I present only those where statistically significant relationships (p <.05) and
relationships that approached significance (p <.10) were found. I organize the findings
according to the dependent variables, beginning with a comparison of those with a sense
of place with GSL and those who lacked a sense of place. I then consider those with a
sense of place further, looking at differences between people holding the various lake
meanings. | end with an examination of the differences between those with place

attachment and those who were not attached to GSL.
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Sense of Place/Lack of Sense of Place

A number of the independent variables are statistically related with sense of place
or a lack thereof (see Table 5-26). As seen in crosstabulations with county groupings and
confirmed by the dichotomous county groupings by access to GSL, the vast majority of
all respondents were more likely to have a sense of place with GSL than to lack one. This
said, though, those living farther from access to the lake?* were substantially more likely
to lack such a sense than those living closer to access were. However, each of these
location variables has a moderately weak relationship with the sense of place variable.*

The only sociodemographic measure to have a statistically significant relationship
with the sense of place variable is religious affiliation, although it is even weaker than the
two location variables above. Non-LDS respondents were ten percent more likely to
indicate a lack of sense of place with the lake than LDS respondents were.

In terms of experience with and exposure to the lake, there are a number of
significant relationships between these variables and sense of place as compared to a lack
of sense of place. While only ten percent of single-generation property holders indicated
a lack of sense of place, this lack was almost nonexistent for the multigenerational
property holders (2%). The statistically significant relationship between these variables is
weak. There is a weak relationship approaching statistical significance between sense of
place/lack of sense of place and whether or not respondents had ever visited the lake.

Those who had never visited the lake were more than twice as likely to indicate a lack of

*2 at the Antelope Island causeway

3 County groupings has a Cramer’s V of .173, however this four-category has one cell with an expected
count less than 5. The differences are clearly between areas within the two counties with the closest access
to the Antelope Island Causeway and those with the farthest access. This relationship is confirmed by the
dichotomous county groupings by access variable, although with a slightly lower Cramer’s V.
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Table 5-26. Crosstabulations: Independent Variables by Sense of Place/Lack of
Sense of Place (Lack of Sense of Place mean = .09) (Percentages in Parentheses)

Has Lack of
Sense of  Sense of Cramer’s
Independent Variable Place Place Total Sig. \4
County Groupings 046" 173
North Weber County 62 (86.1) 10(13.9) 72(100.0)
South Weber County 62 (95.4) 3(4.6) 65(100.0)
North Davis County 56 (98.2) 1(1.8) 57(100.0)
South Davis County 66 (89.2) 8 (10.8) 74 (100.0)
County Groupings by access .007 164
Nearest access (to A.L) 118 (96.7) 4(3.3) 122(100.0)
Farthest access (from A.lL.) 128 (87.7) 18 (12.3) 146 (100.0)
Religious Affiliation .014 .146
L.D.S. 199 (93.9) 13(6.1) 212 (100.0)
Non-LDS 60 (84.5) 11(15.5) 71(100.0)
Property in the family for more
than one generation 54 (98.2) 1(1.8) 55(100.0) .042""  .120
This generation only 206 (89.6) 24 (10.4) 230(100.0)

Have visited GSL or related sites 242 (91.7)  22(8.3) 264 (100.0) .064"" 110
Have never visited GSL or sites 15(78.9) 4 (21.1) 19(100.0)

Frequency of GSL site visits .010 .189
Fewest GSL visits 52 (81.3) 12(18.8) 64 (100.0)
More frequent visits 91(92.9) 7(7.1) 98 (100.0)
Most frequent visits 91 (94.8) 5(5.2) 96 (100.0)
Frequency of GSL-related
recreation .015 181
Least frequent recreation 75(85.2) 13 (14.8) 88 (100.0)
More frequent recreation 81(92.0) 7(8.0) 88(100.0)
Most frequent recreation 81 (97.6) 2(2.4) 83(100.0)

"1 cell has expected count less than 5, however the minimum expected count is 4.68; no sig. listed for
Continuity Correction or Fisher’s Exact Test since it is not a 2x2 table

1 cell has expected count less than 5; Continuity Correction shows sig. of .078, Fisher’s Exact Test sig.
of .028

171 cell has expected count less than 5; Continuity Correction shows sig. of .149, Fisher’s Exact Test sig.
of .083

sense of place than those who had visited. The two strongest relationships with this
meaning variable are with the frequency of involvement variables, although each of these
relationships is still relatively weak. With the “frequency of GSL visits” variable, those

whose responses fell into the “fewest GSL visits” category were much more likely to lack



471
sense of place than those in the other two categories. In fact, of those in the “most

frequent visits” category, only five percent indicated a lack of sense of place. The
“frequency of GSL-related recreation” variable behaved similarly to the visitation
variable, although here those in the “most frequent” category who indicated a lack of
sense of place were practically nonexistent.

So respondents who lived closer to access to the lake, were LDS, had their
property in the family for more than one generation, and/or visited and recreated at the
lake frequently were most likely to exhibit a sense of place. Those who fell in categories
opposite these were somewhat more likely to lack a sense of place with the lake, although
among all these categories, the highest proportion of those lacking sense of place is only

21 percent.

Meanings Variables

Having addressed the differences between those with sense of place and those
who lacked it, in this section I take those with a sense of place a step farther. Here |
explore differences between respondents with varying senses of Great Salt Lake, in other
words, those for whom the lake held different meanings.

Views and sunsets meaning. Location matters in identifying “views and sunsets”
as the meaning GSL held (see Table 5-27), which makes sense since views of the lake are
location-dependent. Those who had a view of the lake from their property were nearly
twice as likely to name “views and sunsets” as their lake meaning than those who could
not see the lake, although the relationship between this meaning variable and those who

could see the lake as compared to those who could not is relatively weak. There is a
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Table 5-27. Crosstabulations: Independent Variables by Views and Sunsets
Meaning (Views and Sunset mean = .27) (Percentages in Parentheses)

Views & Not Views Cramer’s
Independent Variable Sunsets & Sunsets Total Sig. \4
Have view of GSL from property 26 (43.3) 34 (56.7) 60 (100.0) .001 202
Cannot see lake from property 47 (21.8) 169 (78.2) 216 (100.0)
County <.001 263
Weber County 21(15.0) 119 (85.0) 140 (100.0)
Davis County 58 (38.4) 93 (61.6) 151 (100.0)
County Groupings <.001 276
North Weber County 10 (13.9) 62 (86.1) 72 (100.0)
South Weber County 10 (15.4) 55(84.6) 65 (100.0)
North Davis County 22 (38.6) 35(61.4) 57(100.0)
South Davis County 29 (39.2) 45 (60.8) 74 (100.0)
Frequency of GSL site visits .013 .184
Fewest GSL visits 11(17.2) 53(82.8) 64 (100.0)
More frequent visits 36 (36.7) 62 (63.3) 98 (100.0)
Most frequent visits 22 (22.9) 74 (77.1) 96 (100.0)
Some family income from GSL 1(6.7) 14 (93.3)  15(100.0) .066" .109
No income from GSL 76 (28.4) 192 (71.6) 268 (100.0)
Sex .076 105
Men 30(22.4) 104 (77.6) 134 (100.0)
Women 48 (31.8) 103 (68.2) 151 (100.0)

"1 cell has expected count less than 5; Continuity Correction shows sig. of .124, Fisher’s Exact Test sig. of
.052

moderate strength relationship between county of residence and the “views and sunsets”

variable, with those living in Davis County more than 20 percent more likely to identify

this meaning than those from Weber County. The relationship between county groupings
and the “views and sunsets” variable is similar, and of a similar strength.

Other than these location variables, there are few variables with statistically
significant relationships with the “views and sunsets” variable. A relatively weak one
exists between this meaning variable and “frequency of GSL site visits,” although it is
rather curious. Those with the fewest visits and the most frequent visits were both less

likely to express this as their meaning variable than those in the middle category. Those
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with “more” visits identified this meaning fourteen percent more than those who

visited most, and twenty percent more than those who visited least.

With a Fisher’s Exact Test significance of .052, an inverse relationship
approaching statistical significance exists between the “views and sunsets” variable and
those with family income from the lake as compared to those without. In fact, only one
respondent with GSL income indicated this meaning, however the relationship between
variables is very weak. Finally, there is another weak relationship that approaches
statistical significance between this meaning variable and sex, with women more likely to
have expressed this meaning than men.

In sum, the location variables made the most difference with the “views and
sunsets” meaning. Those who identified this meaning were more likely to live in Davis
County, especially in the southern part of the study area, and to have a view of the lake
from their property. They tended to visit lake sites with some frequency, but not as often
as some respondents. It is unlikely that any of their family income came from the lake,
and they were more likely to be women than men.

Recreation activities meaning. Two types of independent variables have
relationships with this meaning variable (see Table 5-28). The first is location-oriented,
with Weber County respondents indicating that the lake meant “recreation activities”
three times more frequently than Davis County respondents. This was echoed with the
corresponding county groupings categories. However, the statistically significant
relationships between the “recreation activities” variable and these location-oriented
variables are fairly weak. Additionally, a relationship that approaches statistical

significance exists between the “recreation activities” variable and respondents who



474
Table 5-28. Crosstabulations: Independent Variables by Recreation Activities
Meaning (Recreation Activities mean =.09) (Percentages in Parentheses)

Recreation Not Rec Cramer’s
Independent Variable Activities  Activities Total Sig. \4
County .004 A71
Weber County 19 (13.6) 121 (86.4) 140 (100.0)
Davis County 6(4.0) 145(96.0) 151 (100.0)
County Groupings .031 182
North Weber County 9 (12.5) 63 (87.5) 72 (100.0)
South Weber County 10 (15.4) 55(84.6) 65 (100.0)
North Davis County 3(5.3) 54 (94.7) 57(100.0)
South Davis County 2(2.7) 72(97.3) 74 (100.0)
Have view of GSL from property 2(3.3) 58 (96.7) 60 (100.0) .081 .105
Cannot see lake from property 23 (10.6) 193 (89.4) 216 (100.0)
Frequency of GSL site visits .002 218
Fewest GSL visits 1(1.6) 63 (98.4) 64 (100.0)
More frequent visits 6 (6.1) 92(93.9) 98 (100.0)
Most frequent visits 16 (16.7) 80 (83.3) 96 (100.0)
Frequency of GSL-related
recreation <.001 250
Least frequent recreation 1(1.1) 87 (98.9) 88 (100.0)
More frequent recreation 8(9.1) 80(90.9) 88 (100.0)
Most frequent recreation 16 (19.3) 67 (80.7) 83 (100.0)
Lived outside Utah as an adult 4(4.3) 89 (95.7) 93 (100.0) .088 102
Has lived only in Utah 19 (10.3) 166 (89.7) 165 (100.0)
County Groupings by access 373
Nearest access (to A.L) 13 (10.7) 109 (89.3) 122 (100.0)
Farthest access (from A.lL.) 11(7.5) 135(92.5) 146 (100.0)

could see GSL from their property as compared to those who could not, however it is a
weak relationship. Respondents who could not see the lake from their property were
much more likely to identify the “recreation activities” meaning than those who could.
Relationships between this meaning variable and two involvement-related
variables are somewhat stronger than those above. Not surprisingly, among those who
visited GSL least frequently, only one respondent named the “recreation activities”

meaning, while those making “most frequent visits” were much more likely to identify
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this meaning. The proportions seen between the “recreation activities” variable and

frequency of GSL-related recreation are similar to those with frequency of GSL site
visits, and the relationship is of moderate strength. A weak relationship approaching
statistical significance also exists between this meaning variable and those who had lived
outside of Utah as compared to those who only lived in the state. Those who had lived
outside of Utah were half as likely to identify this meaning as those who had lived in
Utah their entire lives.

Of interest, proximity of access to the lake is not related to the “recreation
activities” variable. Apparently those with recreation interests linked to the lake were
willing to drive to the lake even if their access was more distant.

To summarize, location in the lake system and level of involvement with GSL
were the things distinguishing between respondents who were more or less likely to
identify this meaning. Respondents identifying the “recreation activities” meaning tended
to live in Weber County, particularly in the southern part. Most could not see the lake
from their property. They likely lived in Utah their entire lives. The more often they
visited and recreated at the lake, the more likely they were to indicate this meaning.

GSL means birds and other wildlife. Only two of the independent variables had
statistically significant relationships with the “birds and other wildlife” meaning variable,
with a third approaching statistical significance (see Table 5-29). With those variables
that measure experience with and exposure to the lake, there is a relatively weak
relationship between frequency of recreation and the “birds and wildlife” variable, with
those involved in “most frequent recreation” three times as likely to say GSL meant

“birds and other wildlife,” than those with “least frequent recreation,” and twice as likely
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between those who indicated they felt attached to GSL and those who did not. As in

many other studies (e.g. Bricker and Kerstetter 2000; Kyle et al. 2003; Williams et al.
1992; Williams and Vaske 2003), exposure and experience with the place in question
accounted for much of the difference between those with and without a sense of place,
and those who were attached to GSL and those who were not. Residential location was
also an important distinction between those with and without a sense of place, which
supports the arguments of Gieryn (2000). Distinctions between people holding different
meanings of the lake involved various aspects of location, different kinds of involvement
with the lake, and to a degree, sociodemographic traits such as religious affiliation, age
and household income, among others.

Most of these findings support those in the qualitative study, thus providing
reliability to the qualitative work, as that work provides additional validity to these
quantitative analyses. Thus the combined study appears to have reaped some benefits

from triangulating the methods.
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Appendix A: Interview Protocol for County Commissioners

For commissioners:
What I’m Doing:

Working on my doctoral dissertation in sociology, through USU

I’m interested in how people feel about living very close to Great Salt Lake—
within a mile or a mile and Y2

Information can benefit communities and counties, GSL resource managers,
and will add to what we know about the lake

My research includes 3 parts: interviews w/ individuals, focus groups, & a
survey of about 150 people who live close to the lake in each of 3 counties:
Davis, Weber, and Box Elder

Confidentiality:

Interview:
[ ]

I won’t do a direct attribution with your name—if I need to use a quote on a

specific point and needed to attribute it, the attribution would simply be

“County Commissioner,” or if necessary, “Davis Co. Commisioner”

Obviously a small category, would try to use it sparingly

If there’s some specific thing that is particularly sensitive that you really don’t

want me to attribute in that way, I need you to tell me

Could I get you to read this informed consent form?

o (When done) Do you have any questions? Are you willing to sign your
consent?

General background: How long have you been a commissioner?
o How long have you lived in the area?

Have you had any interactions where residents who live near GSL shared their
experiences about living where they live? What it is like for them?

What have you heard from, or about, those residents in terms of the positives
and negatives about living that close to the lake?

Do you have a sense for why people choose to live close to the lake?

Do you have a general idea of how property values for property nearest to the
lake compare to those farther away?

Do you have any ideas for recruiting individuals from the study area for a
focus group in this area?
o Do you have any suggestions for where the focus group might meet?

Do you have any other thoughts about anything we’ve talked about that you
would like to share?

Do you think it would be useful to talk to someone from your board that’s
over land use? If so, who?
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Appendix B: Interview Protocol for GSL Natural Resource Managers

For resource managers/state park rangers working on the lake [or for

GSL-affiliated, conservation NGO representatives]:
What I’m Doing:
[ )

Working on my doctoral dissertation in sociology, through USU

I’'m interested in how people feel about living very close to Great Salt Lake—
within a mile or a mile and Y2

Information can benefit communities and counties, GSL resource managers,
and will add to what we know about the lake

My research includes 3 parts: interviews w/ individuals, focus groups, & a
survey of about 150 people who live close to the lake in each of 3 counties:
Davis, Weber, and Box Elder

Confidentiality:

Interview:

I won’t do a direct attribution with your name—if [ need to use a quote on a

specific point and needed to attribute it, the attribution would simply be “state

employee in GSL-related job” [“GSL-affiliated, conservation NGO

representative’]

If there’s some specific thing that is particularly sensitive that you really don’t

want me to attribute in that way, I need you to tell me

Could I get you to read this informed consent form?

o (When done) Do you have any questions? Are you willing to sign your
consent?

» General background: How long have you been with your organization?

How long have you lived in the area?

= Have you had any interactions where residents who live near Great Salt Lake shared
their experiences about living where they live? What it is like for them?

*= What have you heard from, or about, those residents in terms of the positives and
negatives about living that close to the lake?

= Do you have a sense for why people choose to live close to the lake?

= Do you have a general sense of how much visitation/interaction you have from people
who live very close to the lake?

= Do you have any other thoughts about anything we’ve talked about that you would
like to share?



565
Appendix C: Interview Protocol for Residents

For residents living within the study area:
What I’m Doing:

Working on my doctoral dissertation in sociology, through USU

I’m interested in how people feel about living very close to Great Salt Lake—
within a mile or a mile and Y2

Information can benefit communities and counties, GSL resource managers,
and will add to what we know about the lake

My research includes 3 parts: interviews w/ individuals, focus groups, & a
survey of about 150 people who live close to the lake in each of 3 counties:
Davis, Weber, and Box Elder

Confidentiality:

Interview:
[ )

I won’t do a direct attribution with your name—if I need to use a quote on a

specific point and needed to attribute it, the attribution would simply be

“resident living within the study area”

If there’s some specific thing that is particularly sensitive that you really don’t

want me to attribute in that way, I need you to tell me

Could I get you to read this informed consent form?

o (When done) Do you have any questions? Are you willing to sign your
consent?

How long have you lived near the Great Salt Lake?

What is your experience with living where you live, close to the lake? What

has it been like for you?

How did you decide to live there?

What would you say are the positives and negatives about living this close to

the lake?

Are there things about GSL that make you feel connected or not connected to

the lake?

How connected would you say you feel to the Great Salt Lake, and why?

How connected would you say you feel to the place you live in general—for

example, the community, the geographic place, etc.—and why?

If you have children, what is their interaction with the lake?

o For example, recreational, educational, informal exploration, etc.

o (Ifresident grew up close to the lake, what was their interaction growing
up)

Do you have any other thoughts about anything we’ve talked about that you

would like to share?
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Appendix D: Interview Protocol for Resource Managers Who Live On-site

For state employees (rangers) working and living on the lake:
What I’m Doing:
e  Working on my doctoral dissertation in sociology, through USU
e D’m interested in how people feel about living very close to Great Salt Lake—
within a mile or a mile and Y2
e Information can benefit communities and counties, GSL resource managers,
and will add to what we know about the lake
e My research includes 3 parts: interviews w/ individuals, focus groups, & a
survey of about 150 people who live close to the lake in each of 3 counties:
Davis, Weber, and Box Elder

Confidentiality:

e [ won’tdo a direct attribution with your name—if I need to use a quote on a
specific point and needed to attribute it, the attribution would simply be “state
employee in GSL-related job”

e Ifthere’s some specific thing that is particularly sensitive that you really don’t
want me to attribute in that way, I need you to tell me

e Could I get you to read this informed consent form?

o (When done) Do you have any questions? Are you willing to sign your
consent?

Interview:
= General background: How long have you been with your organization?
e (Do you live here?) How long have you lived here on the lake?

=  What is your experience with living here? What has it been like for you?
* What would you say are the positives & negatives about living this close to the lake?

= Are there things about GSL that make you feel connected or not connected to the
lake?

= How connected would you say you feel to Great Salt Lake, and why?

= How connected would you say you feel to the place you live in general—for example,
the community, the geographic place, etc.—and why?

* [fyou have children, what is their interaction with the lake?
e For example, recreational, educational, informal exploration, etc.

= Have you had any interactions where residents who live near Great Salt Lake
shared their experiences about living where they live?

= What have you heard from, or about, those residents in terms of the positives and
negatives about living that close to the lake?

= Do you have a sense for why people choose to live close to the lake?
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Do you have a general sense of how much visitation/interaction you have from
people who live very close to the lake?

Do you have any other thoughts about anything we’ve talked about that you would
like to share?
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Appendix E: Focus Group Protocol

Protocol for Focus Groups

Use the following after explaining what I’'m doing, walking group members through the
informed consent, and getting signatures.

What I’m Doing:
e  Working on my doctoral dissertation in sociology, through USU
I’'m interested in how people feel about living very close to Great Salt Lake—
within a mile or a mile and -
e Information can benefit communities and counties, GSL resource managers,
and will add to what we know about the lake
e My research includes 3 parts: interviews w/ individuals, focus groups, & a

survey of about 150 people who live close to the lake in each of 3 counties:
Davis, Weber, and Box Elder

Intro: Thank you all for coming. The topic tonight is pretty general: what is it like living
close to the Great Salt Lake? We’re here to learn from the experts—you folks, who live
right next to the lake—so our goal tonight is to let you all do as much of the talking as
possible. We do have a few ground rules and suggestions to guide us all:
e Only one person should speak at a time
e Please don’t get into side conversations with the folks next to you
e We would like to see everyone participating, so it’s important for no one person
to dominate the conversation
e Part of our goal is to hear as many different perspectives as possible. If your
experience is a little different than what others are saying, that’s exactly what we
want to hear from you. Sometimes when someone brings up a different
perspective we find out that there are others who have experienced, felt or thought
very similar things
e If anyone notices the conversation getting off track, or folks who aren’t getting a
chance to say much, please speak up—feel free to help the group get back to the
goals

Exercise:
I’d like to start by asking each of you to take the paper in front of you and write down the
first word or phrase that comes to your mind when you think about living near the GSL.
e Next, on that same paper, would you take a couple of minutes and jot down some
notes about some experience you’ve had that is related to living close to the GSL?

Thanks! Now you get to share with each other. Let’s go around the circle--
e  Would each person tell us your name—first names are fine, just a little bit about
yourself, including how long you’ve lived near GSL?
e And then share your word with us, and briefly tell us the experience you wrote
about. (Go all the way around.)
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Living near the lake:
One thing that interests me is how you all decided to live where you live, close to the
lake.

What would you say are the positives and negatives about living this close to the lake?
Are there things about GSL that make you feel connected or not connected to the lake?
How connected would you say you feel to Great Salt Lake, and why?

How connected would you say you feel to the place you live in general—for example, the
community, the geographic place, etc.—and why?

How do you think others in your neighborhood feel about living this close to the lake?

Do you think attitudes and feelings have changed over the years? In what ways?

Experiences of children:
Can you tell us about your children’s interaction with the lake (e.g. recreational,
educational, informal exploration, etc.)?
e Some of you grew up here, close to the lake—what was your interaction with the
lake growing up?

The Future:
What do you think is important in terms of the future for this setting?
e  What’s your vision of how things should be?

Summary prioritizing:
There’s one other thing I’d like to have you do as a group before we wrap things up.

e With all the ground we’ve covered this evening, would you each tell us what
would be the one thing that’s most important to you personally about how you’re
connected to this place?

e We’re going to make a list of those things on the flip charts.

Thank you so much, the information you all shared will be very useful to our research.
We really appreciate your time and participation.

Questionnaires & Honorarium:
We do need you each to take two more minutes to fill out the little bit of information we
need, so we know what types of voices were represented today. (hand out g-aires)
e These short questionnaires are anonymous and confidential
e They will only be used so we can talk about the general characteristics of the
members of this focus group—
e E.g., I might say the group ranged in age from  to  , that the education level
ranged from  to , that the income ranged from  to  , and that
% drive more that 30 minutes to work.

When you finish your questionnaire, please put it in this manila envelope
e Then I’ll have you sign for the $20 honorarium. Thanks again!
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Protocol for Focus Group follow-up calls
One week after each focus group—call each focus group member and cover the
following:

e Thank them again for their participation and input into the focus group

e Ask if they had thought of anything else to add in the last week

e Ask if there was anything they didn’t get a chance to say at the focus group

meeting
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Appendix F: Focus Group Participant Information

Thank you for your help with our research project. To help us have some understanding
of the perspectives we’ve heard at this focus group meeting, would you please fill out the
questions below? Please check or fill in the blanks provided.

1. What is your sex?

___ Male
_ Female

2. What is your age?
3. How long have you lived in your current home?
years or months (if less than one year)

4. Do you belong to any organizations that are related to the Great Salt Lake? These
could include, for example:

e Recreation groups or organizations (that focus on activities like bird watching,
boating, waterfowl hunting, etc.)

e Groups dealing with conservation (such as Audubon Society or Nature
Conservancy)

e Education-oriented groups (such as Friends of Great Salt Lake)
Political advocacy groups (such as Utahns for the Legacy Parkway, Utahns for
Better Transportation, etc.)

e Organizations that support lake-related places, such as Friends of the Bear
River Refuge or Friends of Antelope Island

____No, I do not belong to any of these kinds of groups
____Yes, I belong to one or more of them (please the organizations):

5. What is the highest level of education you have completed?

____ Did not finish high school

___ Completed high school or GED
____Some college but no degree
__Associates degree or Vocational degree
___ College bachelor’s degree

___Some college graduate work
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__ Completed graduate degree (Masters or Ph.D.)

6. Which of the following BEST describes your current employment situation?

____ Employed for pay by a company/business
___ Self-employed

____Unemployed, but looking for work
____Unemployed, not looking for work

___ Retired

_ Homemaker

__ Student

___ Other (please specify):

7. Do you drive more than 30 minutes to your work?

Yes

No

8. Which of the following best describes your total household income before taxes in
2005?

____Under $20,000
~$20,000 to 39,999
_$40,000 to 59,999
~$60,000 to 79,999
~$80,000 to 99,999
~$100,000 to 149,999
____$150,000 or higher

Thanks for your help! We appreciate your cooperation.
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Appendix G: The Survey Questionnaire
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sunsets and the wildlife, about the bugs and the swaell, and ahout farely and cororomity history. We
hive heard frorn some people who feel wery connected to the lake, and frora others who don’t think
ghont it at all. We would like to know what wou thivd and how you feel dbout Indng close to the lake.
Thas project will help oy corraanity leaders, and regearchers studwing the lake, understand the
perspectives of people who are atnong those most affected by lake-related issues.

Wour household has heen selected for the survesy becanse it is within 1 % riles of the lake’s edge (the
boundary that appears on maps of the lake). & scientific saraple of residences has been selected from
those within that ares in Diends Conntyr and a sidlar avea in Weher Conntyr. Every household within that
area had an equal chance tobe included in the saraple. While oy participation is woluntary, if oy
results are to acenrately reflect the views of people who lve In your area, we need as many people as
possible to respond. To make sure that we hear from an even iz of men and wornety, and from older as
well as younger residents, we ask that this survey be corapleted brr the adult (1= or older) Iving n your
honsehold who has had the most recent birthday. The questionnaire may take sbont 20-25 ranutes to
cotplete.

Please answer each gquestion in the manver specified. If won wish to make additional commments, feel free
to nse any blank space or include a note along with the corapleted guestionraire. AN of ywour resporses
will rernain corapletely confidential Sothat the infonmation you provide cannot be identified with you
In any mannet, please do not put your naree on the questionnaire. The Utah State Unieersity Institutional
Bewriewr Board has approseed this study, and eertifies that it presents minimal risk to any patticipant.

When sou have finished answering all of the questions, please seal the questionmaire in the ervelope
provided. & meraber of our research tear will retum within 48 howrs to pick up the survey, ywou may
learee the cornpleted guestionraire on ywour outzide door knob in the plastic bag provaded. I o have
any questions, please feel free to call Carla Koons Trentelinan at 801-452-2152, or Professor Richard
Klranmich at (435)- 7971241 ¥ou raay ernal Ivls. Trentelrnan at (Carlakti@ec nsu edu). Thank you in
advance for sour helpl

Respecttlly,

I
Dr. Bichard 5. Krarmich Carla Foons Trentelrnan
Professor of Sociology Graduate Fesearch &ssistant
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Digar Weber County Resident,

The Instdute fior Social Science Fesearch on Matural Resowces at tah State Undrersity is conducting a
stucky on howr the Crreat. Salt Lake affects the people who Ive closest to it. We are interested in how people
feel abot being neighbors of the Cireat Salt Lake, and whether they are irvoleed in issues and actrvities
related to the lake. Other people who Inee near the Cizeat Salt Lake have told us about the sunsets and the
wildlife, about the bugs and the sinell and about fardly and corarouraty hastory. We have heard from
sorne people who feel very connected to the lake, and from others who don’t think about it at all. We
wodd like to krioow what wou thank and how o feel about Iiving close to the lake. This project will help
your corarnnity leaders, and mesearchers studying the lake, understand the perspectives of peopls who are
atnong those rost affected by lake-related issues.

Vor household has been selected for the survey becanse it is located within 1 mile of the lake’s high-
water lie (the taghest elevation the lake has reached). & scientific saraple of residences has been selected
fromm those within that aves in Weber County and a sivailar aves in Davis Connty. Every household within
that area had an equal chance to be ineluded in the savaple. While your participation is woluntary, if oo
regults are to accurately reflect the views of people who lnee n yor area, we need as many people as
possible to respond. To make sure that we hear from an even iz of ren and woreen, and from older as
well az younger residerds, we ask that this surves be corapleted by the adualt (12 or older) lvng n sour
honsehold who has kiad the miost recent bivthdayr. The questionnaire roay take shout 20-25 winates to
conplete.

Flease angwer each question in the marrer specified. If yon wish to make additional corarnents, feel free
to use arey blank space or inclode a note along with the corpleted questionpaive. L1 of wowr responses
will rernain corpletely confidential. So that the infonmvation ywon provide cannot be identified with you in

any mwannet, please do not put your narae on the questionnaire. The Ttah Sate Unreersity Irstdutional
Berview Board has approved thas study, and certifies that it presents ranimal risk to any participant.

When you have finished answering all of the questions, please seal the questionnaire in the ervelope
provided. & merrber of our research tearm will retuwrr within 42 hours to pick up the swsesy, wou may leave
the corpleted questionmaire on your outside door knob in the plastic bag prosided. If sou baee ancy
uestions, please feel free to call Carla Koons Trentelrnan at 801-458-2152, or Professor Richard Kranmich
at (435)-797-1241 . Yo roayy ernail Ivls. Trentelran at (Carlakbifce . usn edu).

Theard: wou in advance for sour help!
Respectfully,

|
Dir. Fachard 5. Erannich Carla Foons Trentelman

Professor of Sociolo gy Graduate Research Assistant
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LIVING NEAR THE GREAT SALT LAKE

The questions In this section deal with vour views gbont llving near the Great Sait Lake.

1} Can you see the lake from youwr property? (For example, from outside your house, or from any
wandowes inyour home.) Plegse check the one best answer.

O I can usually see the lake from my property

O I have seen the lake from my property sometimes, but the lake level has been too low to see it lately
O 1 only sewe the lake from my property during the high swster years in the lste 1930s

O I could see the lake from my property before, but now the view i blocked

O | ksve never seen the lake from my property

2} Below is a list of reasons people who live close to the Graat Salt Lakie have given Tor living
wihere they do. How mportant are these reasons to you? Plegse cixcle the number that best
Indicates how Important EACH of these regsons Is for vou, ob @ scgie fram ) (Extremely Unimportant)
to 7 (Extremely Irpartant). Circle NA IF the yegson does hot aoply to vou,

Heither ]
Reasonsfor Living YWhere You Do: Extrermely Import=nt naor Extrermely

Uni mportant Uni mportart Importart | HA

3. Family ar friends=hip ties 1 2 3 q g B T [F

b. sAffordability of the properby 1 2 3 4 5 = T M,

c. Personal recreation interests 1 2 3 4 = = ¥ M,

d. Matural beauty ofthe area 1 2 3 4 5 G 7 &,

e. lwartneed agricuttural land 1 2 3 4 5 G T M,

Rural atmosphere of the area 1 2 3 4 5 G T &,

g. The slow pace of life in the area 1 2 3 4 3 G 7 M,

h. W= a good place far children to grow up 1 2 3 ) 5 (5] E [,

i W=z cloge to my place of employmert 1 2 3 4 5 5] T &,

Easy access to roadsfhighweays for 1 2 3 4 5 B ri Il A

commuting

k. Easzy aceess to shopping, enterainment ar 1 2 3 4 5 5] T [ A,
other senrices

Aoiailability of housing 1 2 3 4 5 = T A&,

k. The dimate conditions in this area 1 2 3 4 5 G T Ma,

lwantto live close to the Great Sal Lake or 1 2 3 4 5 G 7 M,

its marshes, bays arwildlife refuges
m. Other (Fleaze explaind: 1 2 3 4 3 G 7 M,
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3} Doesthe Great Salt Lake, its islamds, bays or shore landls {inchuding refuges aml preserves),
hold any particular meaning for you?

O Ma

O Yes--—What does the Grea Salt Lake mean to you?

4y How didthe Great Salt Lake influence your decision to live here? Piease check the one
response that best describes your feelings and thowohts,

O 1would have preferred not to live near the lake.

O The lske was not an sttraction or & problem.

O The lake was one attraction smong others.

O Living this cloze to the lake wwas a main attraction.

5) Which of the following statements best describes how you feel about living close to the
Great Salt Lake 7 Please check the one response that best descrbes your feelings and thonghis,
O 1dont like living this close to the lske and would ke to relocate hecause of i
O | dont particulay like living near the lake, but | cantolerate it
O 1 dont feel strongly akout it, the [ake doesn't affect my staving or leaving.
O 1enjoy living near the lake, bt it's not very important to me.
O Living near the lske iz important to me.

&) What do vou like MOST about living near the Great Salt Lake 7

T) What do you like LEAST about living near the Great Sakt Lake ?
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People who live near the lake talk about a number of positive and negative aspects of living so

close to the Great Salt Lake. We would lke to get yvour mpression of these different aspects.

&} How miuch do these potentially POSITIVE aspects matter to you? Please cicle the namber
that best Indicates how Important EACH of these gapects Is for you, on g scale from 1 {Extremely
Unimportant) o 7 (Extremely important),

explain:

Neithier
Fossible Positives Aspects of Eztre mely Umi mportant nor Eztre mely
Liwing Meszr the Grest Salt. Lake: Uni rnportant Irnportant Importart | MA
. The view of the lake 1 2 3 4 ) B K &,
. Sunzets 1 2 3 4 = 5] i A,
. The birds associated with the lake 1 2 3 q g B 7 [,
. Presence of athar wildlife 1 2 3 4 5 G El P&,
. The lake at night: stars, the moon, 1 2 3 4 5 G 7 P&,
the dakness
The uniqueness of the Great Salt 1 2 3 4 5 [ 7 o,
Lake
. W= an "important lake” that's on all
the maps, making it e asy to tell 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 MA
people where you live
. Adivities around the |ake 1 2 3 4 5 G i A,
P asitive family memonies 1 2 3 4 5 G 7 M,
Fositive community memaries 1 2 3 4 5 ] 7 M2,
. The rich history conneded to the 1 2 3 4 5 G 7 P&,
|ake
. Theweatherpattarns ralated to the 1 2 3 4 5 5] i o,
| ake
. @ood zail far famming 1 2 3 4 5 G 7 P&,
. Other positive aspects (Pleaze 1 3 3 4 5 6 7 FIA,



9} How much do these potentially HEGATIVE aspects matter to you? Hegse ciicle the nimber
that best Indicates how Important EACH of these gapects Is for you, on g scale from 1 {Extremely
Unimpartant]) to 7 (Extremely Impartant).
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Heither |
Fos=sible Negetives Aspects of Eztre mely Umi mportant nor Eztre mely
Liwing Mesr the Grest Salt. Lake: Uni rnportart Irnportant Importart | MA

3. Bugs like mosquitoes, gnats, brine 1 2 3 4 5 E 7 A,
flies

b. The smell 1 2 3 4 5 G 7 P&,

c. Dust offthe lake bed 1 2 3 4 5 G 7 P&,

d. Damage from =alt and wind 1 2 3 4 5 G 7 P&,

&, Remoteness: distance from senices 1 2 3 4 5 =1 7 A,
and amenities

f. Lack of access to the lake itself 1 G I,

g. Mot enough to do related to the lake 1 P A,

h. Limitations due to it being a salt 1ake 1 &,
(no waterskiing, fishing, =tz)

i. Thewidely wvanying elevation of the 1 2 3 4 5 G 7 A,
lake waters

j. Saltin the =il 1 &,

k. Lake-related issues affecting the 1 2 3 4 5 [ F) [,
ability to develop land

I. Itis notreally lakefront propery 1 [,

m. Cthernegative aspects (Flease 1 A,
explain:

10} For approxmately how many vears of yvour Iife have yvou lived within a mile of two of the
Great Salt Lake ?
YESrs

11} Didd yvou grow up living this close to the Great Salt Lake (within a mile or two of the lake)?
Flegse check the ohe best response.

O Ma, | did nat live close to the Great Salt Lake until | was an adutt

O Ilived close to the lake during some of my grovding up years, but for less than 2 years between
age ¥ and age 17

O Ilived close to the lake for &t lesst 2 vears between age 7 and age 17
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INVOLVEMENT WITH THE GREAT SALT LAKE

The questions In tis section ask about vaur activities and uses invalving the Great Sait Lake.

12) Have you ever visited the Great Salt Lake, its islands, bavs of shore lands {(inchuding
refuges aml preserves)?

O ves

O MWa----- (Plegse skip to guestion 16 an page 6]

13) Have you ever visited the following sikes on or arourd the Great Salt Lake ?
Plegse ciele No or Yes for each.

For egch site vol have visited, please glso check the box indicating haw ofteh vau have visited in the
last 3 vears (Not within the Jast 3 vears, 1-3 Umes, 49 Hmes, or 10 o more mes).

Hawe You EVER Na i sits Ouring the Past 3 Years:
wisited this inLlastz| 1% 43 10 or More
Flace: Sita? Years Times Times Times
. Bear RiverMigratony Bird Refuge ki Yen —* (m] 0o O 0
. Wvillard. Bay. State Fark P Yes — O O O O
. Dgden Bay Waterford banagement o o — 0 0 O O
Area
. Antelops, State Fark i Yes —= O O O O
. Breat SaltLake Shorelands o ey —* O O O O
Fresenre
i. Farmingten Bay virate ol Mo YWes —* O O O O
hanagement Area
. SaltaivSaltair Beach Mo Yes —* a a W] (|
. Great Salt Lake State Pak Mo Yes —* O (M | O O
. Great SaltLakes Marina lu] Yes T O O O a
. Stanshury.|sland Mo YWes T (] O O O
. Spiral Jetty (] YWes ¥ (] O O O
. Other(please specify: Mo Yes T * O O O O

Examples of other places on o around the Great Salt Lake:

Gilmore Wildlite Sanctuary; Hog-up Cave; Willard Bay Upland Game Management &res; or other
Wigterfowl Management Areas such as Harold =. Crane, Howard Slough, Locomotive Springs,
Public Shoating Grounds, or Timpie Springs
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14} Approximately when was your first visit to the Great Salt Lake, its islands, bays of shore
lands {including refuges and preserves)? Plegse check the one best response.

O | kave never visited the Great Sat Lake, its islandz, bays or shore lands

(Plegse shin to guestion 16)

O | have visited, but | don't recall when the first time was
O by first visit wess within the last 12 morths
O My first visit was more than a year ago

it waz about

Wears ago

15) Have yvou ever used the Great Salt Lake and its related areas (islands, bays, shore lands,

refuges aml preserves) for the following recreation activities 7

Plegse cicle Na ar Yes for egch.

For egch recreation acthaly voo have participgted In, please giso check the box indicaling how

aften ol have done that activity at the Great Salt Lake In the Jast 3 years.

Hzwe You EVER

Ouring the Past 32 Years:

Oone This Activity at | Mot in last 1-3 4.9 10 or hMare
Recrestion Activity: the Grest.Salt. Lake? 2= Times Times Times
3. Hunting Mo YES — a a a a
b. Birdwatching Mo Yez —= O O | O
c. Wildlife wiswing Mo ez —= a a O a
d. Fhotography Mo ez —* O o O O
e. Hiking Mo ez —* a a a a
f. Bicyding Mo ez —= O a O [l
g. Horsebadk riding Mo Ve —* a O O a
h. Car rides far leisure Mo Yoz —* a O O O
i. Off-RoadWehide use Mo ez —* a a a a
i- Sailing Mo Yes —* O O (1] (1]
k. Otheri(pleaze spedfy): Mo ez —* a a a O

1¢) Have you ever atended any of the following events? Flease check Yes or No fareach.

a. Afestival or ewentthat focused on the Great Salt Lake or related issues™

b. Amy kind of fieldtrip to the lake or related areas™

. Aoodshop aboutthe Great SaltlLake or related areas?

d. Public meetings or open houses concerning the lake or itz environs?

&, Hawe ywou aver wolunteered for any Great Salt Lake-related eventfa ctivity™

0 ves
0 ves
0 ves
0 ves
0 ves

0 Ma
0 Ma
0 Ma
O Mo
0 Mo



1T} Are yvou a member of any of the following groups of ofganizations?
Figgse check Yes or No far each.

4. A private dudk club O ves O Mo
b. Ducks Unlimited O ves O mo
c. Audubon Sodety O ves O Mo
d. The Hature Conzervancy of Utah O ves O Mo
e. Friends of Great Salt Lake O ves O mo
f. Otherlake-related group (please specfy): O ves O Mo

ISSUES RELATED TO THE GREAT SALT LAKE

The questions [n this section are ghont curent issues reigted to the Freat Salt Lake.

18) What do you consiler to be the single MOST IMPORTANT CURRENT ISSUE
related to the Great Salt Lake ?

O I don't knowe of any important current issues relsted to the Grest. Salt Lake.

19) Which of the following have affected your mgressions about the Great Salt Lake ?

Fleaze check Yes (g ot or g Mittlel ar No for each.
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‘ez, a3 Lot ‘Ye=s, = Little Mo
a. My ovwn experience with the lake O O (|
b. My family's experience with the lake a O O
c. Group experiences with the lake O a a
d. Vhat familvifriends say about the lake a (| O
e What | zee on TV, or read about the lake in a a O
nesvspapers, magazines, and books
f. What I've learned about the lake in school a (| O
classes and field trips
g.What I"ve learned about the lake in educational a a O
waarkshops and lectures
h. Pubklic government oF agency meetings where a a O
lake-related izsues have been discussed
i. Other (please specifyl (| (| O



20} The following statements have all been said by different people n northern Iah
about the Great Salt Lake. Using g scale frorm | (Strongly Disagree) to 7 (Strongly Agree),
please circle the number that best indicates how you world rate your Jevel of disagreement oF

agreament with each of the sigtements below.

Alzo plegse tell ns whether van have hegrd egch of these things gbout the Great Sakt . Lake by

clieling Yes oF No gt the vioht side of the page,
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Meither
Stromgly Agres nor Stromgly | Haiwe He=rd
Disagres Disagre= Agres Thi=s

The Great Saltlake is a valuable resource. 1 a 4 7 Yas Mo
Too much land around the lake is used for

a0 nse neation, 1 3 4 T Yes | Mo
More should be done to proted the lake and

wetlands. F 1 3 4 T Yes | Mo
hore should be done to control flooding of the

lake in highwater years. 1 3 4 v ez | Mo
The izreat SaltLake iz a dead lake. 1 3 q 7 Ve Ma
The lake is an important attragtion for towism. | 1 3 4 7 Yes Mo
Bird watching around the lake is important to

the econamy in this area. 1 3 4 b Yes Mo
The Zreat Zalt Lake is too smelly to spend

much time thers. 1 3 4 ¥ Yes | Mo
Feople make too much fuss owver the welands

of the Great SaltLake. 1 34 7 ves | Mo
The GreatSaltLake is animportant part of a

beautiful landscape. 1 3| 4 7 ez | Mo
“ou cannotthink about the Great Saltlake

withoutthinking abautthe bugs. 1 34 7 Yes | Mo
hare land dose tothe |ake should be apaned

up to development. 1 3 4 7 Y¥es | Mo
Conzeninguwetands is less importantthan

deweloping needed raads. 1 3 4 b Yes Mo
The zreat Salt Lake adds to this area's

ecanamichealth. 1 3 4 ¥ Yes | Mo
iater that feeds the reat SaltLake should

1 3 4 7 Wes | Mo

be diverted for mare productive use.




CONNECTIONS TO THE GREAT SALT LAKE
The next set of guestions asks about vour feelings about the Great Salt Lake.

1) The reat Salt Lake amdd its related areas (islands, bays, shore lands, refuges amnd
preserves) may lkead to different feelings for different people. Using & scale of 1 (Strongly
Dizagree) to 7 (Strongly Agree), please cicle the number that best Indicates how vou would rate
vour fevel of disagresment or agreement with each of the statements below. “The Freat Salt.
Lake” vefers to its related areas as well.
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Meither
Strongly Agree nor Strangly
Feelings about the Grest. Salt. Lake: Disagres Disagres Agree

Few paople know the zre at Sak Lakee like 1 da 1 2 3 4 T
The Great Salt Lake is important to me, whether 1 2 A 4 5 E 7
or not luse it

I feell can really be myself atthe lake 1

| have spent more tme atthe Great Sat Lake 1

than most people

| feel like the GraatSaltlLake is a patafme 1 2 3 4 5 [ T
I would preferto spend more ime at the Great 1 T
Salt Lake if | could

The zreat Saltlake is the best place to do 1 2 3 4 g & 7
things | enjoy

The lake is imporantin protecting the 1 2 3 4 =1 E ¥
surrounding landscape from dewelopment

The lake is like home ta me 1 2 3 4 5 o] 7
The &reat SaltLake must be taken care of, so

thatwe can pass it along to future generations 1 2 3 4 3 & T
for their enjoyment
When | am at the lake others see me the way | 1 2 3 4 5 B T
ruant them to zee me

The Great SaltLake is important in providing 1 2 3 4 5 [ 7
hiabitat for wildlife

I really misz the Great Salt Lake when | am 1 2 3 4 5 o] T
auay from ittoo long

I am werny attached to the freat SaltLake 1 2 3 4 5 (o] 7
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22) The Great Salt Lake amd its related areas (islands, bays, shore lands, refuges amd
preserves ) may play many differemt roles for people’s families and communities, including
economic ties for some. Using g scale of 1 (Strangly Disagree) to 7 (Strongly Agree), please
chicle the nhmber that bestindicates how yol wolld rate voor level of disagrecment oF agreerment
with each of the statements below. "The Great Salt Lake" refers to its refated areas as well

Meither
Family, Community, and Economic Ties ta Strongly Agrees nor Strongly

the Great. Salt. Lake: Disagres Disagres Agrees
by income orlivelihood depends onthe Great Salt Lake 1 2 3 4 5 5] T
b any important family memories are tied to the |ake 1 z2 3 4 5 G 7
My family's income ar livelihood depends an the lake 1 2 3 4 5 (5] 7
The reat Saltlake is a special place for my famiky 1 2 3 4 5 E T
The reat Saltlake iesthe genaations of my family together 1 2 3 4 g B T
| feel 3 sense of pride in my heritage related to the lake 1 2 3 4 5 (=] 7
by community's histony iz strongly ied to the Great Salt Lake 1 2 K] 4 5 =] 7
The lake represents a way of life in my community 1 2 3 4 5 5] 7
This lake has helped put my community on the map 1 2 3 4 5 G T
by community’s ecanomy depends on the Sreat.Salt Lake 1 2 3 4 5 G 7
Thiz lake contibutes to the character of my community 1 z2 3 4 5 5] T
Marthern Utak's aconomy depends on the Great SaltLake 1 2 K] 4 5 (=] v

23) Special Great Salt Lake Places: People often develop strong feelings abowt certain places
that have special meaning and importance to them, Sometimes these gre areas where 8 person
has spent time doing enfovable activiies. For others, such places have speclal meaning because of
the scenery, Wstoncal oF cotuval importance, econoroke Importance, or other personad! Feadsons.,

When youthink about the Great Salt Lakie, ks islands, bays or shore lamds {includng refuges and
preserves), are there any special places that have personal meaning and mportance to you?

O Mo——(Please skip to question 24 an pane 11)

O ¥es--— Beiow, piease tell s about 3 Great Salt Lake place that is special for vou.

SPECIAL PLACE:
Mame and location:

Things you do there:

Reazons this area has special meaning:

10
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BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS
Finally, we heed to 35k 2 few questions about you and your background. These guestions gliow us to
compare the views of people who have simiiar ahd different characteristios. s with il other Fesponses,
your answers to these questions will remalin sthctly confidential and will be nsed for gronp analysis only.

24) Please give usthe name of the comimunity you live in—nio matter if i is ncomporated or
unine orporated.

[Community]

25) For roughly how many years of your life have vou lived inthe Wasatch Front area, the area
between Provo and Brigham City?
YEArS

26) As an aduk, have you ever lived outside of Itah for longer thantwo vears ?
0 ves O ko

2T Which of the following best describes the ownership of vour homelamd? Plegze check the ane
best response.

O Cwwn homedand (mortgage, cortract or cwn outright]

O Rerting or lessing

O cther (please specify): |

28) Which of the following best describes the size of the parcel of land vour house is located on?
Flegse check the one best response.

| live in & multi-family dwelling or other type of home with no land

AN acre ar less

hore than 1 acre bt not more than 5 acres

Between 5 and 10 acres

Between 10 and 20 acres

More than 20 acres

[ o I |

29) Which of the following livestock do people have on ther property in yvour immeddiate area
{within a 5 minute walk from yowr house)? Piegse check Yes or No foreach.

. Horses O ves O ki
k. Cowvs O ves O ki
. Sheep of gosts O ves O Mo
d. Chickens O ves O ki

11



30y Do any of the following land uses occur in your mmediate area (within a 5 minute walk from

vour house)? FPlegse check Yes or No far each.

a. Crop figlds O ves
b. Grazing land ar pasture O ves
c. Wildlife refuges or waterfowd management areas O ves
d. Cther open or undeveloped land (not used for O ves

agricutture, wildlife refuges or parks)

31) Has the property you live on, of other property very near by, been in your family for more than

one generaion ?

O Mo-----(Piease skip to guestion 32)
O Yes--—--- a. Do you know howmany generations?
O o

O Y¥es--—How many generations ? generations

O Ma
O Ma
O Ma
O Ma

b. Since roughly what year? Please check the one best response.

O Since before 1900
0O Betvween 1900 and 1339
O Betwesn 1940 and 1930

O Moare than one generation, but within the last 25 years

O I'm nct sure of the time frame
C. Whiy did yvour family settle on this property?

32y What is your age? vears old

33) Are you? O Female O Male
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34) What is your cument marital status ¥ Plegse check the one that best deascribes your cirrent sitwation.

O Married

O Unmarried, living with a partner
0 widowed

O Separated

O Divorced

O Mever married

12
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35} Do you have any children living at home with you ?

O ves O me

36) Do yvou have any children living outside yvour home bt in your community ¥

O ves O mo

37) What is the highest level of education you have completed? Please check the one best response.

O Did not finish high school

O Completed high schoaol or GED

O Some college but no degree

O “Yocational or associates degree

O College bachelor's degree

O Some graduate wark

O Completed graduste degree (Masters or Ph.D.

38) What, if any, is your religious affiliation? Piease check the ane best response.

Catholic

Protestant

LD=

Other (please specify):
Mone

39) On average, abont how many houwrs do you ordinarily spend per month attending religious
services o taking part in other religiony elated activities ? Piease check the ohe best response.

d

Mare than 10 hours per month

O 510 howrs per month
O 1-4 hours per month
O Less than one hour per month

d

Mot applicable

40} Which one of the following BEST describes your aument emploviment skuation? Plegse check the
ane best response,

[ s s [ o o |

Employed for pay by a company, business, agency, or the government
Self-employed

Hamemaker

Unemploved, but looking for wark

Uremployved, not looking for wark

Retired

Cther (please specify));

13
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) Do you drive more than 30 mimntes to your place of employment ?
O ves O Mo O kot applicable

42} Has any pertion of your household income ever come from a Great Salt Lake related activity or
industry?

O ko—(Pease skip to question 43)

O ves--—a. What activity or industry?

b. Is a portien of your income curently coming from this activityindustry ?

O ves O Mo

. For abowt how many vears have you, of dil you in the past, eam income fromthis
activityindustry ?
__[years)

43} Does any o your family income come from faming agriculture 2
O ves O Ma
I

44 Which one of the following best describes your pretax annual household income for 2006 7
Flegase check the one best response,

Less than $15,000
$15,000 o 24,939
F25 00010 §354 9939
F35 00010 $49 9939
$50,000 o 74,999
F7o 00010 §99 999
$100,000 ta $143,993
$150,000 ar more

OOOoO0OoO0OOnO

Thank you for your frefp! R is greally appreciated!

Plaase fool froe to use tie blank page folfowing, 35 woll as any additonal space in this
guestionnaire, or 3 separate fatterto telf ug any addiionay information you wollid Bke to share
about Fving pear the roat Sant fake or aything olse refxted to guestions ol the cuestionnaire.
Your confidential input is very valuable to this study.

14
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Appendix H: Permission Letter

L »
Eﬂﬂaﬂlemﬂ] L Carla Trentelman <carla.k.t@aggiemail.usu.edu>

RE: use of a map in a dissertation

2 messages

Peter Lewis <pglewis@amergeog.org> Fri, Jan 18, 2008 at 8:20 AM
Reply-To: pglewis@amergeog.org
To: carla.k.t@aggiemail.usu.edu

Dear Carla Kooms Trentelman, Yes, you have the permission of the AGS to use the map
detailed below. Please give credit to both the Geographical review and the American
Geographical Society where appropriate. Best of luck with your dissertation, Peter Lewis,
Permissions Editor, AGS

From: Carla Trentelman [mailto:carla.k.t@aggiemail.usu.edu]
Sent: Wednesday, January 16, 2008 11:35 AM

To: ags@amergeog.org

Subject: use of a map in a dissertation

AGS folks--

I am writing to request permission to use a map that ran in one of your articles in my
doctoral dissertation in sociology.

My name: Carla Koons Trentelman

My email address: Carla.K. T@aggiemail.usu.edu

My phone: 801-458-2152
Address: 3556 Fowler Ave., Ogden, UT 84403-1123
The map is fig. 1, "Utah's Great Salt and Environs," p. 74, in Bedford, D. 2005.

"Utah's Great Salt Lake: A Complex Environmental-Societal System," Vol. 95, issue
L, pp. 73-96.


mailto:carla.k.t@aggiemail.usu.edu
mailto:ags@amergeog.org
mailto:Carla.K.T@aggiemail.usu.edu
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Please let me know if there is any other information you need. Thank you for your
assistance.

--Carla Koons Trentelman

Carla Koons Trentelman

Doctoral Candidate

Utah State University

Dept. of Sociology, Social Work and Anthropology
0730 Old Main Hill

Logan, UT 84322-0730

cell: 801-458-2152
Carla.K. T@aggiemail.usu.edu



mailto:Carla.K.T@aggiemail.usu.edu
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CARLA KOONS TRENTELMAN
Department of Sociology and Anthropology
Weber State University
Ogden, Utah 84408-1208
Office: 801-626-6575 Cell: 801-458-2152
carlatrentelman@weber.edu

EDUCATION

2009  Ph.D. Sociology, Utah State University.
Dissertation Title: “Big, smelly, salty lake that I call home”: Sense of place
with a mixed amenity setting.
Committee: Richard S. Krannich (Chair), Mark Brunson, Douglas Jackson-
Smith, Sandy Marquart-Pyatt, Peggy Petrzelka

2004 M.S. in Sociology, Utah State University.
Thesis: Voice in communities: The importance of feeling heard.

1982  B.G.S. in Sociology, Social Work and Political Science, Weber State College.
Summa cum laude.

TEACHING AND RESEARCH AREAS

My interests and foci have included environmental and natural resource sociology,
community sociology, rural sociology, research methods, sociological theory, and
introductory courses. I have a number of other sociological interests and look forward to
broadening my experience base.

TEACHING EXPERIENCE

Fulltime Instructor, contract, 2008 to present; Adjunct Professor, 2005-2008
Department of Sociology and Anthropology, Weber State University, Ogden, UT

SOC 1010: Introduction to Sociology

SOC 1020: Social Problems

SOC 3030: Sociological Theory — Classical

SOC 3110: Sociology of Family

SOC 3130: Sociology of Gender

SOC 3260: Juvenile Delinquency

SOC 3660: Sociological Research

Graduate Instructor, 2004-2006
Department of Sociology, Social Work & Anthropology, Utah State University, Logan, UT
SOC 1010: Introduction to Sociology
SOC 1020: Social Problems
SOC 3110: Methods of Social Research
SOC 4620: Sociology of the Environment and Natural Resources
SOC 5100: Interpreting Research


mailto:carlatrentelman@weber.edu
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TEACHING EXPERIENCE (continued)

Social Work Instructor, 1998-2002
Alcohol and Drug Abuse Treatment Training Program, Graduate School of Social Work,
University of Utah, Salt Lake City, UT

SW 5702, SW 6802: Alcohol and Drug Abuse: Professional Development

PEER REVIEWED PUBLICATIONS

2009  Carla Koons Trentelman. “Place Attachment and Community Attachment: A
Primer Grounded in the Lived Experience of a Community Sociologist.”
Society and Natural Resources. 22(3):191-210.

2005  Peggy Petrzelka, Richard S. Krannich, Joan M. Brehm and Carla Koons
Trentelman. “Community Well-Being, Rural Tourism and Gendered
Nuances.” Annals of Tourism Research, 32(4):1121-1137.

2004  A.E. Luloff, Richard S. Krannich, Gene L. Theodori, Carla Koons Trentelman,
and Tracy Williams. “The Use of Community in Natural Resource
Management.” Pp. 249-59 in ISSRM Past and Future: A Summary of
Knowledge, edited by M. Manfredo, J.J. Vaske, D. Field, P. Brown and B.L.
Bruyere. Jefferson, MO: Modern Litho.

Papers in Progress
Carla Koons Trentelman. “Field Theory in the Social Sciences: Bourdieu and Wilkinson
as Distant Cousins.”

Carla Koons Trentelman. “Voices in Communities: The Relationship between Perception
of Voice and Community Action.”

Reports to Research Sponsors (non-peer reviewed)

2009  Carla Koons Trentelman. “‘Big, Smelly, Salty Lake that I Call Home’: Sense of
Place with a Mixed Amenity Setting.” Endowment Report, 7he Rural
Sociologist, 29(1):30-31.

2007  Carla Koons Trentelman. “Place Attachment Among Neighbors of Great Salt
Lake and Its Environs: Report on Research Funded by the Doyle Stephens
Memorial Scholarship for 2005.” Friends of Great Salt Lake, Living with
Great Salt Lake webpage. (http://www.fogsl.org/images/stories/living-
carlakoonstrentelman.pdf).

2006 Carla Koons Trentelman. “Place Attachment among Neighbors of Great Salt
Lake and Its Environs.” Friends of Great Salt Lake, 13(1-Fall):10-11.

RESEARCH PRESENTATIONS AT PROFESSIONAL MEETINGS

2009  Carla Koons Trentelman. “What do the Neighbors Think? Views and Concerns
of Residents Living Near Great Salt Lake.” Annual Conference, Utah
Academy of Sciences, Arts & Letters, April 10, Provo, Utah.
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RESEARCH PRESENTATIONS (continued)

2008  Carla Koons Trentelman. “Birds and Beauty or Bugs and Stink—What Do the
Neighbors Think?: Sense of a Mixed Amenity Place.” International
Symposium on Society and Resource Management, June 13, Burlington,
Vermont.

2008  Carla Koons Trentelman. “Residents’ Relationships with a Saline Lake: The
Effects of Physical Traits.” International Conference on Salt Lake Research
& 2008 FRIENDS of Great Salt Lake Issues Forum, May 16, Salt Lake City,
Utah.

2007  Carla Koons Trentelman. “Powerful Illustrations: ‘Libby, Montana.’” Teaching
about Society, Natural Resources, and Environment: A Participatory
Workshop, International Symposium on Society and Resource Management,
Park City, Utah.

2006  Carla Koons Trentelman. “Disentangling Multi-stranded Place Attachment to a
Complex Landscape.” Rural Sociological Society, Louisville, Kentucky.

2006  Carla Koons Trentelman. “The Big, Salty, Buggy, Stinky Great Salt Lake:
Attachment to a Mixed Amenity Place.” International Symposium on Society
and Resource Management, Vancouver, British Columbia.

2005  Carla Koons Trentelman, Peggy Petrzelka, Richard S. Krannich, and Joan M.
Brehm. “Voices in Communities: The Relationship between Perception of
Voice and Community Action.” Rural Sociological Society, Tampa, Florida.

2003  Carla Koons Trentelman. “Voice and Community Well-being: Crying in the
Wilderness or a Force to be Reckoned With?” Rural Sociological Society,
Montreal, Quebec.

2003 Carla Koons Trentelman. “The Inherent Contradiction: Treatment for Women
Substance Abusers as a ‘Special Population.”” Western Social Sciences
Association, Las Vegas, Nevada.

2002  Petrzelka, Peggy, Richard S. Krannich, Joan Brehm and Carla Koons
Trentelman. "Rural Tourism--Community Characteristics of Opponents and
Proponents." Presented by P. Petrzelka, Rural Sociological Society, Chicago,
[linois.

Invited Presentations

2008 Carla Koons Trentelman. “Views and Concerns of Residents Living near Great
Salt Lake.” Great Salt Lake Advisory Council, Salt Lake City, Utah.
November 20.

2007 Carla Koons Trentelman. “Sense of Place among Neighbors of Great Salt
Lake.” Volunteer Naturalist Training on Human Interactions with Great Salt
Lake, Farmington Bay Waterfowl Management Area, Utah.
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RESEARCH PRESENTATIONS (continued)

Campus Lectures and Presentations

2008  Carla Koons Trentelman. “Birds and Beauty or Bugs and Stink—What Do the
Neighbors Think?: Sense of a Mixed Amenity Place—Updated and
Expanded.” One of Utah's Seven Wonders, The Great Salt Lake, Honors
3900, Weber State University. November.

2007  Carla Koons Trentelman. “(Very) Preliminary Finding on Sense of Place Among
Neighbors of Great Salt Lake.” Teaching and Learning Forum, Weber State
University. October.

2007  Carla Koons Trentelman. “The Big, Salty, Buggy, Stinky Great Salt Lake: Sense
of Place and Attachment to a Mixed Amenity Place.” Teaching and Learning
Forum, Weber State University. March.

Panel Organizer/Co-Chair
2007  “Voices from the Future: Constructing a New Rural Sociological Society for the
21% Century.” Rural Sociological Society, Santa Clara, California. August 5.

PROFESSIONAL PRESENTATIONS

2003 Carla Koons Trentelman. “Domestic Violence and Substance Abuse.” Annual
Utah Domestic Violence Shelter Conference, Moab, Utah.

2002 Carla Koons Trentelman. “Women’s Issues in Residential Treatment.”
University of Utah School on Alcoholism and Other Drug Dependencies, Salt
Lake City, Utah

2002 Carla Koons Trentelman. “The Evolution of Women’s Treatment...It’s a New
Era.” University of Utah School on Alcoholism and Other Drug
Dependencies, Salt Lake City, Utah.

2001 Carla Koons Trentelman. “All I Really Need to Know I Learned From
Addictions Counseling.” State Substance Abuse Fall Conference, Sandy,
Utah.

1999 Carla Koons Trentelman. “I Know Where I Begin and End, But How Do I Keep
‘Em Out?: Professional Boundaries.” Division of Youth Corrections
Detention Conference, Park City, UT.

1999 Carla Koons Trentelman. “Help Mr. Wizard, I Don’t Want to be a Supervisor:
Personal Burn-out.” State Substance Abuse Fall Conference, Ogden, Utah.

1999 Carla Koons Trentelman. “Reinventing Empowerment: Healing in the Gray.”
University of Utah School on Alcoholism and Other Drug Dependencies, Salt
Lake City, Utah.

1999  Carla Koons Trentelman. “Women in Treatment: What We’ve Learned.” Weber
State University/Dayspring Annual Conference on Addictions, Ogden, Utah.
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PROFESSIONAL PRESENTATIONS (continued)

1996 Carla Koons Trentelman. “What Do I Do If They’re Using Drugs? An
Overview for Working with Substance Abusers and Treatment.” Annual
Utah Child Welfare Institute, Park City, Utah.

1995 Carla Koons Trentelman and Karen St. Peter. “Working with Lesbian and
Bisexual Women in Treatment.” State Substance Abuse Fall Conference,
Park City, Utah.

1995 Carla Koons Trentelman. “Use, Abuse, and Chemical Dependency.” State
Learning Disabilities Conference, Park City, Utah.

RESEARCH/RESEARCH ASSISTANT EXPERIENCE

2007-2008 Dissertation Research, quantitative survey on Sense of Place among
Neighbors of Great Salt Lake and Its Environs; Utah State University

2005-2008 Dissertation Research, qualitative study of Dimensions of Place

Attachment among Neighbors of Great Salt Lake and Its Environs; Utah
State University

2005 Co-Primary Investigator, survey research for Ogden City, exploring
resident attitudes and concerns regarding strengths and weaknesses of
inner city study area for Weed and Seed Program; Weber State
University

2002-2003 Research Assistant, Agricultural Experiment Station, Utah State University

2002 Research Assistant, Field work for study on Family, Work and Community
in Utah, Sociology Department, Utah State University

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE
2002-2005  Assistant Editor, Society and Natural Resources, Utah State University

2000-2001  Program Coordinator, Adult Substance Abuse Residential Treatment
Programs, Davis Behavioral Health, Layton, Utah

1990-2001  Program Supervisor, Women’s Recovery Center; Lead Counselor for
Women’s Services; Davis Behavioral Health, Clearfield, Utah

1986-1990  Adolescent Counselor, McKay-Dee Hospital Dayspring, Ogden, Utah
1983-1986  Associate Counselor, St. Benedicts ADAPT Center, Roy, Utah

1979-1980  Volunteer Coordinator; Counseling, YWCA/Women’s Crisis Center,
Ogden, Utah
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AWARDS AND HONORS

2006-2007  Dissertation Research Award, Rural Sociological Society

2006 School of Graduate Studies Dissertation Fellowship, Utah State University
2006 Departmental nominee for Sociology, Social Work and Anthropology,

Graduate Instructor of the Year for the College of Humanities, Arts and
Social Sciences, Utah State University

2005 Community Interest Group Graduate Student Paper Award, Rural
Sociological Society. “Voices in Communities: The Relationship
between Perception of Voice and Community Action.”

2005 Edward Moe Scholarship, Department of Sociology, Social Work and
Anthropology, Utah State University

2005 Doyle Stephens Memorial Scholarship, Friends of Great Salt Lake, Salt
Lake City, Utah

2004 Departmental nominee for Sociology, Social Work and Anthropology,

Research Assistant of the Year for the College of Humanities, Arts and
Social Sciences, Utah State University

2003 Honorable Mention, National Science Foundation Graduate Research
Fellowship Program

2002 Seely-Hinckley Scholarship, Utah State University

2001 Research Vice President's Fellowship, Utah State University

2001 Utah State Fall Conference on Substance Abuse Award

1996 Outstanding Special Program Employee, Davis Behavioral Health

ACADEMIC AND OTHER PROFESSIONAL SERVICE ACTIVITIES

Departmental Service
2008-2009  Co-advisor, Sociology Club and AKD, Department of Sociology and
Anthropology, Weber State University

2008-2009  Faculty & staff development committee and social events committee,
Department of Sociology and Anthropology, Weber State University

2006-2008  Adjunct faculty member, Faculty and Staff Development Committee,
Department of Sociology and Anthropology, Weber State University

Other Academic and Professional Service

2009 Reviewer, Society and Natural Resources.

2008 Local Organizing Committee for the 10" International Conference of Salt
Lake Research, International Society of Salt Lake Research.

2004-2005  Alternate Representative for College of Humanities, Arts and Social
Sciences, Graduate Student Senate, Utah State University
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SERVICE ACTIVITIES (continued)

Other Academic and Professional Service (continued)

2002-2004  Alternate Representative for Sociology, Graduate Student Senate, Utah
State University

1995-2000 Community Liaison, Executive Council for Women’s Studies, Weber State
University, Utah

Substance Abuse Treatment Profession

2001-2004 Member, Advisory Council for Women’s Issues Section, University of
Utah School on Alcoholism and Other Drug Dependencies

1991-2001 Member, Planning Committee for annual Utah State Substance Abuse Fall
Conference; Chair or Co-chair of Treatment Track for five years

1991-1998 Member, officer, Utah Association of Alcohol and Drug Program Providers
Women’s Services Committee

1990-1992  Chairperson, Oral Examination Evaluators, Utah Association of
Alcoholism & Drug Abuse Counselors

1989-1993 Member, Credentialing Committee, Utah Association of Alcoholism &
Drug Abuse Counselors

1988-1990  Oral Examination Evaluator, Utah Association of Alcoholism & Drug
Abuse Counselors

1985-2001 Trainer, educator, inservice presenter, guest speaker on substance abuse
issues for university social work, sociology, and rehabilitation classes,
elementary and secondary schools, public agencies, church groups, etc.

PROFESSIONAL ASSOCIATIONS

International Association for Society and Natural Resources
e Member, Graduate Forum Planning Committee for 2007 Symposium,
International Symposium on Society and Resource Management; 2006-2007
e Member, Symposium Planning Committee for 2007 Symposium, International
Symposium on Society and Resource Management; 2005-2007
e Member, Publications Committee; 2004-2006

Rural Sociological Society
e Graduate Student Representative, 75™ Anniversary Committee; 2006-2009

(appointed). Will serve another 3 year term as a professional member beginning
August 2009.

e (Graduate Student Representative, Endowment Committee; 2006-2007 (appointed)
e (Graduate Student Representative, Nominations Committee; 2005-2006 (elected)

Great Salt Lake Interest Group, Weber State University



