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Abstract
This study examines how perceived residential reputations – that is, how people think non-
residents assess the reputation of their neighbourhood – affect neighbourhood attachment,
including residents’ sense of belonging, local civic membership, social relationships and compliance
with social rules and norms in the neighbourhood. We focus on Santiago, the capital city of Chile:
a highly segregated context. We use data from the Chilean Longitudinal Social Survey (ELSOC,
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2016–2019) and information on neighbourhood characteristics. Results show that perceived resi-
dential reputations affect neighbourhood attachment, even after adjusting for time-invariant indi-
vidual heterogeneity and lagged dependent variables. Specifically, perceived stigma reduces
residents’ neighbourhood identification, physical rootedness, trust and sociability with neighbours,
while positive perceived reputations improve these components of neighbourhood attachment,
although to a lesser extent. However, perceived residential reputations do not affect the forma-
tion of strong ties between neighbours or local participation, suggesting that residential reputa-
tions mainly influence affective components of neighbourhood attachment. We conclude that
perceived residential reputations reinforce the influence of individual characteristics and objective
neighbourhood conditions in producing diverging patterns of neighbourhood attachment, with
broader implications for social inequality in the city.
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Introduction

Urban residents are becoming increasingly
aware of the symbolic (de)valuation and con-
trasting representations associated with their
neighbourhoods. Both positive and negative
reputations are often portrayed in residents’
everyday interactions with non-residents, the
media, political authorities and real estate
agents (Paton et al., 2017; Slater, 2018;
Wacquant, 2008). Residents who experience
territorial stigma may develop several strate-
gies to cope with it (Wacquant et al., 2014),
ranging from submission to contestation of

negative stereotypes (e.g. Alvarez and Ruiz-
Tagle, 2022; August, 2014; Halliday et al.,
2021; Koutrolikou, 2015; Queirós and Borges
Pereira, 2018; Sisson, 2021). These are often
complex and nuanced responses, even involv-
ing ambivalent experiences between residents
(Jensen and Christensen, 2012). The develop-
ment of these strategies strongly reflects how
perceived stigma affects the sense of common-
ality in neighbourhoods. Yet, the literature
still lacks a detailed examination of the conse-
quences of perceived residential reputations
for neighbourhood attachment, including
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different dimensions such as neighbourhood
belonging, sociability, neighbourly trust and
local participation.

While perceived residential stigma may
affect place attachment, it must be noted
that the large number of studies assessing
territorial stigmatisation strongly contrasts
with the scant research on perceived ‘posi-
tive’ residential reputations and their conse-
quences for residents’ outcomes. This is
important because the symbolic power man-
aged by dominant groups in cities can be
deployed not only by denigrating others but
also by increasing one’s own worth (Otero
et al., 2022; Wiesel, 2020), which might in
turn improve neighbourhood attachment
(Andersen, 2008; Kullberg et al., 2010;
Permentier et al., 2009). Moreover, the repu-
tational structure can also include less
intense forms of perceived positive and nega-
tive reputations in between the extremes of
stigma and prestige. These more general
forms of perceived neighbourhood reputa-
tions have been included in previous works
(e.g. Permentier et al., 2009), but their effects
have been little discussed. Therefore, there is
a vital need for a complete account of the
relationship between perceived reputations
and processes of neighbourhood attachment,
from perceived stigma to perceived prestige
and everything between.

A careful assessment of the literature also
makes it clear that studies on residential
reputations – especially negative reputations
– and their relationship with neighbourhood
attachment have mostly been conducted
using qualitative methods (cf. Pereira and
Queirós, 2014; Verdouw and Flanagan,
2019). Using these methods, scholars have
fruitfully examined the processes whereby
territorial stigmatisation is created, experi-
enced and even contested (Tyler and Slater,
2018). Qualitative approaches have not,
however, allowed researchers to evaluate
whether specific case studies are representa-
tive of a broader social reality. This could

mean, for instance, that resistance to stigma
may not apply to ‘every’ stigmatised popula-
tion and territory, but might instead reflect
partial versions of individual agency. It has
also been difficult for researchers who con-
ducted qualitative case studies to assess var-
iations in perceived residential reputations
over time and thus examine whether such
perceptions produce further advantages or
disadvantages. As such, current knowledge
on the experiences and consequences of per-
ceived residential reputations might be
improved by employing panel data (Evans
and Lee, 2020).

Against this background, the present
study examines the extent to which perceived
residential reputations – that is, how resi-
dents think other city residents evaluate their
neighbourhood – affect neighbourhood
attachment, including dispositions regarding
neighbourhood belonging, trust in neigh-
bours, neighbourhood sociability and local
civic membership. Our empirical focus turns
to Santiago, the capital of Chile, which has
long been characterised by high levels of
residential segregation driven, to a great
extent, by radical neoliberal urban policies
(Garretón, 2017). Past research on residen-
tial stigma has mainly focused on gentrifica-
tion of public housing estates or urban
revitalisation initiatives, and has not
extended to larger urban processes that are
critically engaged in space defamation or
valuation, particularly in cities suffering
from residential segregation on the periph-
eries of neoliberal urbanism (Kudla and
Courey, 2019). We seek to answer the fol-
lowing research question: To what extent do
both positive and negative residential repu-
tations affect neighbourhood attachment?

To answer this question, we carried out
longitudinal analyses using data from the
Chilean Longitudinal Social Survey
(ELSOC) with a four-year follow-up
(n = 489; age range 18–75 years), and infor-
mation on neighbourhood characteristics.
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The article now continues by conceptualis-
ing neighbourhood attachment and discuss-
ing the theoretical arguments concerning the
relationship between perceived residential
reputations and neighbourhood attachment,
in order to suggest our hypothesis.

Theoretical background

Definitions and traditional explanations for
neighbourhood attachment

Neighbourhood attachment is a central
aspect of urban life, mostly because it signifi-
cantly benefits resident and community well-
being. Extensive literature has examined the
multiple dimensions of neighbourhood
attachment, including sense of belonging
and identification with the neighbourhood,
shared norms and values among residents,
trust in neighbours, neighbourhood social
relationships, local civic membership and
solidarity among residents (e.g. Dekker and
Bolt, 2005; Hernández et al., 2007; Kearns
and Forrest, 2000; Sampson et al., 1997;
Volker and Flap, 2007).

In this research, we specifically follow those
contributions that have adopted an analytical
approach to neighbourhood attachment and
provide operational definitions of its key con-
stituents (e.g. Méndez et al., 2021). We define
neighbourhood attachment as a multidimen-
sional state that indicates the degree to which
a resident engages with its neighbourhood.
This covers both the emotional or affective
bond to the neighbourhood and the practices
that residents concretely deploy within it.
Empirically, neighbourhood attachment can
be examined through four major dimensions:
sense of belonging, neighbourhood relation-
ships, commitment to the local common good
and compliance with social rules and norms.

Sense of belonging draws attention to
emotional attachment to the neighbour-
hood, which includes dispositions such as
place identification and physical rootedness

(Hernández et al., 2007). Neighbourhood
relationships refers to the amount and qual-
ity of social interactions, neighbourly trust
and mutual tolerance between neighbours
(Volker and Flap, 2007). The third dimen-
sion embraces people’s inclination to work
for the common good of the neighbourhood,
involving local civic engagement (e.g. partic-
ipation in neighbourhood organisations)
and local social support (e.g. reliance on
neighbours for help in childcare) (Méndez
et al., 2021). The last dimension encom-
passes adherence to shared collective rules in
the neighbourhood (Kearns and Forrest,
2000), including respect for the neighbour-
hood environment (e.g. cleanliness and tidi-
ness of public spaces) and compliance with
social order in the neighbourhood (e.g. non-
aggressive behaviours amongst residents)
(Sampson et al., 1997).

The extent to which residents feel
attached to their neighbourhoods has been
shown to be strongly associated with indi-
vidual characteristics (Permentier et al.,
2011). It is known, for instance, that people
with a higher socio-economic status tend to
have greater levels of place identification
and neighbourly trust (e.g. Dekker and Bolt,
2005; Woolever, 1992). Neighbourhood
attachment also seems to vary according to
the physical and social conditions of neigh-
bourhoods. Residents living in areas charac-
terised by high levels of poverty, criminality,
density and physical decay often show a
lower sense of neighbourhood belonging,
lower trust in neighbours and poorer local
social ties than those living in affluent neigh-
bourhoods (e.g. Bailey et al., 2012; Link
et al., 2022; Méndez et al., 2021). This is not
to say that neighbourhood features them-
selves produce certain levels of neighbour-
hood attachment. Rather, neighbourhood
conditions arguably reinforce the effect asso-
ciated with structural forces rooted in
macro-level institutional arrangements and
urban policies (e.g. forced displacement,
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peripheral social housing) that have gener-
ated segregation in the first place (e.g.
Slater, 2013).

In this article, we propose that, in addi-
tion to individual characteristics and the
conditions of specific areas, perceived resi-
dential reputations may also be relevant to
explaining residents’ differences in neigh-
bourhood attachment.

The relationship between perceived
residential reputations and neighbourhood
attachment

Perceived residential reputations refer to the
perceptions that residents have as to how the
place in which they live – whether district,
area or neighbourhood – is viewed by non-
residents or ‘outsiders’ (Andersen, 2008).
These perceptions are closely related to
(albeit analytically different from) internal
reputations, which represent the value that
residents attribute to their neighbourhood
(Permentier et al., 2008). In fact, residents
can feel that their residential areas do not
have the positive or negative characteristics
that (they perceive) others to attribute. In
this sense, perceived residential reputations
mostly capture awareness of others’ views of
one’s area of residence but do not necessarily
entail direct internalisation of those views.

Processes associated with the emergence
of perceived ‘negative’ residential reputa-
tions or residential stigma have received spe-
cial attention in the literature. Wacquant’s
(2007) theory of advanced marginality con-
stitutes, to some extent, a central pillar on
which most studies concerned with ‘bad’
reputations have been developed. The
author combines Goffman’s (1963) rela-
tional approach to stigma with Bourdieu’s
theory of symbolic power (Bourdieu, 1991)
to suggest that territorial stigma represents
the most fundamental characteristic of the
lived experience of those residents trapped in
marginalised areas. Wacquant spotlights the

stratifying and classifying agency of domi-
nant actors, including authorities and insti-
tutions (especially the State), who strive to
impose social imaginaries and representa-
tions of social discredit in lower-class dis-
tricts. Processes of territorial stigmatisation
thus operate as a form of symbolic violence
(from above) imposed upon deprived groups,
worsening their already poor conditions. The
weight and potency of such symbolic dispos-
session are said to be particularly intense
under conditions of neoliberal urban restruc-
turing (Wacquant et al., 2014), in which gov-
ernmental policies have strongly reduced the
role of the public sector in the distribution of
resources to meet people’s basic needs, while
fostering deregulation and privatisation of
public goods in various domains, including
housing (Wacquant, 2012). As such, certain
areas become renowned due to neoliberal
governmentality that employs symbolic
power as a means, aligned with the interests
of elite groups, to further increase segrega-
tion and legitimise the reproduction of
inequalities and injustices (Jensen and Tyler,
2015; Tyler and Slater, 2018).

This line of reasoning highlights that resi-
dential reputations are not solely the result of
neoliberal ideologies and policies but also
serve as an additional force that can harm
both residents and places. The denigration of
residential areas reduces labour market oppor-
tunities and chances of developing social capi-
tal outside the neighbourhood, and also
constrains the delivery of public assistance in
neighbourhoods (e.g. Tunstall et al., 2014;
Wacquant, 2008; Warr, 2005). Politically, ter-
ritorial stigma has been used as a device to
legitimise punitive policies directed at those
living at the bottom of the class structure
(Tyler, 2013), but also to justify regeneration
projects geared towards profit interests that
often result in displacement (August, 2014;
Kallin and Slater, 2014; Paton et al., 2017;
Slater, 2018). Additionally, territorial stigmati-
sation reinforces symbolic fragmentation
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between residents, which implies ‘the loss of a
shared frame of reference and a shared lan-
guage to address the collective problem of
marginalization’ (Jensen and Christensen,
2012: 75). Each of these processes that under-
lie residential stigma has important implica-
tions regarding the way in which residents in
areas of disrepute establish their own subjec-
tivities, react against the negative labels
assigned by others and produce their own rep-
resentation (Wacquant, 2016; Wacquant
et al., 2014). This requires reflection on the
degree to which negative residential reputa-
tions are emblems of local disintegration and
hurt attachment to neighbourhoods.

An important derivation of the theory of
advanced marginality is that territorial
stigma and associated perceptions come with
spatial alienation and the dissolution of place
(Wacquant, 2007). These processes include
the loss of culturally familiar and socially sti-
mulating communal places preserved by
practices and institutions of mutuality, in
which residents can identify with joint mean-
ings and, as such, reduce the territorial com-
munity to indifferent spaces of mere survival
and relentless contest. Studies have, to some
degree, supported such general claims and
reported that perceived territorial stigma can
effectively undermine the motivational basis
for creating bonds within defamed places.
Residents who perceive the residential blem-
ish often suffer feelings of shame, humilia-
tion, self-estrangement, meaninglessness,
social anguish and frustration with the stig-
matising narrative (Contreras, 2017; Slater
and Anderson, 2012; Wutich et al., 2014),
ultimately encouraging them to develop
socio-symbolic strategies of submission to
cope with spatial denigration (Wacquant
et al., 2014). The strategies adopted by the
residents of stigmatised areas include mutual
distancing, self-isolation, dissimulation or
lateral denigration (see also Garbin and
Millington, 2012; Halliday et al., 2021;
Pattison, 2023; Pereira and Queirós, 2014;

Pinkster et al., 2020; Verdouw and Flanagan,
2019), all of which are an indication that the
perception of a negative residential reputa-
tion can degrade local attachments.

Although territorial stigma arguably pro-
duces feelings of hopelessness and fosters
coping strategies that converge to deny
belonging to a stigmatised territory, individ-
ual and collective responses to spatial deni-
gration are probably more complex and
nuanced, and unlikely to be assembled in
roughly coherent strings. There may be vari-
ous ambivalences and contradictions created
by territorial stigma (Jensen and Christensen,
2012), depending to some extent on the
socio-economic and cultural resources avail-
able to residents (Wacquant et al., 2014), but
also on neighbourhood history and experi-
ences of organisation (e.g. Power et al.,
2021). This means that residents might be
aware that they live in a poorly perceived
neighbourhood and partially internalise this
taint, but still feel content with their sur-
roundings and consider it a good place to live
(Jensen and Christensen, 2012). In some
cases, residents of stigmatised spaces can
even go further and develop strategies to
defend the neighbourhood from residential
stigma and even invert it.

This resistance to territorial stigma that
may come to feature in residents’ actions
unfolds through what Sisson (2021: 8)
defines as ‘territorial struggles’, that is, ‘terri-
torial practices and representations from
below that contest the dominant territorial
practices and representations from above’.
Residents may develop different meaningful
practices to disrupt negative residential ima-
ginaries, especially the activation of forms of
organised action (e.g. Garbin and
Millington, 2012; Queirós and Borges
Pereira, 2018). In this sense, collective resis-
tance to territorial stigma can encourage res-
idents to preserve their neighbourhood and
improve their representations (Kirkness,
2014; Pinkster et al., 2020), while rejecting
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the misidentification and building critical
consciousness of their stigmatisation (Jensen
et al., 2021; Kallin and Slater, 2014). These
counter-narratives might thus provide resi-
dents with hope and a sense of agency that
may help to redefine the neighbourhood as a
source of pride and claim their sense of
belonging (see also August, 2014; Kirkness
and Tijé-Dra, 2017; Slater and Anderson,
2012). As such, awareness of residential
stigma produces complex and sometimes
contrasting responses, whose symbolic
weight can trigger different forms of neigh-
bourhood attachment.

Another complexity that deserves to be
addressed here is reputational structure.
Until now, we have focused almost exclu-
sively on territorial stigma, which is of para-
mount importance in the literature.
Nevertheless, the reputational structure is
broad and includes extremely negative per-
ceived stigma, less intense forms and even
positive reputations. Prestigious reputations
are particularly crucial because they repre-
sent symbolic indicators of wealth and exclu-
siveness that highlight the relevance of
particular areas for the privileged (Evans
and Lee, 2020). As such, they can be used to
channel the symbolic power possessed by
dominant groups. Indeed, positive reputa-
tions may, for example, be capitalised in
land values and pave the way for important
urban dynamics in the educational or com-
mercial spheres that reinforce existing class
disparities in the city (e.g. Wiesel, 2020).
Prestigious reputations could also constitute
an aspirational force guiding self-segregation
strategies, favouring class reproduction
among the most privileged groups (see also
Méndez and Gayo, 2019).

Territorial prestige may also affect resi-
dents’ dispositions and behaviours, and in
particular neighbourhood attachment.
Positive perceived reputations can convey a
strong self-image of success, self-esteem and
class identification among the privileged.

This often translates into a powerful sense
of neighbourhood belonging, which argu-
ably enhances mutual understanding and
recognition between residents (Savage et al.,
2005). These affective features probably
allow residents to increase their physical
rootedness, develop trust in neighbours and
increase their local sociability and participa-
tion (e.g. Kullberg et al., 2010; Permentier
et al., 2009). In time, identification and rec-
ognition are also said to favour the desire to
remain in the neighbourhood, because resi-
dents are more satisfied with their area of
residence (e.g. Andersen, 2008). After all,
residential prestige likely sets the stage for
high levels of neighbourhood attachment.

Expectations

Based on the arguments outlined above, we
propose that both positive and negative per-
ceived reputations may influence residents’
attachment to their neighbourhood.
Initially, we must consider that our study
context, as will be described in the next sec-
tion, is a highly segregated city in terms of
socio-economic status. This can certainly
affect the way in which perceived residential
reputations operate and likely generate
polarised influences of residential stigma
and prestige on neighbourhood attachment.
First, we argue that perceived territorial
stigma may be generally detrimental to
neighbourhood attachment. In several Latin
American cities like Santiago, neoliberal pol-
icy interventions have paved the way for the
socio-spatial marginalisation of the poor
towards the urban periphery in precarious
social housing or informal settlements that
are widely recognised as problematic (e.g.
Caldeira, 2017). In this sense, territorial
stigma has not been deployed merely to
legitimate urban renewal programmes, as
frequently occurs in the Global North, but
rather to reproduce, entrench and intensify
the social relegation of the urban poor (e.g.
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Alvarez and Ruiz-Tagle, 2022; Otero et al.,
2022). Nevertheless, we also recognise that
responses to territorial stigma may be
ambivalent and nuanced (Jensen and
Christensen, 2012). Thus, we do not com-
pletely deny the possibility that perceived
residential stigma influences neighbourhood
attachment in the opposite direction, or that
it at least produces no significant effects.
This may particularly be the case for more
practical components of neighbourhood
attachment, such as strong social ties and
participation in local organisations, which
are key societal factors with which to contest
dominant territorial representations.

Second, we suggest that perceived residen-
tial reputations of high prestige may comple-
ment the impact of territorial stigma. The rise
of neoliberal subjectivities in segregated cities
of Latin America has not only encouraged the
affluent to reside among equals in gated com-
munities and exclusive neighbourhoods (e.g.
Borsdorf et al., 2016), but has also pushed
them to deploy powerful symbolic boundaries
rooted in space to make the distinction even
more apparent. Therefore, we additionally
expect that perceived positive reputations
probably enhance attachment to the neigh-
bourhood overall. Positive reputations may
enhance residents’ upper-class identity and
allow them to claim neighbourhood belonging
in order to reinforce this symbolic source of
status rooted in the city.

Finally, we propose that the effects of
perceived reputations on neighbourhood
attachment may be driven not only by
stigma and prestige, but also by less intense
forms of residential reputation in between
the extremes. We consider that the effect of
these ‘intermediate’ reputations might follow
the continuum of reputations or lay the
groundwork for variegated patterns of
neighbourhood attachment. As we know
from previous studies, different dimensions
of neighbourhood attachment are strongly
affected by individual characteristics and

objective residential conditions; as such, we
specifically expect that perceived reputations
produce summative effects.

The case of Santiago, Chile

Santiago is Chile’s capital city and home to
nearly 40% of the national population –
approximately seven million residents. It is
characterised by high levels of socio-
economic residential segregation, only com-
parable to those of racial segregation in US
cities (Agostini et al., 2016). Such residential
segregation is closely related to the neoliberal
governance model established during the mil-
itary dictatorship (1973–1990). Several
market-led urban reforms were implemented,
including displacement of lower-class fami-
lies towards the margins of the city by means
of the forced eradication of slums (e.g.
Hidalgo, 2019; Scarpaci et al., 1988). In gen-
eral, the quantity and quality of local
resources and opportunities became much
more dependent on the socio-economic sta-
tus of the local population due to processes
of municipal decentralisation, the segmenta-
tion of basic healthcare and education ser-
vices, the targeting of welfare resources to
the ‘deserving poor’ and the withdrawal of
social organisations and political parties
from marginal neighbourhoods. Municipal
budgets are extremely unequal, so poor
municipalities can only offer residents very
low-quality services.1 Thus, the rise of resi-
dential segregation has been closely linked to
the widening of territorial inequalities (Ruiz-
Tagle et al., 2023).

Despite the stronger emphasis put on
social policies and poverty reduction since
the return to democracy in 1990, the provi-
sion of social housing has become increas-
ingly dependent on private developers,
thereby reinforcing the location of lower-
class families on cheap and lesser-resourced
land in the most deprived peripheral dis-
tricts (Garretón, 2017). Along the way,
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intensifying real estate activities have
favoured middle- and upper-class strategies
of self-segregation. The provision of public
infrastructure (e.g. subway lines and urban
freeways), private megaprojects (e.g. shop-
ping malls) and the rise of gated commu-
nities have stimulated the wealthy to move
away from the city centre and to forge
exclusive spaces to work and reside in the
north-eastern part of the city. These are
privileged areas that offer high-quality
(mostly private) goods and services such as
schools, healthcare, green spaces and
recreational facilities (Méndez and Gayo,
2019).

Due to these marked socio-economic, resi-
dential and territorial inequalities, it is not
surprising that perceived neighbourhood
stigma is overwhelmingly reported in periph-
eral areas of Santiago: among residents of
disadvantaged neighbourhoods, 53% per-
ceive the reputation of their neighbourhood
to be negative or very negative. By contrast,
in the north-eastern affluent districts, most
residents share a positive or very positive
view of their neighbourhood (97%) (see
Otero et al., 2022). Despite these differences,
objective neighbourhood conditions and neg-
ative reputations do not strictly overlap,
which may indicate different reactions against
stigma and diverse strategies of symbolic self-
preservation deployed by residents (see also
Alvarez and Ruiz-Tagle, 2022). Studies have
also documented that residential reputations
– particularly territorial stigma – have gener-
ated a number of consequences, including the
construction of walls and fences to exclude
social housing residents (Salcedo, 2010), and
an increase in neighbourhood conflicts in cer-
tain places (Méndez and Otero, 2018). New
identities can also stem from these symbolic
struggles (e.g. Cornejo, 2012), all of which
further justify an examination of the influ-
ence of perceived residential reputations on
neighbourhood attachment, with a particular
focus on Santiago, Chile.

Data, variables and methods

Data

We use four waves of a new panel dataset
from the ELSOC, representing the Chilean
urban population aged 18–75 years. The sur-
vey was produced by the Centre for Social
Conflict and Cohesion Studies (COES) and
collected between 2016 and 2019. Residents
participated through face-to-face interviews
and the overall response rate in the first
wave was 62% (see ELSOC, 2018). We only
include residents living in the Metropolitan
Region of Santiago, who comprised a sam-
ple of 646 individuals in 2019. We merged
this individual survey data with georefer-
enced information at the census tract level,
collected in 2017 and 2018. Data come from
the Chilean census, the Observatory of
Chilean Cities (OCUC) and the Centre for
Territorial Intelligence (CIT).

The selection process required for the anal-
yses reduces the number of observations taken
forward from the original sample. First, we
include respondents who were present across
all four waves, which reduces the sample to
557 individuals. Second, we only include inter-
viewees with complete neighbourhood data –
a total of 534 individuals. Third, we only
include residents who remained in the same
neighbourhood throughout the entire period.
This reduces the sample to 510 respondents.
Finally, we only include individuals with no
missing information for each of our variables
of interest in 2019. Following these proce-
dures, the final sample consists of 489 individ-
uals across 201 census tracts. Table A1 (in the
Appendix) details this process, showing no
major change in the average value of our
dependent variables.

Variables

Measuring neighbourhood attachment. As pro-
posed in the theoretical section, neighbour-
hood attachment embraces a series of
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attitudes and practices classified into four
dimensions: sense of belonging, neighbour-
hood relationships, commitment to the local
common good and compliance with social
rules and norms in the neighbourhood. We
measure these dimensions using eight indica-
tors, described below and summarised in
Table 1.

First, we address two sub-dimensions of
sense of belonging to the neighbourhood:
neighbourhood identification and physical
rootedness. Place identification is measured
with an average index of four highly corre-
lated items (a=0.87). Respondents were
asked to state the extent to which they agreed
with the following statements: (i) ‘this is the
ideal neighbourhood for me’, (ii) ‘I feel inte-
grated into this neighbourhood’, (iii) ‘I iden-
tify with the people of this neighbourhood’
and (iv) ‘this neighbourhood is part of me’. A
five-point Likert-type scale was used, with
responses ranging from ‘strongly disagree’ to
‘strongly agree’. Physical rootedness is mea-
sured using a dummy variable indicating
whether residents wanted to remain in the
neighbourhood.

Second, neighbourhood relationships
comprise three sub-dimensions: neighbour-
hood sociability, strong ties with neighbours
and neighbourly trust. Neighbourhood

sociability is measured using an average
index of four highly correlated items
(a = 0.75). Respondents were asked to state
the extent to which they agreed with the fol-
lowing statements: (i) ‘it is easy to make
friends in this neighbourhood’, (ii) ‘people in
this neighbourhood are sociable’, (iii) ‘people
in this neighbourhood are friendly’ and (iv)
‘people in this neighbourhood work
together’. A five-point Likert-type scale was
used, with responses ranging from ‘strongly
disagree’ to ‘strongly agree’. Strong ties are
measured through the ‘name generator’ sur-
vey instrument. Respondents were asked to
report the number of fellow residents with
whom they often discuss important personal
matters (up to five alters) (i.e. the core discus-
sion network). We also consider an alterna-
tive measure indicating the number of visits
to neighbours in the past year. Neighbourly
trust is measured using a five-point Likert-
type scale, with responses ranging from ‘not
at all’ to ‘very much’.

Third, commitment to the local common
good is represented through participation in
neighbourhood organisations. Respondents
were asked the following question: ‘Are you
an active member, inactive member, or not a
member of a residents’ association or another
neighbourhood organisation?’ We created a

Table 1. Descriptive statistics of neighbourhood attachment.

Dimensions Sub-dimensions Min. Max. Mean Years available

Sense of belonging Neighbourhood identification 1 5 3.62 All
Physical rootedness 0 1 0.48 All

Neighbourhood
relationships

Trust in neighbours 1 5 3.19 All
Sociability with neighbours 1 5 3.53 All
Neighbours in core personal
network

0 5 1.51 2017, 2019

Visits between neighbours 1 5 2.09 All
Commitment to
the common good

Participation in local
organisations

0 1 0.33 2016, 2018

Compliance with social
rules and norms

Compliance with social order
and respect for the
neighbourhood environment

1 5 1.75 All
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dummy variable to indicate membership –
whether active or inactive – of neighbourhood
organisations. We did not examine social sup-
port or solidarity among residents, because
this issue was not included in the survey.

Fourth, compliance with social rules and
norms in the neighbourhood is represented
through an average indicator comprising
two highly correlated items (a = 0.72).
Respondents were asked to state how often
they have been bothered or made to feel
uncomfortable by any of the following prob-
lems with their neighbours over the past
12 months: (i) ‘threats, insults or offense
from neighbours’ and (ii) ‘problems because
neighbours litter or destroy public areas’. A
five-point Likert-type scale was used, with
responses ranging from ‘never’ to ‘always’.

Perceived residential reputations. Our primary
independent variable of interest is perceived
residential reputation, measured using a
five-point Likert-type scale. The question
was: ‘How do you think those who live else-
where evaluate your neighbourhood?’.
Respondents were invited to rate the reputa-
tion of their neighbourhood as ‘very nega-
tive’, ‘negative’, ‘neither negative nor
positive’, ‘positive’ or ‘very positive’.
Previous studies have traditionally included
this type of variable as continuous in their
quantitative analyses (e.g. Permentier et al.,
2009). In contrast, we treat the variable as
categorical and keep all five levels. This way,
perceived neighbourhood stigma and pres-
tige are represented at the extremes of the
variable distribution, while more neutral
forms of perceived reputation fall in
between. The goal of this categorical vari-
able is twofold. First, we aim to go beyond
the average linear effect of reputations, fol-
lowing our hypothesis that both negative
and positive reputations influence neigh-
bourhood attachment in opposite directions.
Second, the approach allows us to specify
how strong versions of perceived

neighbourhood reputations (stigma and
prestige) differ from more general forms of
negative and positive reputations in the way
they shape neighbourhood attachment.

Moreover, 8% of our sample report ‘very
negative’ perceived reputations, another 8%
perceive their neighbourhood ‘very posi-
tively’, 20% have neutral views, 21% per-
ceive a ‘negative’ reputation and 44%
perceive a ‘positive’ reputation. As such, per-
ceived reputations are expressed not only by
stigma or prestige; rather, they are distribu-
ted along a continuum, which reinforces our
interest in including all levels of perceived
reputation in our empirical analysis.

Objective neighbourhood characteristics. Our
empirical analysis includes objective neigh-
bourhood characteristics known to influence
neighbourhood attachment (Permentier
et al., 2011). We devised a typology of neigh-
bourhoods at the census tract level based on
14 variables, including land value per square
metre, the proportion of residents by socio-
economic groups, a measure of social homo-
geneity based on the entropy index (H) and
a normalised violence score that includes
robbery, drug trafficking, assault, homicide
and rape.

We performed a Principal Component
Analysis (PCA) on those variables and
applied a hierarchical clustering analysis on
the first two components using Ward’s
method. Four clusters emerged from this
analysis, which provide a clear view of the
socio-spatial contrasts in Santiago and
ensure a balanced distribution of our sample
across neighbourhood types. Below, we
briefly describe the characteristics of these
four neighbourhood types, while Figure 1
shows their spatial distribution within the
city. Complete descriptive statistics are avail-
able in Table A2 in the Appendix.

The first cluster corresponds to areas of
concentrated advantage with a high propor-
tion of upper- and upper middle-class
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residents and elevated land values (11% of
the sample). It is also characterised by good
accessibility to green spaces, and low levels of
urban violence. This type is strongly concen-
trated in the north-eastern part of the city.
The second cluster (31% of the sample)
includes middle-mixed neighbourhoods.
Land is more affordable than in the previous
type, while population density is significantly
lower. These neighbourhoods are more evenly
spread across the metropolitan area. The
third cluster (35% of the sample) comprises
neighbourhoods with a higher proportion of
lower middle-class population and increased
SES homogeneity. Finally, the fourth cluster
(24% of the sample) corresponds to disadvan-
taged neighbourhoods located on the urban
margins. Significant levels of housing

overcrowding and urban violence broadly
reflect the vulnerability experienced by resi-
dents of these areas.

Methods

We divide our analysis into two parts. First,
we focus on cross-sectional data, looking at
the most recent year available (2019 or 2018)
and including a battery of control variables.
Second, we move on to a longitudinal
approach, including the four waves of the
survey and estimating fixed-effect and
dynamic models. The latter models allow us
to account for all time-invariant factors, not
only those available as control variables.
Due to the nature of the data, however,
some variables – namely strong ties and

Figure 1. Neighbourhood types in Santiago, Chile.
Source: National Institute of Statistics (INE) and Centre for Territorial Intelligence (CIT-sUAI).
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local participation – do not allow for longi-
tudinal analysis, as they only have data for
two of the four waves of the survey. All
models are estimated under clustered stan-
dard errors at the census tract level. With
the exception of the dynamic panel model,
all of these models are estimated using OLS.
Our explanatory analysis looks into the
association between neighbourhood attach-
ment and perceived residential reputations.

Our first model can be described by equa-
tion (1):

Attachmentij =a+b1Rep1
ij + . . . +b5Rep5

ij + eij

ð1Þ

where Attachmentij represents each of the
eight dependent variables we use to measure
neighbourhood attachment for resident i in
census tract j. Rep1

ij, . . . ,Rep5
ij are the five

categories of perceived residential reputa-
tion, ranging from ‘very negatively’ to ‘very
positively’. We treat residential reputation as
a categorical variable to explore potential
non-linearities when assessing the role of
either positive or negative perceptions.

The following model includes a series of
control variables, represented by the vector Xij.

Attachmentij =a+b1Rep1
ij + . . . +b5Rep5

ij

+ gXij + eij

ð2Þ

The vector Xij specifically includes demo-
graphic variables (sex, age and age squared),
socio-economic factors (educational levels)
and the objective neighbourhood character-
istics (i.e. neighbourhood clusters). As men-
tioned before, we include these variables in a
stepwise manner, beginning with demo-
graphic variables, followed by both demo-
graphic and socio-economic variables and
finishing with all three sets of variables.

Our final cross-sectional specification
takes advantage of the panel structure of
our data by controlling for the lagged value

of each dependent variable. Lagged depen-
dent variables are useful as a way of control-
ling for the dynamic aspect of our variable
of interest if previous attachment reinforces
(or weakens) current levels of attachment.
To the extent that attachment presents iner-
tia over time, controlling for its lag allows us
to capture the unobserved factors shaping
that inertia. If we study attachment at time
t, then we can write this specification using
equation (3).

Attachmentij, t =a+b1Rep1
ij, t + . . . +b5Rep5

ij, t

+gXij, t + dAttachmentij, t�1 + eij

ð3Þ

To take full advantage of the panel structure,
we also include two specifications using fixed
effects. Fixed effects control for all time
invariant factors, either observed or unob-
served, providing a more exhaustive way to
account for potential confounders. For the
purpose of our estimation, we include two
models: a standard fixed effect model (equa-
tion (4)), and another including both fixed
effects and the lag of the respective depen-
dent variable (equation (5)). Importantly,
neighbourhood-level variables are available
only at one point in time (2017 or 2018). As
such, we cannot include measures of neigh-
bourhood change in our analysis. This
implies that neighbourhood characteristics
are treated as time-invariant variables in the
fixed effect models described below.

Attachmentij, t =a+b1Rep1
ij, t + . . . +b5Rep5

ij, t

+mij + eij

ð4Þ

Attachmentij, t =a+b1Rep1
ij, t + . . . +b5Rep5

ij, t

+mij + dAttachmentij, t�1 + eij

ð5Þ

To properly estimate our fixed effect models,
we need to include all available years of data
for each individual. While equations (1) – (3)
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are estimated using a single point in time (i.e.
t = 2019), equations (4) and (5) use multiple
years (t = 2016, . . . , 2019 for equation (4)
and t= 2017, . . . , 2019 for equation (5)).2

Lastly, we address the bias stemming from
the inclusion of both individual fixed effects
and the lagged dependent variable in
dynamic panel models such as that in equa-
tion (5) (Nickell, 1981). The correlation
between the two terms follows from the
lagged error term eij, t�1, which is present in
both Attachmentij, t�1 and in mij (which can be
computed as the average value of the depen-
dent variable across time). The resulting bias
generates inconsistent estimates, particularly
when the number of years is small relative to
the number of individuals, as is our case.

We address this bias by re-estimating
equation (5) using System GMM, developed
in Arellano and Bover (1995) and Blundell
and Bond (1998). In short, System GMM
uses internal instrumental variables to address
the bias that arises in dynamic panel models.
First, it estimates the model in first differences
(thus removing the fixed effect) and using the
lags of the endogenous variables in levels as
instruments. Second, it estimates the model in
levels (i.e. as shown in equation (5)) using the
lagged first differences of the endogenous
variables as instruments. Both equations are
put together and estimated through the

generalised methods of moments (see
Roodman, 2009 for further details).3

Most of our explanatory analysis focuses
on the estimated coefficients for reputations
categorised as ‘very negatively’ and ‘very
positively’, with the neutral reputation as the
reference category (value ‘3’ in the Likert
scale). In other words, our interest lies in the
extremes of the reputation distribution and
how they shape neighbourhood attachment.
We therefore focus on the interpretation of
the estimated coefficients b̂1 and b̂5 across
all specifications, and present the full regres-
sion tables for equations (1) – (5) for each
dependent variable in the Appendix. To
improve comparability, all dependent vari-
ables are standardised so that each has a
mean of zero and a standard deviation of 1.

Results

Descriptive analyses

We start with a descriptive overview of the
relationship between perceived residential
reputations and neighbourhood attachment.
Table 2 reports the mean for all outcome
variables by levels of perceived residential
reputations in 2019.

First, we observe that both dimensions of
sense of belonging to the neighbourhood
vary with the level of perceived residential

Table 2. Descriptive statistics of neighbourhood attachment by perceived residential reputations.

Highly
negative

Negative Neutral Positive Highly
positive

All

Neighbourhood identification 2.88 3.27 3.35 3.96 4.03 3.62
Physical rootedness 0.22 0.24 0.41 0.62 0.68 0.48
Trust in neighbours 2.63 2.94 3.04 3.39 3.66 3.19
Sociability with neighbours 3.32 3.24 3.44 3.67 3.93 3.53
Neighbours in core personal network ties 1.78 1.31 1.46 1.61 1.29 1.51
Visits between neighbours 2.1 2.07 2.05 2.1 2.16 2.09
Participation in local organisations 0.32 0.28 0.36 0.34 0.34 0.33
Compliance with social order 2.55 2.1 1.83 1.51 1.14 1.75

Notes: ELSOC, 2019. n = 489 residents.
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reputations. Residents with a ‘highly positive’
residential reputation show the highest level
of place identification, whereas those with a
‘highly negative’ reputation (or perceived
neighbourhood stigma) show the lowest level
(4.03 and 2.88 on average, respectively). The
desire to remain in the neighbourhood (phys-
ical rootedness) is also higher among resi-
dents who perceive the reputation of their
neighbourhood to be ‘highly positive’ (68%).

This pattern is repeated when considering
trust and sociability between neighbours.
Neighbourly trust is lower among residents
who perceive residential stigma than those
who share a highly positive image of their
neighbourhood (2.63 and 3.66 on average).
Regarding sociability, the difference between
residents who have a positive or a negative
view of their neighbourhood reputation is
less noticeable but remains important
(0.6 points on average). Nevertheless, the
number of neighbours in core personal net-
works and the frequency of visits between
neighbours remain constant across the repu-
tation hierarchy.

Regarding commitment to the local com-
mon good, the level of active participation
in neighbourhood organisations varies
slightly across the different levels of per-
ceived residential reputation. On average,
32% of residents who perceive the reputa-
tion of their neighbourhood to be ‘highly
negative’ are involved in local organisations,
while participation reaches 34% among
those who live in a neighbourhood with a
good perceived reputation. Finally, regard-
ing the last dimension, people who find the
reputation of their neighbourhood positive
report less norm-violating behaviour than
people who have a negative view of their
residential environment.

Explanatory analyses

The rest of the analysis is based on linear
regressions. To allow for a more

straightforward interpretation of the regres-
sion models, Figure 2 illustrates the coeffi-
cients for ‘highly negative’ and ‘highly
positive’ perceived reputations across all
outcomes and model specifications, with
neutral reputation being the reference cate-
gory. Specifically, here we report the esti-
mates for b1 and b5 as shown in equations
(1) – (5). We present tables with the results
for all levels of residential reputations in the
Appendix.

First, we examine the relationship
between perceived residential reputations
and both dimensions of sense of belonging
to the neighbourhood. Cross-sectional speci-
fications (models 1 – 5) generally indicate
that, relative to neutral reputations, per-
ceived stigma (‘very negative’ perceived rep-
utation) is negatively associated with
neighbourhood identification (Table A3 in
the Appendix). This association persists in
the fixed-effect specification. The coefficients
remain significant and decrease only mod-
estly after including the lagged dependent
variable (Model 7) and after controlling for
additional sources of bias (Model 8). The
positive effect of perceived residential pres-
tige on place identification exceeds the nega-
tive effect of stigma. As a result, the gap in
place identification attains 0.78 standard
deviations between the extremes of the
neighbourhood reputational hierarchy.
More general forms of positive reputation
also improve place identification.

Physical rootedness is also significantly
lower for residents who perceive the reputa-
tion of their neighbourhood to be very nega-
tive (Table A4 in the Appendix). Model 8
shows that the detrimental impact of terri-
torial stigma is even greater for physical
rootedness than for place identification to
the neighbourhood (- 0.51 and - 0.33 stan-
dard deviations, respectively). The same pat-
tern occurs among residents who perceive
moderate negative reputations. By contrast,
the effect of very positive and positive
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residential reputation becomes marginal and
loses statistical significance in longitudinal
models (Models 6 – 8).

Second, we analyse how residential repu-
tations are connected to variations in neigh-
bourhood relationships. Consistent with
descriptive findings, positive residential repu-
tations increase trust and improve sociability
between neighbours (Tables A5 and A6 in
the Appendix). This positive relationship is
persistent across all models and attains 0.36
and 0.49 standard deviations respectively in
the final specification (Model 8). Perceived
territorial stigma is not significantly associ-
ated with trust in neighbours, but signifi-
cantly reduces the propensity to maintain
social relationships at the local level. Cross-
sectional and longitudinal specifications also
indicate the detrimental effects of moderate
‘negative’ reputations (see Table A6 in the
Appendix). Regarding the presence of neigh-
bours in core personal networks and mutual
visits between neighbours, which are our
indicators of strong local ties, perceived resi-
dential reputations seem to have no signifi-
cant effect (see Tables A7 and A8 in the
Appendix). In other words, perceived reputa-
tions do not enhance or limit the emergence
of strong ties between neighbours. As such,
this indicates that residential reputations do
not affect all domains of the relational
dimension of neighbourhood attachment.

Third, we examine residents’ commitment
to the local common good. Cross-sectional
models indicate a non-significant relation-
ship between highly positive or negative
reputations and the level of participation in
local organisations across all models.
Interestingly though, residents who have
moderately negative views of their neigh-
bourhood report significantly lower levels of
membership in neighbourhood organisations
after adjusting for time-invariant character-
istics (Table A9 in the Appendix).

Regarding the level of compliance with
social rules and norms in the neighbourhood,

we find that living in a neighbourhood with
negative and highly negative perceived repu-
tations increases tensions between neigh-
bours (see Table A10 in the Appendix). The
size of the effect remains significant in longi-
tudinal models. By contrast, a ‘highly posi-
tive’ residential reputation significantly
decreases the frequency of reported norm-
violating behaviour in the neighbourhood,
but the effects are smaller than those
reported for perceived residential stigma.
Overall, this suggests that neighbourhood
prestige encourages respect for local norms
and harmonious coexistence between
neighbours.

Overall, our findings indicate that, in
general, perceived residential reputations –
both negative and positive – significantly
affect neighbourhood attachment.
Perceived residential stigma hurts the level
of attachment to neighbourhoods, while
perceived residential prestige improves it.
These results are stable after accounting for
observed neighbourhood conditions, indi-
vidual fixed effects and lagged dependent
variables, providing substantial support for
our hypothesis. Yet, we find that perceived
residential reputations do not evenly affect
every component of neighbourhood attach-
ment. While the emotional and normative
dimensions of neighbourhood attachment
clearly vary with perceived reputations, the
effects of reputations are mixed when refer-
ring to the relational dimension, and less
clear or not significant regarding the practi-
cal dimension of neighbourhood attach-
ment – that is, commitment to the local
common good. Moreover, although per-
ceived prestige and stigma have the most
significant effects on neighbourhood
attachment, moderate forms of perceived
reputation also play an important role in
shaping this process, thereby indicating
their distinct nature. We provide a more
detailed discussion of these nuances in the
last section of the article.
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Conclusions and discussion

The aim of this study has been to examine
the consequences of perceived residential
stigma and prestige in generating disparities
in neighbourhood attachment. The case of
Santiago provided an apt setting for this
study, not least because it is a highly segre-
gated context. The study relied on a multidi-
mensional definition of neighbourhood
attachment, operationalised through four
dimensions: sense of belonging, neighbour-
hood relationships, commitment to the local
common good and compliance with social
rules and norms. To measure the effect of
perceived residential reputations, we esti-
mated longitudinal regression models.
Overall, we showed that perceived symbolic
(de)valuation of neighbourhoods affects
their residents’ attachment to them. There
are five specific results to be discussed.

First, we found that perceived residential
stigma strongly reduces residents’ sense of
identification with the neighbourhood, phys-
ical rootedness, trust in neighbours and local
sociability. These results are in line with the
scarce quantitative studies previously con-
ducted, especially those indicating that per-
ceived territorial stigma increases residents’
intentions to leave the neighbourhood, and
neighbourhood conflicts (Andersen, 2008;
Méndez and Otero, 2018). To some extent,
this evidence supports claims by Wacquant
(2007) regarding pervasive social dissolution
and spatial alienation in stigmatised neigh-
bourhoods. We show that this concretely
applies to place identification and local
sociability. As mentioned, perceived residen-
tial stigma probably leads to feelings of indi-
vidual anguish and despair (Contreras,
2017), thereby forcing residents to generate
strategies of submission to cope with the
space’s negative imagery (Wacquant et al.,
2014). As reported in previous qualitative
research, territorial stigma may result in
mutual distancing, self-isolation and lateral

denigration (e.g. Garbin and Millington,
2012; Pereira and Queirós, 2014; Pinkster
et al., 2020), which ultimately hinder neigh-
bourhood attachment.

Second, we cast new light on the effects of
positive residential reputations – or perceived
neighbourhood prestige – on neighbourhood
attachment. We found that such perceptions
promote neighbourhood attachment, espe-
cially by increasing residents’ sense of identifi-
cation with the neighbourhood, neighbourly
trust and local social relationships. These
findings are consistent with prior quantitative
research, and especially with a study focused
on the association between positive reputa-
tions and trust in neighbours (Kullberg et al.,
2010). In addition, we also found that per-
ceived neighbourhood prestige significantly
reduces reported norm-violating behaviour in
the neighbourhood, but does not seem to con-
tribute to the existence of strong ties with
neighbours, participation in neighbourhood
organisations or the desire to stay in the
neighbourhood (physical rootedness).
Interestingly, the latter result partly chal-
lenges the findings reported in a study focused
on the city of Utrecht, the Netherlands, indi-
cating that perceived neighbourhood reputa-
tion reduces the intention to leave the
neighbourhood (Permentier et al., 2009).
Despite these nuances, there is overall support
for our claim that the high symbolic value
perceived by residents improves their attach-
ment to the neighbourhood, probably
because it reinforces a strong self-image of
success, self-esteem and self-entitlement, all of
which are rooted in class identification in the
first place.

Third, it is important to stress that the
consequences of perceived residential reputa-
tions on neighbourhood attachment are, to
some extent, varied. Perceived residential
stigma and prestige clearly affect neighbour-
hood attachment in terms of place identifica-
tion, neighbourly trust and sociability with
neighbours, and compliance with social rules
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and norms, but do not significantly affect the
formation of strong ties with neighbours and
participation in local organisations. These
differences suggest that residential reputa-
tions challenge residents’ identities, broader
sociability and normativity in particular, but
are less clear regarding how they experience
core social relationships and local commit-
ments. On one hand, when referring to neg-
ative reputations, we suggest that residents
probably deny neighbourhood belonging
because this would mean identifying them-
selves with the subject of defamation – one
which they might prefer to avoid. The
internal spatial boundaries/divisions that
residents designate within defamed places
in order to divert residential stigmatisation
towards a ‘demonised’ other – especially
residents with less social power – may
explain why general sociability is lower
when residents perceive the tainted reputa-
tions of their neighbourhoods. In the case
of positive neighbourhood reputations, we
consider that a greater sense of place
belonging probably comes from the incor-
poration of spatial signals of honour and
prestige in the process of social class iden-
tity construction. This can certainly
encourage broader sociability among
‘equals’ and generate a scenario of mutual
trust between residents in prestigious areas.

Strong local ties and participation in
neighbourhood organisations are domains
that refer to the potential care and support
that residents can receive in their residential
areas. They represent the practical sense of
neighbourhood attachment. Residents who
perceive residential stigma may not reduce
local participation and preserve some of the
stronger ties, even in a context of emotional
detachment, precisely because such connec-
tions and organisations can be more relevant
under these conditions. This may also
explain why residents who perceive residen-
tial prestige may reduce their local participa-
tion. Overall, the fact that perceived positive

and negative reputations do not affect all
dimensions and domains representing neigh-
bourhood attachment suggests the existence
of ambivalences in residents’ experiences
with their residential areas when dealing with
symbolic struggles (Jensen and Christensen,
2012). These results, however, should not be
interpreted as contradictions, but as com-
plexities that residents experience when deal-
ing with reputations and managing their
local attachment in the process. After all,
perceived stigma and prestige do not pro-
duce results that are far removed from what
was expected; rather, they seem to be less
important in certain domains.

Fourth, our study also provides evidence
of the existence of several nuances regarding
the reputational structure. Although the
effects of reputations are prominent at the
edges of the reputational hierarchy, that is,
perceived prestige and stigma, we showed
that less intense forms of positive and nega-
tive reputation also play a role in neighbour-
hood attachment. A perceived moderately
positive reputation increases neighbourhood
attachment regarding identification and
neighbourly trust. In addition, residents with
a moderately negative perceived residential
reputation exhibit a lower physical rooted-
ness and less sociability with their neigh-
bours and seem to reduce their local
participation and compliance with social
rules and norms. In general, moderate repu-
tations follow the direction of effects
reported for perceived residential stigma and
prestige, although their impact is, in most
cases, smaller than those reported for the
extremes of the reputational structure. As
such, these findings suggest not only that the
effects of residential reputations operate
throughout the entire reputation distribu-
tion, but also that the effects of moderate
reputations follow the continuum of reputa-
tions rather than laying the groundwork
for varied patterns of neighbourhood
attachment.
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Finally, in most of our models, neighbour-
hood characteristics had no significant effects
on neighbourhood attachment. This likely
happened because the constitutive power of
perceived reputations and their effects on res-
idents’ attachment to the neighbourhood are
strongly connected with macro-structures,
including the long-standing neoliberal urban
policies that have promoted residential segre-
gation in the first place (Wacquant, 2012). In
other words, residential reputations are
strongly dependent on structural conditions,
so, to a certain extent, they capture the influ-
ence of the latter on the communitarian fate
of populations. Additional cross-sectional
analyses not presented here indeed indicated
that perceived residential reputations reduce
and thus somewhat mediate the influence of
objective neighbourhood characteristics on
neighbourhood attachment. Therefore, we
can conclude that perceived residential repu-
tations operate on behalf of objective condi-
tions and also have an explanatory power of
their own, thereby reinforcing the influence
of spatial inequality on neighbourhood
attachment. This is consistent with previous
research from the USA that found that
neighbourhood stigma, fostered by racial
stereotypes, affects collective perceptions of
disorder and crime above and beyond
observed neighbourhood characteristics, with
severe implications for the persistence of resi-
dential segregation (Quillian and Pager,
2001; Sampson and Raudenbush, 2004).

Our study is not without limitations.
First, while we provide a robust estimation
of the coefficients through fixed effects and
lagged dependent variables, we could not
fully discard the possibility of endogeneity.
Second, we were not able to fully exploit the
dynamic nature of our data because our
measures of the objective neighbourhood
characteristics are based on a single point in
time. Third, we have not focused on the
explanatory mechanisms that explicitly link
perceived residential reputations and

neighbourhood attachment. These limita-
tions point to the need for further research
on changing patterns of residential reputa-
tions over time and space.

All in all, we have provided fruitful
insights into how perceived residential repu-
tations yield different forms of neighbour-
hood attachment. This study is valuable
because it employs panel data and focuses on
both extremes of the distribution – not only
stigma, but also perceived neighbourhood
prestige. Perceived reputations distinctively
affect the affective domains of neighbour-
hood attachment, especially the sense of
belonging to the neighbourhood, but also
general sociability with neighbours and com-
pliance with local norms. Nevertheless, repu-
tations do not have a clear impact on more
practical domains such as strong ties with
neighbours and local participation. In this
sense, our results do not rule out the possibil-
ity that perceived residential stigma may acti-
vate different forms of organised action
through which to combat territorial defama-
tion, as has been proposed in the literature.
The overall tendency, however, is that per-
ceived stigma mostly damages the territorial
community, while prestigious reputations
generally reinforce neighbourhood attach-
ment. Thus, our results somewhat support
seminal ideas proposed by Wacquant (2007)
and more recent claims by Tyler and Slater
(2018: 735) that stigma ‘functions as a form
of power’ that serves to reproduce and rein-
force existing socio-spatial hierarchies. As
such, our study highlights that scholars must
be careful not to generalise positive experi-
ences in stigmatised areas and consider that
urban relegation under neoliberal regimes
has effectively made everyday life more alie-
nating for the most deprived.
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Notes

1. In 2019, for instance, the average annual per-
capita budget of the 52 municipalities belong-
ing to Chile’s Metropolitan Region was
around US$404, ranging from US$1420 in
Vitacura to US$180 in Cerro Navia.
Regarding education, student performance
and socio-economic background are much
higher in upper-class municipalities, which
also have more private schools and more
experienced teachers. In terms of urban green
space, only 20% of residents in lower-class
municipalities like La Pintana have access to
nearby open space of at least 5000 m2, while
this is the case for 75% of residents in upper-
class districts like Vitacura.

2. Because of the nature of our data, we esti-
mate a fixed effect model using an unba-
lanced panel. While this does not present
major concerns in terms of estimation or
inference, it could create problems due to
attrition and interpretation of the relevant
population. For that reason, all our fixed
effect estimates should be interpreted as rep-
resentative of the 489 respondents in 2019.

3. Further details of the System GMM estima-
tion include the use of a two-step estimator
(robust to heteroscedasticity) and the use of

the five perceived residential reputation dum-
mies as instruments. As with all other estima-
tors, standard errors are clustered at the
neighbourhood level.
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Appendix

Table A2. Description of neighbourhood types.

Advantaged Middle mixed Lower-middle Disadvantaged All

SES segregation (Theil’s H
index)

0.3 0.27 0.39 0.51 0.36

Proportion of high-SES
households

19.95 3.3 0.96 0.17 4.54

Share of medium-high-SES
households

34.05 9.68 3.21 1.05 9.73

Share of medium-SES
households

28.21 24.23 13.8 6.97 18.15

Share of medium-low-SES
households

13.78 37.83 40.72 35.31 34.48

Share of low-SES households 3.45 21.2 34 45.84 27.35
Share of poor households 0.55 3.76 7.3 10.66 5.74
Unemployment rate 4.72 6.26 7.48 9.14 6.98
Land value per square metre 1874 978 751 635 978
Population density 202.57 92.02 134.15 203.13 144.55
Accessibility to green spaces 3.87 2.74 1.94 2.25 2.57
Precarious housing 1.96 10.43 17.28 15.35 12.23
Overcrowded housing 3.74 5.87 10.4 13.76 8.53
Urban violence 0.44 0.45 0.49 0.54 0.48
Number of neighbourhoods 35 75 70 45 225
Percentage of neighbourhoods 16 33 31 20 100

Notes: 225 census tracts of the Santiago Metropolitan Region. Significantly higher values are in bold. Significantly lower

values are in italics.

Table A1. Number of observations and average neighbourhood attachment by sample selection stage.

Variable Total
sample

Full
panel

Neighbourhood
data

Remained in
the same area

No missing
values in 2019

Neighbourhood identification 3.62 3.62 3.6 3.6 3.59
Physical rootedness 0.46 0.46 0.44 0.45 0.45
Trust in neighbours 3.17 3.18 3.19 3.19 3.18
Sociability with neighbours 3.47 3.49 3.51 3.52 3.53
Neighbours in core
personal network

1.56 1.66 1.72 1.71 1.74

Visits between neighbours 2.15 2.15 2.14 2.13 2.14
Participation in local
organisations

0.31 0.32 0.29 0.29 0.3

Compliance with social order 1.75 1.74 1.74 1.74 1.75
Observations 646 557 534 510 489
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Table A3. Sense of belonging by perceived residential reputation.

Cross-sectional model Longitudinal model

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8

Residential reputation (ref = neutral)
Very negative 20.50**

(0.19)
20.51***
(0.19)

20.56***
(0.20)

20.46**
(0.19)

20.28
(0.17)

20.48***
(0.10)

20.34***
(0.10)

20.33**
(0.15)

Negative 20.09
(0.16)

20.11
(0.16)

20.15
(0.16)

20.11
(0.16)

20.02
(0.13)

20.14**
(0.07)

20.09
(0.09)

20.14
(0.12)

Positive 0.63***
(0.12)

0.58***
(0.12)

0.55***
(0.12)

0.51***
(0.13)

0.39***
(0.11)

0.19***
(0.06)

0.15**
(0.06)

0.20**
(0.09)

Very positive 0.71***
(0.17)

0.72***
(0.16)

0.70***
(0.16)

0.67***
(0.17)

0.48***
(0.16)

0.32***
(0.09)

0.21**
(0.10)

0.45***
(0.11)

Spatial cluster (ref = middle-mixed)
Advantaged 0.10

(0.14)
0.04

(0.12)
Lower middle 0.05

(0.11)
0.02

(0.10)
Disadvantaged 20.19

(0.14)
0.01

(0.12)
Other control variables
Women 20.10

(0.09)
20.12
(0.09)

20.12
(0.09)

20.03
(0.08)

Age 0.03
(0.02)

0.03*
(0.02)

0.03
(0.02)

0.02
(0.02)

Age squared 20.00
(0.00)

20.00
(0.00)

20.00
(0.00)

20.00
(0.00)

Education (ref = no formal education)
Primary 0.04

(0.47)
0.05

(0.46)
0.12

(0.57)
Secondary 0.05

(0.47)
0.02

(0.45)
0.08

(0.57)
Vocational 20.13

(0.47)
20.17
(0.46)

0.04
(0.58)

University 0.05
(0.47)

20.02
(0.45)

0.12
(0.57)

Graduate 20.31
(0.51)

20.42
(0.49)

20.26
(0.60)

Lagged DV 0.49***
(0.05)

20.23***
(0.03)

0.39***
(0.14)

Time
Year = 2017 20.00

(0.04)
Year = 2018 20.01

(0.05)
20.00
(0.04)

Year = 2019 20.01
(0.05)

20.01
(0.05)

20.03
(0.06)

Constant 20.28**
(0.11)

21.09***
(0.42)

21.10*
(0.63)

20.98
(0.64)

20.84
(0.69)

20.03
(0.05)

20.03
(0.06)

Observations 489 489 489 489 488 1938 1449 1449
R2 0.16 0.19 0.20 0.21 0.40 0.04 0.08
Individuals 489 489 489
Instruments 35
Sargan test 0.024
Hansen test 0.216
AR(1) test 0.000
AR(2) test 0.000

Notes: Robust standard errors in parentheses.

***p \ 0.01. **p \ 0.05. *p \ 0.1.
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Table A4. Physical rootedness by perceived residential reputation.

Cross-sectional model Longitudinal model

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8

Residential reputation (ref = neutral)
Very negative 20.37**

(0.16)
20.38**
(0.15)

20.34**
(0.16)

20.30*
(0.16)

20.15
(0.15)

20.39***
(0.12)

20.42***
(0.14)

20.51***
(0.19)

Negative 20.32**
(0.13)

20.35***
(0.13)

20.34***
(0.13)

20.33**
(0.13)

20.17
(0.13)

20.16**
(0.08)

20.19*
(0.10)

20.23*
(0.13)

Positive 0.42***
(0.11)

0.36***
(0.12)

0.35***
(0.12)

0.34***
(0.12)

0.29**
(0.12)

0.04
(0.07)

0.01
(0.09)

0.07
(0.11)

Very positive 0.56***
(0.18)

0.58***
(0.17)

0.56***
(0.17)

0.54***
(0.18)

0.54***
(0.17)

0.05
(0.12)

0.02
(0.13)

0.12
(0.16)

Spatial cluster (ref = middle-mixed)
Advantaged 0.05

(0.15)
20.09
(0.14)

Lower middle 0.03
(0.11)

0.05
(0.11)

Disadvantaged 20.07
(0.12)

20.04
(0.12)

Other control variables
Women 20.10

(0.08)
20.09
(0.08)

20.10
(0.09)

20.07
(0.08)

Age 0.03
(0.02)

0.03*
(0.02)

0.03*
(0.02)

0.04**
(0.02)

Age squared 20.00
(0.00)

20.00
(0.00)

20.00
(0.00)

20.00
(0.00)

Education (ref = no formal education)
Primary 0.37

(0.57)
0.38

(0.59)
0.76

(0.53)
Secondary 0.37

(0.58)
0.36

(0.59)
0.71

(0.53)
Vocational 0.61

(0.58)
0.59

(0.59)
0.98*

(0.54)
University 0.58

(0.58)
0.55

(0.60)
0.87

(0.54)
Graduate 0.43

(0.61)
0.38

(0.62)
0.79

(0.57)
Lagged DV 0.33***

(0.05)
20.26***
(0.03)

0.14
(0.21)

Time
Year = 2017 0.01

(0.06)
Year = 2018 0.01

(0.05)
20.01
(0.05)

Year = 2019 0.02
(0.06)

20.00
(0.07)

0.05
(0.06)

Constant 20.14
(0.10)

21.00**
(0.39)

21.67**
(0.71)

21.62**
(0.75)

21.99***
(0.70)

0.03
(0.06)

0.07
(0.07)

Observations 489 489 489 489 478 1920 1422 1422
R2 0.12 0.16 0.17 0.17 0.27 0.01 0.08
Individuals 489 488 488
Instruments 35
Sargan test 0.231
Hansen test 0.353
AR(1) test 0.009
AR(2) test 0.000

Notes: Robust standard errors in parentheses.

***p \ 0.01. **p \ 0.05. *p \ 0.1.
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Table A5. Trust in neighbours by perceived residential reputation.

Cross-sectional model Longitudinal model

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8

Residential reputation (ref = neutral)
Very negative 20.34*

(0.20)
20.38*
(0.20)

20.34*
(0.20)

20.32
(0.20)

20.18
(0.19)

20.32***
(0.11)

20.32**
(0.13)

20.28
(0.18)

Negative 20.09
(0.15)

20.10
(0.15)

20.12
(0.15)

20.12
(0.16)

20.02
(0.14)

20.03
(0.07)

20.01
(0.08)

0.01
(0.12)

Positive 0.29**
(0.12)

0.28**
(0.12)

0.25**
(0.12)

0.26*
(0.13)

0.18
(0.11)

0.17***
(0.06)

0.20***
(0.06)

0.24**
(0.10)

Very positive 0.52***
(0.17)

0.51***
(0.17)

0.43**
(0.17)

0.45**
(0.18)

0.38**
(0.15)

0.41***
(0.11)

0.31**
(0.12)

0.36**
(0.16)

Spatial cluster (ref = middle-mixed)
Advantaged 20.06

(0.18)
20.13
(0.16)

Lower middle 0.10
(0.12)

0.07
(0.09)

Disadvantaged 20.00
(0.15)

0.05
(0.12)

Other control variables
Women 20.05

(0.09)
20.04
(0.09)

20.03
(0.09)

0.06
(0.08)

Age 0.03
(0.02)

0.04**
(0.02)

0.04**
(0.02)

0.03
(0.02)

Age squared 20.00
(0.00)

20.00**
(0.00)

20.00**
(0.00)

20.00*
(0.00)

Education (ref = no formal education)
Primary 20.08

(0.36)
20.07
(0.38)

20.17
(0.35)

Secondary 20.02
(0.34)

20.01
(0.36)

20.08
(0.35)

Vocational 0.05
(0.36)

0.07
(0.38)

0.03
(0.36)

University 0.30
(0.36)

0.33
(0.38)

0.15
(0.36)

Graduate 0.47
(0.38)

0.54
(0.40)

0.28
(0.38)

Lagged DV 0.49***
(0.04)

20.28***
(0.03)

20.12
(0.22)

Time
Year = 2017 0.01

(0.05)
Year = 2018 0.01

(0.05)
0.00

(0.04)
Year = 2019 0.00

(0.05)
20.00
(0.05)

20.01
(0.05)

Constant 20.12
(0.10)

20.56
(0.41)

20.99*
(0.53)

21.06*
(0.56)

20.68
(0.51)

20.07
(0.05)

20.06
(0.06)

Observations 489 489 489 489 487 1937 1448 1448
R2 0.06 0.06 0.08 0.09 0.31 0.02 0.10
Individuals 489 489 489
Instruments 35
Sargan test 0.182
Hansen test 0.339
AR(1) test 0.191
AR(2) test 0.000

Notes: Robust standard errors in parentheses.

***p \ 0.01. **p \ 0.05. *p \ 0.1.
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Table A6. Sociability with neighbours by perceived residential reputation.

Cross-sectional model Longitudinal model

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8

Residential reputation (ref = neutral)
Very negative 20.15

(0.20)
20.18
(0.20)

20.27
(0.20)

20.24
(0.20)

20.06
(0.19)

20.42***
(0.11)

20.44***
(0.14)

20.40*
(0.21)

Negative 20.25
(0.15)

20.25
(0.16)

20.32**
(0.15)

20.33**
(0.16)

20.29**
(0.14)

20.23***
(0.08)

20.16*
(0.09)

20.22*
(0.12)

Positive 0.27**
(0.11)

0.27**
(0.12)

0.20*
(0.11)

0.21*
(0.11)

0.19*
(0.10)

0.04
(0.06)

0.04
(0.08)

0.12
(0.09)

Very positive 0.59***
(0.16)

0.57***
(0.16)

0.52***
(0.16)

0.58***
(0.16)

0.46***
(0.15)

0.35***
(0.12)

0.31**
(0.13)

0.49***
(0.17)

Spatial cluster (ref = middle-mixed)
Advantaged 20.33**

(0.16)
20.32***
(0.12)

Lower middle 0.13
(0.12)

0.06
(0.10)

Disadvantaged 20.00
(0.16)

0.00
(0.14)

Other control variables
Women 20.13

(0.09)
20.19**
(0.09)

20.17*
(0.09)

20.07
(0.08)

Age 0.02
(0.02)

0.02
(0.02)

0.02
(0.02)

0.00
(0.02)

Age squared 20.00
(0.00)

20.00
(0.00)

20.00
(0.00)

20.00
(0.00)

Education (ref = no formal education)
Primary 0.33

(0.41)
0.35

(0.41)
0.17

(0.56)
Secondary 0.17

(0.40)
0.19

(0.40)
0.09

(0.56)
Vocational 0.12

(0.40)
0.18

(0.40)
0.03

(0.56)
University 0.09

(0.41)
0.22

(0.41)
0.12

(0.56)
Graduate 0.04

(0.45)
0.29

(0.44)
0.16

(0.58)
Lagged DV 0.43***

(0.04)
20.26***
(0.03)

0.21
(0.19)

Time
Year = 2017 0.01

(0.05)
Year = 2018 20.00

(0.05)
20.02
(0.05)

Year = 2019 20.00
(0.05)

20.03
(0.06)

20.03
(0.06)

Constant 20.10
(0.10)

20.27
(0.39)

20.33
(0.55)

20.47
(0.56)

0.01
(0.66)

0.05
(0.05)

0.07
(0.06)

Observations 489 489 489 489 481 1917 1416 1416
R2 0.06 0.07 0.12 0.13 0.31 0.03 0.09
Individuals 489 488 488
Instruments 35
Sargan test 0.103
Hansen test 0.330
AR(1) test 0.002
AR(2) test 0.000

Notes: Robust standard errors in parentheses.

***p \ 0.01. **p \ 0.05. *p \ 0.1.
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Table A7. Neighbours in core network by perceived residential reputation.

Cross-sectional model Longitudinal model

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8

Residential reputation (ref = neutral)
Very negative 0.24

(0.18)
0.24

(0.19)
0.21

(0.19)
0.21

(0.22)
0.16

(0.22)
Negative 20.11

(0.14)
20.11
(0.14)

20.11
(0.14)

20.11
(0.14)

20.12
(0.14)

Positive 0.11
(0.13)

0.13
(0.13)

0.13
(0.13)

0.14
(0.13)

0.13
(0.13)

Very positive 20.13
(0.18)

20.13
(0.18)

20.11
(0.18)

20.11
(0.19)

20.11
(0.19)

Spatial cluster (ref = middle-mixed)
Advantaged 20.07

(0.16)
20.05
(0.16)

Lower middle 20.05
(0.13)

20.05
(0.13)

Disadvantaged 20.01
(0.16)

20.01
(0.16)

Other control variables
Women 0.06

(0.09)
0.03

(0.09)
0.03

(0.09)
0.01

(0.09)
Age 20.00

(0.02)
20.01
(0.02)

20.01
(0.02)

20.01
(0.02)

Age squared 20.00
(0.00)

0.00
(0.00)

0.00
(0.00)

0.00
(0.00)

Education (ref = no formal education)
Primary 0.85***

(0.18)
0.84***

(0.19)
0.77***

(0.19)
Secondary 0.76***

(0.19)
0.76***

(0.20)
0.73***

(0.20)
Vocational 0.62***

(0.19)
0.61***

(0.20)
0.61***

(0.21)
University 0.51***

(0.19)
0.51**

(0.20)
0.48**

(0.20)
Graduate 0.87***

(0.31)
0.90***

(0.34)
0.93***

(0.34)
Lagged DV 0.11**

(0.05)
Time
Year = 2017
Year = 2018
Year = 2019
Constant 20.03

(0.11)
0.07

(0.45)
20.37
(0.51)

20.35
(0.52)

20.32
(0.52)

Observations 489 489 489 489 489
R2 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.03 0.04

Notes: Robust standard errors in parentheses.

***p \ 0.01, **p \ 0.05, *p \ 0.1.
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Table A8. Visits between neighbours by perceived residential reputation.

Cross-sectional model Longitudinal model

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8

Residential reputation (ref = neutral)
Very negative 0.05

(0.23)
0.06

(0.23)
0.09

(0.23)
0.06

(0.25)
0.04

(0.19)
20.17
(0.12)

20.24
(0.16)

20.15
(0.20)

Negative 0.03
(0.15)

0.03
(0.15)

0.02
(0.15)

0.01
(0.14)

0.03
(0.13)

20.04
(0.07)

20.13
(0.09)

20.11
(0.13)

Positive 0.06
(0.12)

0.08
(0.12)

0.08
(0.13)

0.10
(0.13)

0.05
(0.12)

0.02
(0.06)

20.01
(0.08)

20.04
(0.12)

Very positive 0.13
(0.18)

0.13
(0.17)

0.07
(0.18)

0.10
(0.19)

0.17
(0.17)

0.03
(0.10)

0.05
(0.11)

0.04
(0.14)

Spatial cluster (ref = middle-mixed)
Advantaged 20.00

(0.18)
20.02
(0.16)

Lower middle 0.05
(0.12)

20.05
(0.10)

Disadvantaged 0.10
(0.15)

0.07
(0.13)

Other control variables
Women 0.14

(0.09)
0.17*

(0.09)
0.18*

(0.09)
0.22**

(0.08)
Age 20.01

(0.02)
0.00

(0.02)
0.01

(0.02)
20.00
(0.02)

Age squared 0.00
(0.00)

20.00
(0.00)

20.00
(0.00)

0.00
(0.00)

Education (ref = no formal education)
Primary 20.65

(0.52)
20.64
(0.51)

20.95
(0.71)

Secondary 20.71
(0.50)

20.69
(0.50)

20.97
(0.71)

Vocational 20.55
(0.53)

20.52
(0.52)

20.77
(0.72)

University 20.36
(0.51)

20.32
(0.50)

20.70
(0.71)

Graduate 20.17
(0.56)

20.12
(0.56)

20.53
(0.75)

Lagged DV 0.42***
(0.04)

20.24***
(0.03)

0.31
(0.33)

Time
Year = 2017 20.00

(0.05)
Year = 2018 20.01

(0.05)
20.01
(0.05)

Year = 2019 20.01
(0.06)

20.01
(0.06)

20.01
(0.05)

Constant 20.05
(0.10)

0.13
(0.46)

0.39
(0.75)

0.29
(0.76)

0.70
(0.88)

0.02
(0.06)

0.06
(0.07)

Observations 489 489 489 489 489 1943 1457 1457
R2 0.00 0.01 0.03 0.03 0.20 0.00 0.06
Individuals 489 489 489
Instruments 35
Sargan test 0.161
Hansen test 0.384
AR(1) test 0.047
AR(2) test 0.000

Notes: Robust standard errors in parentheses.

***p \ 0.01. **p \ 0.05. *p \ 0.1.
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Table A9. Participation in local organisations by perceived residential reputation.

Cross-sectional model Longitudinal model

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8

Residential reputation (ref = neutral)
Very negative 20.10

(0.20)
20.09
(0.19)

20.08
(0.20)

20.14
(0.20)

20.20
(0.19)

Negative 20.19
(0.13)

20.20
(0.13)

20.21
(0.13)

20.24*
(0.13)

20.24**
(0.12)

Positive 20.05
(0.13)

20.07
(0.12)

20.07
(0.12)

20.05
(0.13)

20.19
(0.12)

Very positive 20.05
(0.19)

20.02
(0.18)

20.07
(0.19)

20.06
(0.19)

20.28*
(0.16)

Spatial cluster (ref = middle-mixed)
Advantaged 0.12

(0.22)
0.23

(0.21)
Lower middle 0.04

(0.12)
0.03

(0.11)
Disadvantaged 0.16

(0.15)
0.17

(0.13)
Other control variables
Women 0.07

(0.09)
0.07

(0.09)
0.07

(0.09)
20.00
(0.09)

Age 0.00
(0.02)

0.01
(0.02)

0.01
(0.02)

20.00
(0.02)

Age squared 0.00
(0.00)

20.00
(0.00)

20.00
(0.00)

0.00
(0.00)

Education (ref = no formal education)
Primary 0.37

(0.48)
0.37

(0.49)
0.04

(0.47)
Secondary 0.07

(0.48)
0.10

(0.50)
20.10
(0.47)

Vocational 0.17
(0.48)

0.19
(0.50)

20.01
(0.48)

University 0.28
(0.50)

0.30
(0.52)

20.03
(0.50)

Graduate 0.58
(0.60)

0.56
(0.63)

0.46
(0.61)

Lagged DV 0.40***
(0.05)

Time
Year = 2017
Year = 2018
Year = 2019
Constant 0.09

(0.11)
20.18
(0.42)

20.48
(0.60)

20.58
(0.64)

0.08
(0.62)

Observations 489 489 489 489 488
R2 0.00 0.02 0.04 0.04 0.18

Notes: Robust standard errors in parentheses.

***p \ 0.01. **p \ 0.05. *p \ 0.1.
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Table A10. Compliance with social rules and norms by perceived residential reputation.

Cross-sectional model Longitudinal model

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8

Residential reputation (ref = neutral)
Very negative 0.76***

(0.24)
0.75***

(0.25)
0.79***

(0.25)
0.76***

(0.26)
0.59**

(0.24)
0.37**

(0.15)
0.24

(0.16)
0.63***

(0.24)
Negative 0.29*

(0.16)
0.29*

(0.16)
0.31*

(0.16)
0.30*

(0.17)
0.16

(0.15)
0.26***

(0.09)
0.13

(0.10)
0.29**

(0.13)
Positive 20.34***

(0.12)
20.33***
(0.12)

20.29**
(0.12)

20.28**
(0.12)

20.20*
(0.11)

20.12*
(0.07)

20.13
(0.08)

20.10
(0.12)

Very positive 20.72***
(0.12)

20.73***
(0.12)

20.73***
(0.13)

20.72***
(0.13)

20.59***
(0.12)

20.10
(0.08)

20.14*
(0.08)

20.23*
(0.13)

Spatial cluster (ref = middle-mixed)
Advantaged 20.07

(0.16)
20.06
(0.15)

Lower middle 20.04
(0.11)

20.08
(0.10)

Disadvantaged 0.05
(0.15)

0.06
(0.14)

Other control variables
Women 20.02

(0.09)
0.02

(0.09)
0.02

(0.09)
20.01
(0.08)

Age 0.01
(0.02)

0.01
(0.02)

0.01
(0.02)

0.02
(0.02)

Age squared 20.00
(0.00)

20.00
(0.00)

20.00
(0.00)

20.00
(0.00)

Education (ref = no formal education)
Primary 20.55

(0.53)
20.56
(0.52)

20.74
(0.58)

Secondary 20.66
(0.53)

20.66
(0.52)

20.82
(0.58)

Vocational 20.55
(0.54)

20.54
(0.52)

20.77
(0.58)

University 20.43
(0.54)

20.40
(0.53)

20.59
(0.59)

Graduate 20.46
(0.55)

20.41
(0.55)

20.55
(0.61)

Lagged DV 0.35***
(0.06)

20.26***
(0.03)

0.16
(0.18)

Time
Year = 2017 0.01

(0.06)
Year = 2018 0.01

(0.05)
0.01

(0.05)
Year = 2019 0.01

(0.05)
0.00

(0.06)
20.03
(0.06)

Constant 0.09
(0.10)

0.06
(0.44)

0.47
(0.71)

0.45
(0.73)

0.44
(0.75)

20.03
(0.06)

0.02
(0.07)

Observations 489 489 489 489 489 1942 1456 1456
R2 0.15 0.15 0.17 0.17 0.28 0.02 0.08
Individuals 489 489 489
Instruments 35
Sargan test 0.026
Hansen test 0.009
AR(1) test 0.005
AR(2) test 0.000

Notes: Robust standard errors in parentheses.

***p \ 0.01. **p \ 0.05. *p \ 0.1.
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