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Abstract

Place attachment contributes to urban resilience, identity, and well-being by fostering a
sense of belonging and emotional connection to place. In contexts of urban transformation
and socio-spatial inequality, understanding its determinants is essential for improving
urban livability and inclusive urban environments. This study examines how women’s
place attachment is influenced by individual, social, and built-environment factors in
middle-income central and peri-central neighborhoods of Santiago, Chile. A key con-
tribution is the inclusion of personal values in explaining place attachment, extending
previous socio-spatial research. Data were collected through simple random sampling from
586 women residing in six middle-income neighborhoods of Santiago. Structural equation
modeling was applied to analyze relationships between individual characteristics, per-
sonal values, social cohesion, accessibility, and subjective and objective built-environment
conditions. Results show that working outside the home, length of residence, personal
values, social cohesion, accessibility, aesthetic quality, and perceived comfort and insecurity
significantly influence women'’s place attachment. Built-environment characteristics related
to accessibility and comfort emerge as key mechanisms shaping emotional attachment to
urban neighborhoods. Findings highlight the importance of improving accessibility while
maintaining neighborhood residential structure in middle-income areas undergoing urban
transformation. Overall, the study provides empirical evidence on socio-spatial processes
shaping women’s place attachment and contributes to understanding spatial equity, urban
well-being, and inclusive urban environments in a Latin American metropolis.

Keywords: place attachment; women; personal values; lifestyle; built environment;
social cohesion

1. Introduction

According to Comstock et al. [1], place attachment is a social-psychological process
describing individuals” emotional bonds with their social and physical environments. It
contributes to resilience, well-being, and identity by fostering stability, belonging, and place-
based meaning [2,3]. Beyond its physical dimension, place attachment reflects the emotional
and symbolic meanings embedded in urban spaces, shaping community engagement,
mental health, and self-concept.

Place attachment is influenced by a combination of individual, social, and built-
environment factors [1]. Individual characteristics such as length of residence, homeowner-
ship, education, income, and socio-demographic attributes have been widely associated
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with neighborhood attachment [4,5]. Social interactions and neighborhood-based activities
play a key role in strengthening attachment, particularly in contexts of socio-spatial inequal-
ity [6]. In this regard, social cohesion, referring to trust, solidarity, and social ties among
residents, has been consistently identified as a key determinant of place attachment [7].

Built-environment characteristics also shape emotional bonds with place [8]. Previous
studies have found negative associations between place attachment and high building
density, physical incivilities, and environmental degradation, including litter, graffiti,
and vacant buildings [1,9]. In contrast, the availability of local amenities and higher
environmental quality are positively associated with stronger place attachment [10].

Gender differences have also been observed, with women often reporting stronger
attachment to their residential environments than men [11,12]. In Latin American cities,
neighborhood attachment is particularly relevant for women as it supports everyday
mobility, care responsibilities, and social networks while also shaping perceptions of safety
and accessibility [13].

Place attachment has been conceptualized as a multidimensional construct encompass-
ing affective, cognitive, and behavioral bonds between individuals and places, reflecting
the ways in which people emotionally, functionally, and socially relate to their residen-
tial environments [2,14,15]. Empirical evidence shows that neighborhood attachment is
shaped by a combination of residential stability, social interactions, perceived safety, en-
vironmental quality, and opportunities for everyday activities, all of which contribute to
the development of emotional bonds with place over time [1,16]. Beyond these structural
and social dimensions, gender-sensitive urban research highlights that place experiences
are not uniform across populations. Feminist geography and gender-and-mobility studies
emphasize that women often experience urban environments differently due to caregiv-
ing responsibilities, everyday mobility patterns, and heightened sensitivity to safety and
accessibility conditions, which in turn shape their engagement with and attachment to
neighborhoods [17-19]. These perspectives underscore that place attachment is embedded
within broader socio-spatial processes and highlight the importance of simultaneously
considering individual, social, and environmental dimensions when examining how people
(particularly women) form emotional bonds with urban places.

Despite growing interest in place attachment, limited research has simultaneously
examined how individual, social, and built-environment factors jointly shape women’s
place attachment within contexts of urban transformation and socio-spatial inequality.
Moreover, although place attachment has long been associated with individual, social, and
environmental characteristics, the specific contribution of personal values and lifestyle-
related characteristics, particularly among women living in Latin American cities expe-
riencing socio-spatial inequalities and urban transformation processes, remains compar-
atively underexplored. Furthermore, recent studies have increasingly emphasized the
multidimensional nature of place attachment, highlighting the interplay between social
relationships, environmental perceptions, mobility practices, and everyday experiences
in shaping emotional bonds with neighborhoods [20-22]. Particular attention has been
devoted to vulnerable groups, including women, whose attachment to place is influenced
not only by residential stability but also by safety perceptions, caregiving responsibilities,
accessibility to services, and opportunities for social interaction [23,24]. Nevertheless,
evidence from Latin American metropolitan contexts remains relatively limited, especially
regarding the combined role of personal values, social cohesion, and objectively assessed
built-environment characteristics. The present study contributes to addressing this gap by
simultaneously examining these dimensions among women residing in middle-income
neighborhoods of Santiago, Chile.
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This study addresses this gap by investigating how women’s place attachment is
shaped by individual, social, and built-environment factors in middle-income central and
peri-central neighborhoods of Santiago, Chile. Santiago represents a relevant case due to
its high levels of socio-spatial segregation and ongoing urban transformation processes.
Focusing on middle-income neighborhoods allows for controlling socioeconomic variation
while examining areas that represent a significant proportion of the city’s middle-class
population [25].

The research question guiding this study is: What individual, social, and built-
environment factors influence women'’s place attachment in middle-income central and
peri-central neighborhoods of Santiago, Chile?

To address this question, data were collected through a household survey administered
to women residing in six middle-income neighborhoods in central and peri-central Santiago.
Exploratory factor analyses were first conducted to identify latent dimensions of lifestyle
and perceived built-environment characteristics, followed by structural equation modeling
to examine the relationships among individual, social, and environmental determinants of
place attachment.

By integrating personal values, social cohesion, perceived environmental conditions,
and objectively measured built-environment characteristics within a single analytical frame-
work, this study contributes to urban studies literature by providing empirical evidence on
women’s place attachment in a highly segregated Latin American metropolis. The findings
offer insights for promoting spatial equity, neighborhood well-being, and gender-sensitive
urban planning interventions.

2. Methodology
2.1. Study Area, Research Procedure and Participants

Chile’s capital, Santiago, is one of the biggest cities in the Americas. Seven million
people live there, making up over 40% of Chile’s total population. Despite being among the
wealthiest nations in Latin America, Chile nevertheless has a high level of inequality [26-29].
The distinction is also evident when looking at Santiago’s pericentral zones. The majority
of the neighborhoods in Santiago’s east pericentral zone are associated with high-income
status, whereas the majority of the neighborhoods in the other three nearby pericentral
zones are associated with low-income status. As a result, the majority of Santiago’s middle-
class neighborhoods are located in the city’s center.

We chose to concentrate primarily on the neighborhoods with middle-income statuses
in order to better regulate the involvement of socioeconomic status in the linkages explored
in this study in such a segregated metropolis. Since the study’s focus was on women who
reside in middle-class neighborhoods in Santiago’s central and pericentral zones, all of
these locations and the related middle-class neighborhoods within them were initially
identified on a map. The number of respondents in these middle-income neighborhoods
in Santiago’s central and peri-central neighborhoods was then calculated using a power
analysis and a simple random sampling based on Census 2024 and the total number of
women residing in these neighborhoods. Consequently, a target sample size of 586 women
was estimated through power analysis based on Census 2024 data and the total number of
women residing in the selected middle-income neighborhoods. Subsequently, six middle-
income neighborhoods were identified as representative of middle-class neighborhoods
in Santiago’s central and pericentral zones (Figure 1). Each of the six neighborhoods
received an equal portion of the sample size to ensure that there were enough women
in each neighborhood. Five neighborhoods were selected from the city center, and one
neighborhood was chosen from the surrounding zones since the center is more typical of
the city’s middle-income neighborhoods. Additionally, the neighborhoods were chosen to
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be well-connected to public transportation, particularly metro stations, as this could boost
place attachment due to increased pedestrian mobility, which is enhanced when public
transportation is well-connected [30].

Figure 1. Location of the Six Selected Neighborhoods in Santiago.

Following the selection of the neighborhoods, each neighborhood’s blocks were chosen
at random, and dwellings inside the city blocks were also chosen at random. In addition to
being willing to engage in the study, participants had to be at least eighteen years old. Data
were collected through face-to-face household surveys conducted between January and July
2025 by trained interviewers. Women aged 18 years and older who permanently resided
in the selected dwellings and agreed to participate voluntarily were eligible for inclusion.
Data collection continued until the target number of respondents was achieved in each
neighborhood. A total of 586 valid questionnaires were ultimately obtained, resulting in an
overall response rate of 72%.

The six selected neighborhoods were considered representative examples of middle-
income residential areas located in central and peri-central Santiago because they share
similar socioeconomic characteristics, housing typologies, and accessibility to public trans-
portation. Although the findings cannot be generalized to all neighborhoods in Santi-
ago, they provide important insights into place attachment processes occurring within
middle-income urban contexts undergoing socio-spatial transformation. Table 1 shows the
Methodological framework of this study.

Table 1. Methodological framework.

Research Stage

Methods Outputs

Sampling

Study Area Selection

Power analysis' and simple N = 586
random sampling
Six middle-income neighborhoods

in Santiago Representative neighborhoods

Data Collection

Built Environment Assessment
Factor Extraction

SEM

Face-to-face surveys

GIS and neighborhood audits
EFA

AMOS v21

586 respondents

Objective indicators

Lifestyle and perceived BE factors
Determinants of place attachment
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2.2. Measurements

Inquiries concerning sociodemographic factors like age, gender, educational attain-
ment, and length of residency were included in the survey’s first section. Since the study
concentrated on middle-class neighborhoods, monthly income was excluded. Personal
values, lifestyles, social characteristics, the subjective built environment, and the degree
of place attachment were all measured in the following categories. Based on validated
questionnaires from earlier research [e.g., [31]], the questionnaire utilized for this study
was structured. The measurement details are explained in the following subsections.

Despite the importance of the impact age has on place attachment, age was eventually
left out of the study due to missing percentages and challenges in modifying them for
additional analysis. The descriptive statistics for each respondent’s place attachment, social
cohesiveness, socio-demographic characteristics, personal values, and physical environ-
ment are shown in Table 2.

Table 2. Descriptive statistics on place attachment, social cohesion, sociodemographic variables,
personal factors, personal values, and the built environment for all respondents (N = 586).

Variables Variable Description Frequency Percentage Mean SD
Place attachment 2.77 0.68
Socio-demographic variables

Job situation 1 = With job outside of home 286 48.8

0 = Without job outside of home 300 51.1

Education 1 = Basic education or lower 21 3.6

2 = Secondary education 206 35.2

3 = Professional Technician 162 27.6

4 = Higher education 173 29.5

5 = Postgraduate 24 41

Duration of residency at the Less than one year 48 8.4

present house

Between 1 and 3 years 101 16.1

Between 3 and 5 years 103 17.6

More than 5 years 334 57.9

Having foreign origin 0=No 481 82.1

1="Yes 105 17.9

Personal values
Self-direction 4.11 0.90
Hedonism 4.32 0.76
Power 4.05 1.00
Achievement 4.15 0.88
Universalism 447 0.76
Security 4.58 0.64
Conformity 4.52 0.68
Social/related variables
Social cohesion 2.57 0.81
Built environmental factors

Path comfort 0.67 0.09
Safety from Traffic 0.65 0.16
Aesthetic 2.00 0.19
Greenery 1.76 0.13
Building height 1.36 1.13
Mixed land use 0.25 0.03
Link node ratio (Links/Nodes 0.84 0.14

per unit of area)
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2.2.1. Place Attachment as Dependent Variable

Place attachment was measured using a five-item, four-point Likert scale (1 = strongly
disagree and 5 = strongly agree) that was developed from earlier research [1] “This is the
ideal neighborhood to live in.” “Now this neighborhood is a part of me.” “There are places
in the neighborhood to which I am very emotionally attached.” “It would be very hard for
me to leave this neighborhood,” and “I would not willingly leave this neighborhood for
another” were among these statements. The five-item scores were summed. The reliability
of these five place attachment questions was assessed using Cronbach’s alpha coefficient,
which yielded a value of 0.82.

2.2.2. Lifestyles

The eight-item lifestyle measure used in this study was developed with professional as-
sistance and following several conversations with a diverse range of residents, particularly
those from the designated districts. Based on earlier research, the scale was modified [32,33].
Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was used to identify the lifestyle components. Principal
component analysis and varimax rotation were employed in EFA to reduce the amount of
data. Four items that would load in several models were later eliminated. “Visiting parks
and plazas,” “Taking part in cultural and religious events,” “Reading books, magazines,
and newspapers,” and “Watching online programs, including TV programs and videos”
were among these activities. Table 3 shows the two variables that were found using EFA
(75.18% variance explained, KMO = 0.674).

Table 3. Results from EFA for lifestyle.

How Often (in the Last Month) Have You Engaged in

Component Various Activities During Your Free Time? Loadings
Physical active people outside Go to the gym or indoor sports 0.876
of home Going to outdoor sports, walking, jogging or cycling, 0.813
Going to restaurants and malls Going to shopping centers 0.886
with friends Going to the restaurant/cafeteria with friends 0.807

2.2.3. Personal Values

This study included seven personal values chosen from earlier research [34-36]. Self-
direction, hedonism, power, accomplishment, universalism, security, and conformity are
examples of individual values. Each personal value was rated on a 5-point Likert scale,
where 1 represented “not important” and 5 represented “very important.” “Thinking about
new ideas and being curious in my life” and “Having fun and enjoying my life” were the
measures of hedonism and self-direction, respectively. “Showing my abilities and being
successful in different aspects” and “Having power in my life, including social power,
authority, or wealth,” respectively, were the metrics used to evaluate achievement and
power. The following statements were also used to assess universalism, security, and
conformity: “All people are treated equally, have social justice and equal opportunities,”
“Have the assurance of living in a safe environment at national and local levels,” and
“Always be polite, respectful, and follow the rules,” respectively.

2.2.4. Social Cohesion

Our review revealed 16 distinct scales to measure social cohesion. Nonetheless, the
scale developed by Sampson et al. (1997) was most commonly used to quantify it [37].
A scale that has been utilized in a number of other studies assessing social cohesion was
used in this investigation [37-40]. Respondents are asked to indicate how much they agree
or disagree with five prompts on this 5-item Likert-style scale. Strongly disagree (1) to
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strongly agree (5) are the potential answers on this scale. Example items included: “People
in this neighborhood are willing to help their neighbors”, “People in this neighborhood
can be trusted”, and “People in this neighborhood generally get along with one another.”
The dependability of these five social cohesion questions was assessed using Cronbach’s

alpha coefficient, which yielded a result of 0.89.

2.2.5. Built Environment

Following the prior studies” emphasis on these features, the built environment was
measured using both real/objective and perceptual/subjective methods. The “Abbreviated
Neighborhood Environment Walkability Scale (NEWS-A)” was used to assess perceived
built environment characteristics [41,42]. Nevertheless, the tool was adjusted based on what
we observed in the selected neighborhoods. Additionally, an EFA was performed using
varimax rotation and principal component analysis. The perceived built environment EFA
results are presented in Table 4. The EFA analysis revealed four components (KMO = 0.839;
62.08% variance explained).

Table 4. Results of EFA for subjective built environment.

Component Loadings
Most of the sidewalks in my neighborhood are wide enough. 0.572
In general, the sidewalks in this neighborhood are well maintained. 0.672
There are dedicated bike lanes in my neighborhood. 0.660
Aesthetic and Infrastructure There are many natural attractions in my neighborhood (such as 0.737
for comfort vegetation and trees). ’
My neighborhood is pleasant to look at while walking through it. 0.727
There is sufficient signage to facilitate pedestrian movement in my
. 0.717
neighborhood.
The streets in my neighborhood are well lit at night 0.736
The store I use is a short walk from my house 0.828
There are many places I usually go that are a short walk from 0.840
my house '
The bus stop is a short walk from my home 0.824
Accessibility - .
The streets in my neighborhood don’t have many dead ends. 0.591
The parks and squares are within easy walking distance of my house 0.642
There are many alternative routes to get from one place to another in 0.537
my neighborhood (I don’t have to follow the same path every time). '
There is a high level of crime in my neighborhood. 0.773
The crime rate in my neighborhood makes it unsafe to go for a walk 0.833
Insecurity related aspects during the day. '
The crime rate in my neighborhood makes it unsafe to go for a walk
. 0.865
at night.
There are many obstructions along the sidewalks (parked cars, 0.739
ongoing construction, etc.) ’
Safety from traffic There is so much traffic on the nearby streets that walking or cycling
o 0.752
becomes difficult and /or unpleasant.
Vehicles do not respect the speed limits in my neighborhood. 0.792

The built environment variables were also objectively investigated. The link node
ratio was used to measure connectivity, whereas the entropy index was used to measure
mixed land use [43]. The buffer zones were measured within an 800 m radius of each
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neighborhood’s geometric center. Geographic Information Systems (GIS) were used to
measure the variables in each buffer zone. Additionally, an audit tool was used to record
the built environmental characteristics associated with the microscale [44]. The Pedestrian
Environment Data Scan (PEDS) and the Systematic Pedestrian and Cycling Environmental
Scan (SPACES) audit tools served as the foundation for the development of an audit tool
adapted to the characteristics of our neighborhoods. Pedestrian comfort, traffic safety,
aesthetics, appropriate green areas, and building height—one of the primary markers of
enclosure—were all measured using the audit tool (Table 5). The final audit instrument
(Table 4) contained eighteen items that were measured within a 400 m radius of the geo-
metric center of each neighborhood that was selected. Every item exhibited moderate to
high inter-rater reliability (kappa > 0.40) [45].

Table 5. The summary measures regarding the built environment through audit instruments in the
street segments.

. . . - Mean
Domain Variable (Factor) Variable Description (in Total Zones) [SD]
Infrastructure and functional aspects 0.67 [0.09]
for comfort
Quality of pavement 1 = poor, 2 = fair, 3 = good
. . 1 < 4 feet,
Sidewalk width 2 = between 4 and 8 feet, 3 > 8 feet
Physical barriers/path obstructions 1 = present, 0 = not present
The buffer between road and path 1 = present, 0 = not present
Amenities (All types) 1 = present, 0 = not present
Presence of benches 1 = present, 0 = not present
Traffic safety 0.65 [0.16]
Traffic control devices 1 = present, 0 = not present
Crossing aids 1 = present, 0 = not present
Crosswalks 1=none,2=1-2,3=3+4,4>4
Quality and quantity of green spaces 1.76 [0.13]
Number of trees 1 = none or very few, 2 = some, 3 = many/dense
Presence of flowers 1=yes,0=no
Maintenance and cleanliness of 9= F1A= Poor (1‘?“ uch litter/no grass Cuttlngl
reen spaces = Fair (some I itter /grass cutting in some places
& 3 = Good (no litter/grass cutting in many places
Aesthetic related aspects 2.00[0.19]
1 = None or almost no trash/bad
General cleanliness: (can you see trash, grafﬁn(brokgn facilities)
. . . 2 = Yes, a little (little trash/bad
graffiti, broken windows, discarded graffiti/broken facilities)
i ?
objects, etc.?) 3 = Yes, a lot (a lot of trash/bad
graffiti/broken facilities)
1 = Poor (Much unrepaired and unmaintained
fagade is observed
. . 2 = Fair (To some extent, unrepaired and
Building Maintenance unmaintained fagade is observed)
3 = Good (unrepaired and unmaintained fagade
is not observed)
1 = little or no articulation,
Articulation in building designs 2 = some articulation,
3 = highly articulated
Public art (Is there public art that is visible
. . 1=yes, 0=no
in this segment?)
Building height 1.36 [1.13]
Building height 1 = short, 2 = medium, 3 = tall
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2.3. Analysis

Structural equation modeling (SEM) was employed to examine the simultaneous
relationships among socio-demographic characteristics, lifestyle factors, personal values,
social cohesion, built-environment attributes, and place attachment. SEM was considered
appropriate because several variables represented latent constructs identified through
exploratory factor analyses and because SEM accounts for measurement error while simul-
taneously estimating relationships among observed and latent variables. The objective of
the present study was to identify determinants of women’s place attachment rather than to
test mediation pathways. Therefore, only direct relationships specified in the conceptual
framework were estimated and interpreted.

In this regard, first, we fitted the measurement model using AMOS v.21. Next, we
fitted the entire structural model. A normal distribution of the endogenous variables is
required for the maximum likelihood estimation approach, which we used to improve the
model using modification indices. The final model explained the relationship between
key variables and place attachment. Equations for simultaneous regression were used to
estimate the effects of the exogenous factors on place attachment.

Five distinct model fit indices were used to evaluate the models’ fit [46-52]: relative
chi-square (CMIN/DF; <3), comparative fit index (CFI; greater than 0.90), Tucker-Lewis
index (TLI; greater than 0.90), root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA; <0.05),
and PCLOSE greater than 0.05.

3. Results

Table 6 presents the standardized direct effects estimated from the structural equation
model. Because the study was designed to examine determinants of women’s place
attachment and did not hypothesize mediating relationships, only direct effects are reported.
The findings indicate that women’s place attachment is influenced by a combination of
socio-demographic characteristics, personal values, social cohesion, and perceived and
objectively assessed built-environment attributes. The model demonstrated an acceptable fit
to the data according to commonly recommended thresholds, indicating that the proposed
framework adequately captured the relationships between socio-demographic, personal,
social, and built-environment characteristics and women’s place attachment.

Compared to other women, those who work outside the home exhibit higher place
attachment (3 = 0.109; p = 0.050). In a similar vein, women who have lived there longer tend
to be more attached to their place than others (3 = 0.085; p = 0.049). According to personal
values, women’s place attachment was significantly positively correlated with power and
universalism (3 = 0.087; p = 0.019; § = 0.150; p = 0.010). Additionally, women’s place attach-
ment is significantly impacted by social cohesion (3 = 0.246; p = 0.000). Place attachment
is positively impacted by two factors of the perceived built environment: “Aesthetic and
Infrastructure for Comfort” and “accessibility” (3 = 0.306; p = 0.000; 3 = 0.230; p = 0.006),
while “insecurity-related aspects” has a negative impact ( = —0.095; p = 0.070). Finally,
according to the objectively assessed built environmental characteristics, women’s place
attachment is positively impacted by path comfort (3 = 0.086; p = 0.065) and negatively
impacted by mixed land use (3 = —0.348; p = 0.071).
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factors on place attachment.

Table 6. The results of direct effects of socio-demographic, personal, social, and built environmental

Place Attachment
Variables Estimate C.R.
Sociodemographic factors
Having job outside of home 0.109 ** 1.950
Secondary versus basic education —0.016 —0.168
Technicians Versus Basic Education 0.075 0.841
Higher education versus basic education 0.024 0.260
Postgraduate versus basic education 0.010 0.192
Time of residency at home 0.085 ** 1.967
Having foreign origin 0.021 0.549
Lifestyle
Physical active people outside of home —0.002 —0.040
Going to restaurants and malls with friends 0.068 1.115
Personal values
Self-direction 0.033 0.799
Hedonism —0.055 —1.058
Power 0.087 ** 2.346
Achievement —0.012 —0.284
Universalism 0.150 ** 2.585
Security —0.060 —0.801
Conformity —0.076 —1.203
Social-related factors
Social cohesion 0.246 *** 4.580
Perceived Built Environment
BA_1: Aesthetic and Infrastructure for comfort 0.306 *** 3.686
BA_2: Accessibility 0.230 *** 2.775
BA_3: Insecurity related aspects —0.095 * —1.813
BA_4: Safety from traffic —0.030 —0.530
Objective built environment
Path comfort 0.086 * 1.138
Safety from Traffic 0.079 1.561
Aesthetic —0.343 —0.672
Greenery 0.000 0.283
Building height —0.383 —1.417
Mixed land use —0.348 * —1.805
Link node ratio (Links Nodes per unit of area) 0.014 0.229
Model fit:
CMIN/DF 2.541
CFI 0.901
TLI 0.899
RMSEA 0.050
PCLOSE 0.209

C.R. = Critical Ratio; *** p < 0.01; ** p < 0.05; * p < 0.1.

4. Discussion

The study’s primary research question was what individual, social, and constructed

environmental factors influence women’s place attachment in central and pericentral

medium-income neighborhoods in Santiago, Chile. Several socio-demographic characteris-

tics, including educational attainment and foreign origin, were not significantly associated

with place attachment. This may indicate that within relatively homogeneous middle-

income neighborhoods, emotional attachment depends less on socioeconomic differences

and more on social interactions, neighborhood experiences, and perceived environmental

qualities. However, the time of residency and working outside the home are factors that in-
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crease women's place attachment. Previous research [1,30] supports the notion that length
of residence influences place attachment. One explanation for how having a job outside
the home contributes to increased place attachment is that women who work outside the
home may have greater contact with the neighborhood’s surroundings as a result of their
daily commute.

Furthermore, women who feel more powerful in their lives and who support social
justice and equitable treatment are more attached to their neighbourhoods. Given how little
research has been done on the impact of personal values on place attachment, this may be
considered one of the study’s innovations. One explanation for the connection between
place attachment and power is that the neighbourhood contributes to the development
of this sense of personal power, which in turn causes these individuals to become more
attached to their neighbourhood. Additionally, neighbourhood public places can serve as a
platform for achieving social justice and equitable opportunity for those who care about
these issues, and this process can increase their sense of attachment to their neighbourhoods.
Future research could examine the connections between place attachment and personal
values in more detail.

Moreover, women in this city have a stronger sense of place attachment when social
cohesion is improved. Previous research provides strong evidence for this [1]. Furthermore,
our study discovered strong correlations between place attachment and perceived built
environment measures. Place attachment may be associated differently with perceived
and objective measurements of the built environment since they are frequently not fully
aligned [53]. Place attachment is positively correlated with “aesthetics and infrastructure
for comfort”; however, it is adversely associated with “perceived insecurity.” This is
supported by earlier research since a secure and aesthetically pleasing setting can increase
residents’ feelings of comfort and security, increasing the likelihood that they would
stay for a long time and develop an emotional bond [24,54]. Although Chile is still one
of the safest nations in Latin America overall, security in Santiago has been declining
recently [55]. This demonstrates how crucial it is to improve security and associated aspects
in Santiago’s central and pericentral areas in order to strengthen women’s attachment to this
city. Perceived accessibility was also linked to women'’s attachment to their neighborhood.
According to earlier research [20,56] the perceived accessibility of places like stores, parks,
everyday amenities, and public transit improves inhabitants’ capacity to meet their daily
requirements. This simplicity of use could promote place attachment by raising functional
satisfaction with the neighborhood [20].

Additionally, “infrastructure and functional aspects for comfort” from the objectively
evaluated built environment demonstrated a favourable correlation with place attachment.
Chan and Li [20], who discovered a negative correlation between place attachment and
unsatisfactory pathway conditions, supported this. Furthermore, several comfort-related
metrics, such as the pathway’s width and quality, are the same as those associated with
the perceived built environment’s “Aesthetic and Infrastructure for Comfort” factor, which
likewise shows a favourable correlation with place attachment. This demonstrates the
significance of such comfort-related aspects for improving women’s place attachment in
this city and should be taken into consideration by Santiago’s municipal officials.

Moreover, mixed land use demonstrated a negative association with women’s place
attachment. This finding partially contrasts with studies suggesting that land-use diver-
sity may strengthen place attachment by increasing accessibility to daily destinations,
supporting commercial activities, and creating opportunities for social interaction among
residents [20,57]. However, previous studies have also emphasized that place attachment is
closely associated with neighborhood stability, residential continuity, collective efficacy, and
the preservation of neighborhood identity [7,15]. In neighborhoods experiencing increasing
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commercial intensification or substantial functional diversification, changes in neighbor-
hood character and everyday residential experiences may weaken emotional bonds with
place, particularly among long-term residents [7]. The findings of the present study suggest
that maintaining the predominantly residential character of middle-income neighborhoods
while improving accessibility to services and amenities may represent a more balanced
strategy for strengthening women'’s place attachment in Santiago. An important finding
of this study is that perceived built-environment characteristics exhibited stronger asso-
ciations with women’s place attachment than most objectively measured environmental
indicators. This suggests that emotional bonds with neighborhoods may be shaped more
strongly by lived experiences, everyday practices, and subjective evaluations of urban envi-
ronments than by physical characteristics alone. Environmental psychology research has
consistently emphasized that individuals engage with places through cognitive, affective,
and experiential processes, which may mediate the relationship between urban form and
behavioral and psychological outcomes [15]. Similar observations have been reported in
studies conducted in Global South contexts, where environmental comfort, neighborhood
quality, and socio-morphological conditions substantially influence satisfaction, well-being,
and everyday experiences among vulnerable populations [58]. For example, Elshater
et al. [59], examining outdoor workers in Cairo, demonstrated that perceived environmen-
tal conditions and socio-morphological characteristics, including thermal comfort, noise
exposure, and the quality of surrounding urban spaces, were more strongly associated with
workers’ satisfaction and perceptions of decent working conditions than some objectively
assessed environmental attributes. Likewise, recent research on women’s cooperatives
in Lebanon and Turkey highlights that collective participation, social support structures,
and opportunities for local engagement can strengthen women’s sense of empowerment,
satisfaction, and connection with their communities [60]. Although these studies were
conducted in different contexts, they collectively suggest that subjective experiences and
socially embedded interactions may constitute particularly important mechanisms through
which women develop emotional attachment to urban neighborhoods.

5. Conclusions

This study investigated the relationships between women’s place attachment and
socio-demographic, individual, social, and built-environment factors in middle-income
central and peri-central neighborhoods of Santiago, Chile. Using household survey data
collected from 586 women and applying structural equation modeling, the study identified
several significant determinants of place attachment.

The findings indicate that women who work outside the home, reside longer in their
neighborhoods, endorse values associated with power and universalism, and experience
stronger social cohesion tend to report higher levels of place attachment. Perceived accessi-
bility, aesthetic quality, comfort-related infrastructure, and lower perceptions of insecurity
were also positively associated with emotional attachment to neighborhoods. In contrast,
higher levels of mixed land use were negatively associated with place attachment, suggest-
ing that maintaining neighborhood residential identity while improving accessibility may
contribute to strengthening women’s attachment to place.

The study contributes to urban studies literature by integrating personal values within
a broader socio-spatial framework and by simultaneously examining subjective and objec-
tive built-environment measures in a Latin American context characterized by socio-spatial
inequalities. The findings may support urban policies aimed at promoting inclusive, acces-
sible, and socially cohesive neighborhoods.

Several limitations should be acknowledged. The study focused exclusively on middle-
income neighborhoods located in central and peri-central Santiago, limiting the generaliz-
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ability of findings to other socioeconomic contexts. Consequently, the observed relation-
ships may not fully reflect the experiences of women living in low-income neighborhoods,
where socioeconomic disadvantage, deficiencies in urban infrastructure, and heightened
safety concerns may play a more dominant role in shaping place attachment. Likewise,
women residing in high-income neighborhoods may experience place attachment differ-
ently because of distinct residential environments, mobility patterns, and access to urban
amenities. Furthermore, the use of cross-sectional data does not allow causal relationships
to be established. Notwithstanding these limitations, this study’s benefits include its exam-
ination of a wide range of built environmental factors using both objective and subjective
measurements. Future research could examine these relationships longitudinally, explore
mediation pathways among social and environmental factors, and compare women’s place
attachment across diverse urban and cultural contexts.

The external validity of the proposed research model should therefore be inter-
preted with appropriate caution. Although the conceptual framework integrating socio-
demographic, individual, social, and built-environment factors may be applicable to other
urban settings, the magnitude and relative importance of these relationships are likely
to vary across different socioeconomic, cultural, and geographic contexts. Future studies
should validate the model in diverse cities, socioeconomic groups, and cultural settings to
examine its broader applicability and identify context-specific determinants of women’s
place attachment.
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