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Abstract

The construct of place attachment is crucial in the relationship between people and their satisfaction with their work
environment, but there are still few studies on it. This study aims to verify through a longitudinal design with a sample
of healthcare workers in an Italian hospital (V=110 at Time 2) whether secure workplace attachment is a predictor of
environmental satisfaction. A self-report questionnaire, including measures such as Workplace Attachment Style Scale
and the Satisfaction with the Work Environment Scale, was administered to participants, and the collected data were then
analyzed by using structural equation modeling. Specifically, three models were tested for hypothesis verification, i.e.the
first one where secure job attachment is a predictor of environmental satisfaction, the second one concerning the inverse
model, and finally the third being a reciprocal model. Results show that only the first model is statistically significant,
evidencing that a secure workplace attachment style enhances environmental satisfaction over time. This finding witnesses
the pivotal role of positive emotional bonds for feeling good in the workplace, and provides actionable insights for targeted

design and management interventions to boost healthcare workers’ well-being.
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Introduction

Over the past three decades, scholars from different fields,
including psychology, sociology, geography, and architec-
ture, have extensively studied the construct of place attach-
ment (Lewicka, 2010). There is currently no universally
accepted definition of place attachment, even though it is
widely acknowledged that it taps the affective bond that an
individual establishes with a place that is meaningful to him
or her (Manzo & Devine-Wright, 2021). Research on place
attachment has been focusing on how this emotional bond
can be developed with various types of places, ranging from
natural environments (e.g., Colley & Craig, 2019; Landon
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et al., 2021) to built environments, such as domestic or resi-
dential settings (e.g., Fornara et al., 2019; Meagher & Chea-
dle, 2020; Strandberg, 2023). However, much remains to be
explored regarding the antecedents (e.g., Van Riper et al.,
2019) and consequences (e.g., Scannell & Gifford, 2017)
of place attachment. In this regard, paradoxically, one issue
that remains insufficiently clarified in the literature concerns
the relationship between a given place’s characteristics and
the development of an emotional bond with it. Essentially,
a clear answer is still needed to the following question: are
we attached to places because we are satisfied with their
environmental and aesthetic qualities, or do we perceive
them positively precisely because we are already attached
to them?

Regarding its definition, place attachment includes cog-
nitive and behavioral aspects alongside the emotional com-
ponent (e.g., Fornara et al., 2021; Scannell & Gifford, 2010).
This construct stems from theories of interpersonal attach-
ment, such as that of Ainsworth (1979) and Bowlby (1969).
According to these scholars, people are biologically oriented
to establish and maintain an emotional bond with primary
attachment figures (usually the mother figure in early devel-
opment). Bowlby (1969) argues that closeness-seeking is a
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survival mechanism that provides a secure base by which
people experience feelings of safety and stability.

Attachment to place is analogous to this process in those
individuals, for their purposes and drawing on their own
experiences, are inclined to seek environments that are
familiar and safe to them, capable of alleviating uncertainty
and providing emotional comfort (Korpela, 2002).

Hernandez and colleagues (2020) point out that three
main perspectives can be found in the study of place attach-
ment. Regarding the first one, (e.g., Giuliani, 2003; Rollero
& De Piccoli, 2010), place attachment is a one-dimensional
construct, based mostly on emotional attachment to a place,
that should be distinguished from other similar patterns,
such as place identity and place dependence.

The second perspective (e.g., Williams & Vaske, 2003)
defines place attachment as a higher-order multidimensional
construct, encompassing the concepts of place identity and
place dependence. Finally, the third perspective, within the
Person-Process-Place (PPP) framework (Scannell & Gif-
ford, 2010), considers place attachment as the interaction
(i.e., process) between the individual and the environment.
Recently, some scholars have tried to make a bridge between
the classical interpersonal attachment perspective and the
place attachment construct, assuming that the “place” can
be an object of attachment (e.g., Scrima et al., 2015, 2017;
Stancu et al., 2020).

In this sense, Scannell and Gifford (2014) point out that
individuals form distinct patterns of place attachment, with
the quality of the (person-place) relationship depending on
the specific attributes of the places. This approach has been
used for the conceptualization of workplace attachment
styles (Scrima, 2020; Scrima et al., 2017), which include
two basic dimensions: self-perception and workplace per-
ception. The interactions between these two dimensions and
their positive or negative valence identify distinct types of
workplace attachment: secure (positive self/positive place),
worried (negative self/positive place), and avoidant (posi-
tive self/negative place).

The present research focuses on secure workplace attach-
ment and its relationship with environmental satisfaction in
the workplace. In particular, through a longitudinal research
design, we tried to clarify what is the direction of this rela-
tionship, including the verification of a mutual influence.

In the following lines, we report the mixed evidence that
emerged from studies addressing this point.
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The relationship between environmental
satisfaction and workplace attachment

Individuals have always sought and interacted with envi-
ronments that were assumed to give them comfort, support,
and protection. In accordance with the Person-Environment
(P-E) adaptation theory, individuals seek places that align
with their needs and have attributes that can maintain har-
mony with their surroundings (Caplan, 1987). If this is not
the case, individuals may experience dis-stress, anxiety, and
frustration, prompting them to promote subjective change or
change in their environment (Backlander & Richter, 2022),
aimed at restoring this alignment.

As reported by Shin (2016), the assessment of environ-
mental features has been addressed through constructs such
as comfort and environmental satisfaction.

As regards comfort, it has been particularly studied in
environmental design research to explore physical and
physiological sensations, along with the perception of par-
ticular environmental stimuli from the surroundings. Com-
fort reflects the physical and psychological well-being,
experienced in the environment, that allows individuals to
focus on their activities.

Comfort assessment may involve the objective mea-
surement of environmental factors, typically carried out by
expert evaluators (Bonnes & Bonaiuto, 1995), and the “sub-
jective” environmental assessment (Gifford, 2002), concern-
ing individuals’ judgments based on their direct experience
of the environment. The focus on the latter kind of assess-
ment has promoted the development of perceived environ-
mental quality indices for an array of places, such as urban
neighborhoods (e.g., Perceived Residential Environment
Quality Indicators, PREQIs; Bonaiuto et al., 1999, 2003,
2006; Fornara et al., 2010), hospitals (e.g., Perceived Hos-
pital Environment Quality Indicators, PHEQIs; Andrade et
al., 2012; Fornara et al., 2006) and remote workplaces (e.g.,
Perceived Remote Working Environment Quality Indica-
tors, PRWEQI; Mura et al., 2023a). These indices allow the
measurement of specific aspects of perceived environmental
quality for the various kinds of places.

In the present study, we focused on the environmental
satisfaction construct, which taps the subjective assessment
of how well a specific environment meets an individual’s
expectations and needs (Bonaiuto & Alves, 2012; Elder
et al., 2003) and, in line with the distinction provided by
Shin (2016), encompasses a broader level than comfort. An
array of correlational studies conducted in work settings
have highlighted that place attachment is a major predic-
tor of environmental satisfaction toward workplaces. For
instance, a study with a sample of office workers showed
that the relationship between workplace attachment and
emotional exhaustion is mediated by satisfaction with one’s
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office (Scrima et al., 2021). Similar results emerged in rela-

tion to job stress (Rebillon et al., 2023) and, in the hospital

context, work engagement (Mura et al., 2023b).
Considering these findings, it was hypothesized that:

H,: Secure workplace attachment predicts Environmental
satisfaction.

In contrast, other studies found that place satisfaction is
a significant predictor of place attachment. For example,
Ramkissoon and Mavondo (2015) showed how, through
the activation of future intention to visit a national park,
visitors’ environmental satisfaction positively influenced
place attachment. Also, other studies focusing on residential
places have shown that environmental satisfaction is a pre-
dictor of attachment to one’s neighborhood (e.g., Bonaiuto
et al.,, 1999; Chen et al., 2018). Regarding work environ-
ments, another study found that a workplace design that
meets workers’ needs contributes to their attachment to both
the workplace and the organization (Inalhan & Finch, 2004;
Mura et al., 2024).

On the basis of these empirical outcomes, a directional
hypothesis that is exactly the opposite of Hl was formu-
lated, i.e.:

H,: Environmental satisfaction predicts Secure workplace
attachment

As argued so far, the scientific literature has provided con-
flicting evidence on the direction of the relationship between
place attachment and environmental satisfaction.

Indeed, while some studies suggest that place attachment
is a precursor of environmental satisfaction (e.g., Scrima et
al., 2017; Rebillon et al., 2023; Mura et al., 2023b), other
researchers have postulated the opposite effect, namely
that environmental satisfaction acts as a precursor of place
attachment (Bonaiuto et al., 1999; Chen et al., 2018). This
node can be untied only through experimental and/or longi-
tudinal research designs. A proper longitudinal design can
also allow to test the hypothesis of circular relationship, that
is the presence of a mutual influence, between constructs.

It is reasonable to hypothesize that the more an employee
is attached to the workplace, the more he/she will be emo-
tionally engaged with that place, and this emotional bond
will influence his/her perception of the place, thus affecting
his/her satisfaction with it.

Conversely, a place that is able to meet the worker’s
needs should enhance the worker’s satisfaction, which in
turn should strengthen the emotional bond between the
worker and the workplace.

It was thus hypothesized that:

Hj: Secure workplace attachment and Environmental satis-
faction have a reciprocal impact.

Method
Participants and procedure

This study employs a two-wave longitudinal design. Par-
ticipants were selected through a convenience sampling
method, as they were all healthcare workers, from various
units of an Italian hospital, who accepted to participate to
the research on a voluntary basis, after having signed the
informed consent. No financial compensation was provided,
and only those having worked at the same hospital unit for
at least one year were included in the sample.

A self-report questionnairein a paper-and-pencil format,
was administered to participants during employees’ lunch
breaks at the workplace. At T, the sample consisted of 148
participants, while at T,, which took place 90 days later, the
response rate was 74.32% of those who had responded at T}.

Consequently, the final sample comprised 110 workers,
39.3% male and 60.7% female, aged between 21 and 66
years (M=45.52; SD=12.20). Among them, 25.5% were
physicians, 33% nurses, 17% nursing assistants, 11.3%
administrative staff, and 13.2% fell into the “other” category.

The average tenure was 12.57 years, ranging from a min-
imum of 1 year to a maximum of 41 years (SD=10.95).

Tools
The questionnaire included the following measures.

Secure workplace attachment It is a subscale of the Work-
place Attachment Style Questionnaire (Scrima, 2020) and
comprises 5 items with a 7-point Likert scale response,
ranging from “Totally Disagree” to “Totally Agree”. This
subscale aimed to identify a secure attachment style to the
workplace (e.g., “I enjoy the time I spend at my workplace”).

Before responding to the items, employees were instructed
to first think about their workplace, its rooms and corri-
dors, the color of its walls, its sounds, noises, and smells,
and the people with whom they usually share it (Bruny et
al., 2023). In the current study, the unifactorial structure of
the scale was tested through confirmatory factor analysis
(CFA). The analysis yielded satisfactory fit indices at both
T, (¢¥df=1.31, CFI=0.99, NNFI=0.98, SRMR =0.03) and
T, (y¥#df=0.43, CFI=1.00, NNFI=1.00, SRMR=0.01).
Additionally, we verified the internal consistency through
the McDonald’s omega index, which was good at both T,
(©=0.84) and T, ®=0.85).
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Environmental satisfaction It is a subscale of the Satisfac-
tion with the Work Environment Scale (Fleury-Bahi & Mar-
couyeux, 2017). This subscale comprises 7 items that assess
environmental satisfaction toward spatial-physical features
of the work setting (e.g., satisfaction with air circulation,
temperature, brightness). Participants were asked to respond
on a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from “Completely Dis-
satisfied” to “Completely Satisfied”. The unifactorial struc-
ture showed satisfactory fit indices at both T, (y¥df=2.05,
CFI=0.97, NNFI=0.96, SRMR =0.04) and T, (y¥df=1.94,
CFI=0.98, NNFI=0.96, SRMR=0.03). Moreover, Envi-
ronmental satisfaction subscale exhibited an adequate inter-
nal consistency index at both T; (w=0.90) and T, (0=0.92).

Data analysis

The data were analyzed through structural equation model-
ing with the assistance of AMOS 5.0 software (Arbuckle,
1997). Design variables at T, and T, were included in the
model as latent factors. Subsequently, the following four
models were compared. Model 1— Stability Model: Ini-
tially, a model was specified without structural relationships
between latent variables but with synchronous temporal
covariances. Temporal stabilities were defined as covari-
ances between constructs for each possible pair of variables
(T, and T,). This model estimates the total stability coef-
ficient between the first and second administrations (Pitts
etal., 1996).

Model 2— Causality Model, testing H1: this model is
equal to Model 1, but also includes structural parameters
between Workplace attachment at T, and Environmental
satisfaction at T,.

Model 3— Reverse Causality Model, testing H2: this
model is equal to Model 1, but includes the structural
parameter between Environmental satisfaction at T, and
Workplace attachment at T,. Model 4— Reciprocal Model,
testing H3: this model includes reciprocal structural param-
eters between Workplace attachment and Environmen-
tal satisfaction, thus it encompasses all structural links of
Model 2 and Model 3. Nested models were compared using

Table 1 Descriptive statistics and correlations of the variables under study

the chi-square difference test (x°). Model fit was assessed
using the following indices: y’/df, CFI, NNFI, SRMR. In
this study, a model was considered valid if all structural
parameters were significant at p<.01, the ratio y’/df was
below 3, CFI and NNFI were above 0.90, and SRMR was
below 0.08 (Schermelleh-Engel et al., 2003). The research
hypotheses were accepted if the Chi-square test for compar-
ing the nested models were significant at least for p<.05.

Ethical issues

The study was conducted according to the guidelines of
the Declaration of Helsinki and was authorized by the Eth-
ics Committee of the University of XXX [blinded for peer
review] (No. 0032513, 6.02.2023 - Classif. 1I/9) in compli-
ance with the Code of Ethics of the American Psychological
Association (APA) and the Italian Psychological Associa-
tion (AIP).

Prior informed consent was collected, in accordance with
the Italian privacy law, and the anonymity of participants
was consistently guaranteed.

Results

Table 1 presents the descriptive statistics (including the cor-
relations) of the variables under study.

The skewness and kurtosis indices range between —1.14
and 0.71, indicating no large violations of univariate normal-
ity. Regarding socio-demographic variables (age, gender,
and tenure), none shows a significant correlation with secure
workplace attachment at T and T,, and with environmental
satisfaction at T; and T,. Secure workplace attachment at T,
is positively correlated with environmental satisfaction at
T, (r=.553, p<.001) and at T, (r=.613, p<.001). Finally,
environmental satisfaction at T, is positively correlated with
secure workplace attachment (r=.622, p <.001).

Table 2 displays the fit indices of the four nested models
computed.

M SD S K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. Age 4552 1220  -0.11  —1.14 1

2.Sex (1=M;2=F) — — — — — 1

3. Tenure 1257 1095  0.71 ~0.50  0.73***  0.07 1

4.SWAT, 4.11 1.45 -0.14  —0.61  0.01 -0.05 008 I

5.EnvSat T, 3.60 1.51 0.18 -0.68  —0.04 0.12 05 0.55% ]

6.SWAT, 4.18 1.51 024 088 0.3 —0.07 0.1  093%%x  049%xx |

7. EnvSat T, 3.92 1.55 0.10 082  —0.09 0.06 04 0.61***  (.88* 0.62%%% |

N=110; M Mean; SD Standard deviation; S Skewness; K Kurtosis; *** = p <.001; SWA Secure workplace attachment; EnvSat Environmental

satisfaction
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Table 2 Fit indices and comparison between nested models

x 2 df p x df CFI NNFI SRMR Ax? Adf P
Model 1 500.310 237 <0.001 2.111 0.915 0.901 0.073 - - -
Model 2 495275 236 <0.001 2.099 0.916 0.902 0.066 5.035 1 0.024
Model 3 499.954 236 <0.001 2.118 0.914 0.900 0.074 0.356 1 0.551
Model 4 493.682 235 <0.001 2.101 0.916 0.902 0.066 6.628 2 0.036

CFI comparative fit index; NNFI (Non) Normed Fit Index; SRMR (Standardized) Root Mean Square Residual

Workpalce 0.933 [0.881, 0.973]

attachment T,

Workpalce
attachment T,

h 4

0.146 [0.003, 0.301]

0.591 [0.88, 0.97] 673 [0.518, 0.867]

Environmental
satisfaction T,

Environmental
satisfaction T,

0.787 [0.632, 0.935]

Fig. 1 Model 2: estimated parameters of the causal semi-longitudinal model (see Supplementary Materials for the estimated parameters of Model
2)

The fit indices of the models are satisfactory. However, This relationship in the literature has been addressed
Model 2. is the only one that exhibits all structural param-  through the constructs of “perceived comfort,” which refers
eters significant at least at p<.05 (Fig. 1). Indeed, in Models  to the perception (physical and physiological) of environ-
3, the causality parameter from Environmental satisfaction =~ mental stimuli, and “environmental satisfaction,” which
at T, to Secure workplace attachment at T, is not significant ~ concerns the psychological evaluation of these.

(7 =-0.073) [C. . = —0.197, 0.010]. Furthermore, the Ay’ Our study, through a longitudinal research design con-
test indicates a significant improvement (p=.024) compared  ducted in a hospital setting, aimed to analyze the rela-
to the stability model. tionship between secure attachment to the workplace and
Model 2 also accounts for 87% of the variance in Secure ~ environmental satisfaction toward the work setting.
workplace attachment at T, and 78% of the variance of When discussing the workplace, hospitals or care facili-
Environmental satisfaction at T,. ties are not immediately top-of-mind. This is not solely attrib-

utable to the fact that, due to the intrinsic characteristics of

their work, healthcare personnel do not have a well-defined
Discussion and stable workstation, with the entire department serving as

their workplace, but also, and above all, to the symbolic sig-
Affective bonding is a crucial element in the attachment  nificance attributed to healthcare facilities. In fact, in most
between an individual and his or her physical environment.  cases the image evoked by care facilities is negative, closely
Numerous studies highlight the psychological benefits of  associated with suffering, illness, and death. Such negative
place attachment (e.g., Scannell & Gifford, 2017) and its  associations have been linked with adverse outcomes for
impact on behaviors (e.g., Takahashi & Selfa, 2015), but the healthcare workers, including increased burnout (Cao et al.,
relationship between the physical environment and the cor- ~ 2022), higher turnover (Hebles & Ortega, 2022), and greater
responding attachment bond is still understudied, and in line ~ job dissatisfaction (Galanis et al., 2023). This pervasive nega-
with Shin’s (2016) theoretical framework, there is aneed to  tive image has even led some scholars to describe healthcare
better define the nature and directionality of the individual’s  settings as typically “inhuman” (e.g., see Manca et al., 2023;
affective bond with his or her work environment. Nagasawa, 2000). Consequently, working in the healthcare
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sector inherently involves continual exposure to negative
emotions, persistent encounters with others’ suffering, and
oppressive work shifts (Bae, 2024). These intrinsic challenges
have underscored the necessity for interventions targeting the
physical-spatial context of work, guided by principles of
user-centered design (Gifford, 2007) and, more specifically,
by approaches to healthcare design humanization (Del Nord
et al., 2015). In this context, creating hospital settings that
are more compassionate (Nagasawa, 2000) involves design-
ing spaces with physical characteristics that not only support
the overall health and well-being of patients and healthcare
professionals, but also help to lower their stress levels.

This is particularly important considering that both
groups routinely face challenges such as illness, suffering,
and sometimes even death. Numerous studies have demon-
strated that the physical design of hospital environments,
as well as various indicators of perceived environmental
quality, significantly influences the well-being of healthcare
professionals (Ackley et al., 2024).

These interventions do not necessarily require a complete
renovation of hospital buildings or departments; rather, they
can involve targeted modifications of specific environmen-
tal elements aimed at creating a more humanized setting.
For example, a recent quasi-experimental study by Scrima
et al. (2023) investigated the impact of permanently install-
ing an art gallery within a hospital department. It was found
that enhancing the aesthetic quality of the work environ-
ment positively influenced its restorativeness, as well as the
affective commitment and work engagement of healthcare
personnel, thereby inverting (i.e., shifting from negative to
positive) the overall meaning of the space.

Given their transient nature and predominantly negative
connotation, only a limited number of studies have investi-
gated the relationship between hospital environments and
place attachment (e.g., Jorgensen & Geropanta, 2021; Mura
et al., 2023b; Nonnis et al., 2022; Rudzinski et al., 2023D).
Furthermore, the limited number of experimental and cor-
relational studies has made it difficult to clearly understand
and confirm how the physical hospital environment (i.e.,
environmental satisfaction or comfort) is linked to place
attachment.

To address this gap in the scientific literature, three
research hypotheses based on a causal model were tested
for the study: the first one with secure workplace attachment
as a predictor, the second one concerning an inverse causal
model, and the third one focusing on a reciprocal model. Of
these three hypotheses, only H1 was fully confirmed: in the
90 days between T, and T,, there was in fact an increase
in environmental satisfaction with one’s workplace. This
result is consistent with previous similar research con-
ducted in outdoor natural environments (e.g., Ramkissoon
et al., 2013) and in occupational settings (e.g., Scrima et al.,
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2021). On the contrary, study outcomes do not provide sup-
port for both H2 and H3. In sum, from the model compari-
son, it can be concluded that secure workplace attachment
style is a predictor of environmental satisfaction.

The confirmation of HI and the non-significance of H2
contribute to the distinction between the concepts of com-
fort and environmental satisfaction. While comfort pertains
to the perception of quality related to specific environmen-
tal features, environmental satisfaction refers to the more
general subjective assessment of how well a given environ-
ment meets an individual’s expectations. This implies that
once an emotional bond with the workplace is established
(i.e., secure workplace attachment), individuals will tend to
evaluate it positively, as they perceive, through their rela-
tionship with the place, that it supports them in achieving
their personal and professional goals.

The results of previous research that are not in line with
those of our study (e.g., Ariccio et al., 2021; Chen et al.,
2018) could be explained in the light of a confusing use of
terms such as “comfort” and “environmental satisfaction”
(Shin, 2016). Indeed, if it is plausible to hypothesize that
individuals’ evaluation of environmental stimuli can predict
their attachment to the place (in accordance with the PPP
model; see Scannell & Gifford, 2010), findings of this study
suggest that, over time, the subjective evaluation of how
well a specific work environment meets the expectations
and requirements which are important for an individual
(i.e., his or her environmental satisfaction) is influenced by
his/her attachment to the workplace, and it is thus a conse-
quence of it.

Limitations and future direction

Despite the promising findings emerged, this research has
several limitations. First, the sample of the studyconsisted
only of a specific group of workers (hospital workers and
staff) from a single hospital facility. Thus, the results cannot
be generalized to a larger population.

Although no significant correlations emerged between
socio-demographic variables and the study’s main con-
structs, individual factors may still have influenced the
relationship between workplace attachment style and envi-
ronmental satisfaction. Future research should place greater
emphasis on potential differences related to gender, age, and
organizational tenure among healthcare workers.

Additionally, considering the inherent characteristics of
healthcare professions and the specific patient populations
they serve, factors such as work schedules, emotional and
workload demands (e.g., number of emergency cases), and
department type may play a significant role in shaping these
relationships. Moreover, the hospital setting is a unique
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work environment with characteristics that distinguish it
from typical workplaces (e.g., offices). Future research
should replicate the study in work environments other than
hospitals. In addition, data collection took place at only two
points in time. Although as far as we know there were no
significant changes in the environmental and organizational
structure of the hospital, some confounding factors may
have influenced the T, responses.

Future studies should aim to replicate the research over
a longer time frame and include additional data collection
points. In addition, all responses were self-reported, making
them susceptible to response bias. Futhermore, the interpre-
tation of the results was based on the distinction between
comfort and environmental satisfaction, confirming secure
place attachment as a predictor of environmental satisfac-
tion. However, the study did not include a specific measure
of perceived comfort, in order to verify its relationship with
place attachment.

In any case, information regarding the physical-spatial
environment was solely based on participants’ subjective
perceptions. In fact, the study did not incorporate objective
environmental quality indicators to compare against these
self-reported evaluations. Thus, future research should
address this limitation by integrating objective assessments
of the workplace environment, which would help clarify the
causal relationship between secure workplace attachment
and environmental satisfaction.

Finally, this study focused exclusively on the Italian
healthcare context. In the medical field, cultural factors
play a crucial role. Different healthcare models (e.g., pub-
lic vs. private systems), varying levels of investment in
healthcare services, and, more specifically, in healthcare
facilities, differ significantly across cultural contexts. Future
research should adopt a cross-cultural perspective, examin-
ing the relationship between hospital environments and
place attachment in different national and cultural settings.
Additionally, further studies should explore how diverse
healthcare approaches influence this relationship, provid-
ing a broader and more comprehensive understanding of its
underlying mechanisms.

Practical implications

With a more practical perspective, this study highlights how
a thoughtful approach to workplace design can significantly
impact employees’ well-being and job satisfaction, particu-
larly in high-pressure environments such as hospitals. Cre-
ating more “humanized” spaces (Nagasawa, 2000), where
lighting, colors, materials, and even artwork are carefully
selected to foster a sense of comfort and belonging, should
enhance workplace attachment and, consequently, improve
overall work-life quality.

Similarly, monitoring environmental quality through
specific indicators allows for an objective assessment of
spatial modifications, enabling targeted interventions that
reduce psychophysical discomfort and promote a healthier
and more functional work environment.

Implementing a user-centered design approach (Fornara
& Andrade, 2012; Gifford, 2007), which considers the per-
ceptions and needs of healthcare professionals, is essential
for developing spaces where employees not only perform
their tasks efficiently but also feel supported and valued.
This, in turn, can help mitigate burnout and turnover, two
critical challenges in the healthcare sector. However, the
positive impact of workplace attachment strategies is not
limited to hospitals, since other professional settings may
also benefit from these interventions, fostering psychologi-
cally and productively sustainable work environments.

Finally, to ensure the long-term effectiveness of these
measures, investing in training programs for employees and
facility managers is crucial. Promoting an organizational
culture that acknowledges the relationship between physical
space and well-being can facilitate the continuous improve-
ment of work environments, ultimately making workplace
design a key element in enhancing sustainability and profes-
sional quality of life.

Conclusions

This research represents an advance in the study of the
relationship between place attachment and environmental
satisfaction in the context of the literature on person-envi-
ronment adaptation, particularly in relation to hospital envi-
ronments and healthcare staff.

We have found that secure workplace attachment has
a longitudinal impact that is able to increase individu-
als’ environmental satisfaction. A secure attachment to the
workplace, characterized by a positive evaluation of one-
self and the environment, enables workers to perceive more
positively an environment that is often instead associated
with negative experiences such as those of suffering and
illness. Attachment to the workplace and, consequently,
environmental satisfaction with one’s workplace, can thus
contribute to a more “humanized” environment (Andrade et
al., 2012; Fornara et al., 2006) that supports the activities of
healthcare workers.
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supplementary material available at https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-0
25-07714-1.

Funding Open access funding provided by Universita degli Studi di
Cagliari within the CRUI-CARE Agreement.

This research received no specific grant from any funding agency in
the public, commercial, or not-for-profit sectors.

@ Springer


https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-025-07714-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-025-07714-1

Current Psychology

Data availability The data that support the findings of this research are
available from the corresponding author on reasonable request.

Declarations

Ethical approval The research was conducted in full compliance with
the Ethical Principles of Psychologists and Code of Conduct of the
American Psychological Association (APA) and in accordance with
the Declaration of Helsinki.

Informed consent Informed consent was obtained from all individual
participants included in this study

Conflict of interest The authors state that there is no conflict of interest

Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons
Attribution 4.0 International License, which permits use, sharing,
adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format,
as long as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the
source, provide a link to the Creative Commons licence, and indicate
if changes were made. The images or other third party material in this
article are included in the article’s Creative Commons licence, unless
indicated otherwise in a credit line to the material. If material is not
included in the article’s Creative Commons licence and your intended
use is not permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted
use, you will need to obtain permission directly from the copyright
holder. To view a copy of this licence, visit http://creativecommons.o
rg/licenses/by/4.0/.

References

Ackley, A., Olanrewaju, O. I., Oyefusi, O. N., Enegbuma, W. L.,
Olaoye, T. S., Ehimatie, A. E., Ukpong, E., & Akpan-Idiok, P.
(2024). Indoor environmental quality (IEQ) in healthcare facili-
ties: A systematic literature review and gap analysis. Journal of
Building Engineering, 86, 108787. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jobe
.2024.108787

Ainsworth, M. S. (1979). Infant-mother attachment. American Psy-
chologist, 34(10), 932-937. https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.
34.10.932

Andrade, C., Lima, M. L., Fornara, F., & Bonaiuto, M. (2012). Users’
views of hospital environmental quality: Validation of the per-
ceived hospital environment quality indicators (PHEQIs). Jour-
nal of Environmental Psychology, 32(2), 97-111. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.jenvp.2011.12.001

Arbuckle, J. L. (1997). Amos user’s guide version 3.6. SmallWaters
Corporation.

Ariccio, S., Lema-Blanco, 1., & Bonaiuto, M. (2021). Place attachment
satisfies psychological needs in the context of environmental risk
coping: Experimental evidence of a link between self-determi-
nation theory and person-place relationship effects. Journal of
Environmental Psychology, 78, 101716. https://doi.org/10.1016
/j.jenvp.2021.101716

Bicklander, G., & Richter, A. (2022). Relationships of task—environ-
ment fit with office workers’ concentration and team function-
ing in activity-based working environments. Environment and
Behavior, 54(6), 971-1004. https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916522
1115181

Bae, H. (2024). Nurse staffing, work hours, mandatory overtime, and
turnover in acute care hospitals affect nurse job satisfaction, intent
to leave, and burnout: A cross-sectional study. International

@ Springer

Journal of Public Health, 69, 1607068. https://doi.org/10.3389/
ijph.2024.1607068

Bonaiuto, M., &amp; Alves, S. (2012). Residential places and neigh-
borhoods: Toward healthy life, social integration, and reputable
residence. In S. D. Clayton (Ed.), The Oxford handbook of envi-
ronmental and conservation psychology (pp. 221-247). Oxford
University Press. https://doi.org/10.1093/0xfordhb/97801997330
26.013.0013

Bonaiuto, M., Aiello, A., Perugini, M., Bonnes, M., & Ercolani, A. P.
(1999). Multidimensional perception of residential environment
quality and neighbourhood attachment in the urban environment.
Journal of Environmental Psychology, 19(4), 331-352. https://do
1.0rg/10.1006/jevp.1999.0138

Bonaiuto, M., Fornara, F., & Bonnes, M. (2003). Indexes of perceived
residential environment quality and neighbourhood attachment in
urban environments: A confirmation study on the City of Rome.
Landscape and Urban Planning, 65(1-2), 41-52. https://doi.org/
10.1016/S0169-2046(02)00236-0

Bonaiuto, M., Fornara, F., & Bonnes, M. (2006). Perceived residential
environment quality in middle- and low-extension Italian cities.
European Review of Applied Psychology, 56(1), 23-34. https://do
i.org/10.1016/j.erap.2005.02.011

Bonnes, M., & Bonaiuto, M. (1995). Expert and layperson evaluation
of urban environmental quality: The natural versus the built envi-
ronment. In Y. Guerrier, N. Alexander, J. Chase, & M. O’Brien
(Eds.), Values and the environment: A social science perspective
(pp- 151-163). Wiley.

Bowlby, J. (1969). Attachment and loss: Volume I: Attachment. The
Hogarth Press and the Institute of Psycho-Analysis.

Bruny, F., Vallée, B., Bernardi, F., Rioux, L., & Scrima, F. (2023).
Workplace attachment style as moderator of the relationship
between political skills and organizational citizenship behaviors.
Europe s Journal of Psychology, 19(2), 158—173. https://doi.org/
10.5964/ejop.6559

Cao, Y., Gao, L., Fan, L., Jiao, M., Li, Y., & Ma, Y. (2022). The influ-
ence of emotional intelligence on job burnout of healthcare work-
ers and mediating role of workplace violence: A cross sectional
study. Frontiers in Public Health, 10, 892421. https://doi.org/10.
3389/fpubh.2022.892421

Caplan, R. D. (1987). Person-environment fit theory and organiza-
tions: Commensurate dimensions, time perspectives, and mecha-
nisms. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 31(3), 248-267. https://d
01.0rg/10.1016/0001-8791(87)90042-X

Chen, N., Hall, C. M., Yu, K., & Qian, C. (2018). Environmental satis-
faction, residential satisfaction, and place attachment: The cases
of long-term residents in rural and urban areas in China. Sustain-
ability, 11(22), 6439. https://doi.org/10.3390/su11226439

Colley, K., & Craig, T. (2019). Natural places: Perceptions of wildness
and attachment to local greenspace. Journal of Environmental
Psychology, 61, 71-78. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2018.12.
007

Del Nord, R., Marino, D., & Peretti, G. (2015). Humanization of care
spaces: A research developed for the Italian ministry of health.
TECHNE - Journal of Technology for Architecture and Environ-
ment, 9,224-229. https://doi.org/10.13128/Techne-16127

Elder, G. H., Johnson, M. K., &amp; Crosnoe, R. (2003). The emer-
gence and development of life course theory. In J. T. Mortimer
&amp; M. J. Shanahan (Eds.), Handbook of the Life Course (pp.
3-20). Kluwer Academic/Plenum. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-0-
306-48247-2 1

Fleury-Bahi, G., & Marcouyeux, A. (2017). Measuring satisfaction
with the work environment: Scale development and initial valida-
tion. [Evaluer la satisfaction envers I’espace de travail: Dével-
oppement d’une échelle et premiere validation]. Psychologie Du
Travail Et Des Organisations, 23(1), 1-13. https://doi.org/10.10
16/j.pt0.2017.01.001


https://doi.org/10.3389/ijph.2024.1607068
https://doi.org/10.3389/ijph.2024.1607068
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199733026.013.0013
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199733026.013.0013
https://doi.org/10.1006/jevp.1999.0138
https://doi.org/10.1006/jevp.1999.0138
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0169-2046(02)00236-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0169-2046(02)00236-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.erap.2005.02.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.erap.2005.02.011
https://doi.org/10.5964/ejop.6559
https://doi.org/10.5964/ejop.6559
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpubh.2022.892421
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpubh.2022.892421
https://doi.org/10.1016/0001-8791(87)90042-X
https://doi.org/10.1016/0001-8791(87)90042-X
https://doi.org/10.3390/su11226439
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2018.12.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2018.12.007
https://doi.org/10.13128/Techne-16127
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-0-306-48247-2_1
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-0-306-48247-2_1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pto.2017.01.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pto.2017.01.001
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jobe.2024.108787
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jobe.2024.108787
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.34.10.932
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.34.10.932
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2011.12.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2011.12.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2021.101716
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2021.101716
https://doi.org/10.1177/00139165221115181
https://doi.org/10.1177/00139165221115181

Current Psychology

Fornara, F., & Andrade, C. (2012). Healthcare environments. In S.
Clayton (Ed.), The oxford handbook of environmental and con-
servation psychology (pp. 295-315). Oxford University Press.

Fornara, F., Bonaiuto, M., & Bonnes, M. (2006). Perceived hospital
environment quality indicators: A study of orthopaedic units.
Journal of Environmental Psychology, 26(4), 321-334. https://do
1.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2006.07.003

Fornara, F., Bonaiuto, M., & Bonnes, M. (2010). Cross-validation of
abbreviated perceived residential environment quality (PREQ)
and neighborhood attachment (NA) indicators. Environment and
Behavior, 42(2), 171-196. https://doi.org/10.1177/00139165083
30998

Fornara, F., Lai, A. E., Bonaiuto, M., & Pazzaglia, F. (2019). Residen-
tial place attachment as an adaptive strategy for coping with the
reduction of Spatial abilities in old age. Frontiers in Psychology,
10, 443235. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.00856

Fornara, F., Scopelliti, M., Carrus, G., Bonnes, M., & Bonaiuto, M.
(2021). Place attachment and environment-related behaviour.
In L.C. Manzo & P. Devine-Wright (Eds.), Place attachment.
Advances in theory, methods and applications, 2nd Edition (pp.
193-207). Routledge.

Galanis, P., Moisoglou, 1., Katsiroumpa, A., Vraka, 1., Siskou, O.,
Konstantakopoulou, O., Meimeti, E., & Kaitelidou, D. (2023).
Increased job burnout and reduced job satisfaction for nurses
compared to other healthcare workers after the COVID-19 pan-
demic. Nursing Reports, 13(3), 1090. https://doi.org/10.3390/nu
rsrep13030095

Gifford, R. (2002). Environmental Psychology: Principles and Prac-
tice. Optimal Books.

Gifford, R. (2007). Environmental psychology: Principles and prac-
tice (4th ed.). Allyn &amp; Bacon.

Giuliani, M. V. (2003). Theory of attachment and place attachment. In
M. Bonnes, T. Lee, & M. Bonaiuto (Eds.), Psychological Theo-
ries for Environmental Issues (pp. 137-170). Ashgate.

Hebles, M., & Ortega, K. (2022). Stress and turnover intentions within
healthcare teams: The mediating role of psychological safety, and
The moderating effect of COVID-19 worry and supervisor sup-
port. Frontiers in Psychology, 12, 758438. https://doi.org/10.338
9/fpsyg.2021.758438

Hernandez, B., Hidalgo, M. C., & Ruiz, C. (2020). Theoretical and
methodological aspects of research on place attachment. In L.
Manzo & P. Devine-Wright (Eds.), Place attachment. Advances
in theory. Methods and applications (pp. 94—110). Routledge.

Inalhan, G., & Finch, E. (2004). Place attachment and sense of belong-
ing. Facilities, 22(5/6), 120-128. https://doi.org/10.1108/026327
70410540333

Jorgensen, S., Geropanta, V., (2021). Place attachment theories: a spa-
tial approach to smart health and healing. In M.D. D. Lytras, A.
Sarirete, A. Visvizi, &amp; K. Tai Chui (Eds.), Artificial Intelli-
gence and Big Data Analytics for Smart Healthcare (pp. 47-61).
Academic Press. https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-822060-3.00
007-3

Korpela, K. (2002). Children’s environment. In R. B. Bechtel & A.
Churchman (Eds.), Handbook of environmental psychology (pp.
363-373). Wiley.

Landon, A. C., Woosnam, K. M., Kyle, G. T., & Keith, S. J. (2021).
Psychological needs satisfaction and attachment to natural land-
scapes. Environment and Behavior, 53(6), 661-683. https://doi.o
rg/10.1177/0013916520916255

Lewicka, M. (2010). What makes neighborhood different from home

and City? Effects of place scale on place attachment. Journal of

Environmental Psychology, 30(1), 35-51. https://doi.org/10.1016
/j.jenvp.2009.05.004

Manca, S., Bonaiuto, M., & Fornara, F. (2023). Perceived hospital
environment quality indicators: The case of healthcare places for

terminal patients. Buildings, 13(1), 57. https://doi.org/10.3390/b
uildings13010057

Manzo, L. C., & Devine-Wright, P. (2021). Introduction. In L.C.
Manzo & P. Devine-Wright (Eds.), Place attachment. Advances in
theory, methods and applications, 2nd Ed, (pp. 1-9). Routledge.

Meagher, B. R., & Cheadle, A. D. (2020). Distant from others, but
close to home: The relationship between home attachment and
mental health during COVID-19. Journal of Environmental Psy-
chology, 72, 101516. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2020.10151
6

Mura, A. L., Ariccio, S., Villani, T., Bonaiuto, F., & Bonaiuto, M.
(2023a). The physical environment in remote working: Develop-
ment and validation of perceived remote workplace environment
quality indicators (PRWEQIs). Sustainability, 15(4), 2858. https:
//doi.org/10.3390/su15042858

Mura, A. L., Nonnis, M., Scrima, F., & Fornara, F. (2023b). Promoting
the work engagement of the health worker: The role of secure
workplace attachment, perceived spatial-physical comfort, and
relationship with patients. Journal of Environmental Psychology,
85, 101937. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2022.101937

Mura, A. L., Insalata, L. A., & Bonaiuto, M. (2024). My home is my
new office: The relationship between environmental comfort,
workplace attachment, and psychological needs in the context
of remote working. Journal of Environmental Psychology, 98,
102378. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2024.102378

Nagasawa, Y. (2000). The geography of hospitals. In S. Wapner, J.
Demick, T. Yamamoto, & H. Minani (Eds.), Theoretical perspec-
tives in environment-behavior research (pp. 217-227). Kluwer.

Nonnis, M., Mura, A. L., Scrima, F., Cuccu, S., & Fornara, F. (2022).
The moderation of perceived comfort and relations with patients
in the relationship between secure workplace attachment and
organizational citizenship behaviors in elderly facilities staff.
International Journal of Environmental Research and Public
Health, 19(2), 963. https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph 19020963

Pitts, S. C., West, S. G., & Tein, J. (1996). Longitudinal measurement
models in evaluation research: Examining stability and change.
Evaluation and Program Planning, 19(4), 333-350. https://doi.or
2/10.1016/S0149-7189(96)00027-4

Ramkissoon, H., & Mavondo, F. T. (2015). The satisfaction—place
attachment relationship: Potential mediators and moderators.
Journal of Business Research, 68(12), 2593-2602. https://doi.org
/10.1016/j.jbusres.2015.05.002

Ramkissoon, H., Smith, L. D. G., & Weiler, B. (2013). Relationships
between place attachment, place satisfaction and pro-environ-
mental behaviour in an Australian National park. Journal of Sus-
tainable Tourism, 21(3), 434-457. https://doi.org/10.1080/09669
582.2012.708042

Rebillon, J., Codou, O., Hamel, J., Moffat, E., & Scrima, F. (2023).
The mediating role of perceived comfort between workplace
attachment style and perceived stress. International Journal of
Environmental Research and Public Health, 20(7), 5377. https://
doi.org/10.3390/ijerph20075377

Rollero, C., & De Piccoli, N. (2010). Does place attachment affect
social well-being? Furopean Review of Applied Psychology,
60(4), 233-238. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.erap.2010.05.001

Rudzinski, K., King, K., Guta, A., Chan Carusone, S., & Strike, C.
(2023). And if my goal is never to leave Casey house? The signifi-
cance of place attachment for patients at a specialty HIV hospital
in Toronto, Canada. Health & Place, 83, 103100. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.healthplace.2023.103100

Scannell, L., & Gifford, R. (2010). Defining place attachment: A tri-
partite organizing framework. Journal of Environmental Psychol-
ogy, 30(1), 1-10. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2009.09.006

Scannell, L., & Gifford, R. (2014). Comparing the theories of inter-
personal relations and place attachment. In L. C. Manzo & P.

@ Springer


https://doi.org/10.3390/buildings13010057
https://doi.org/10.3390/buildings13010057
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2020.101516
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2020.101516
https://doi.org/10.3390/su15042858
https://doi.org/10.3390/su15042858
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2022.101937
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2024.102378
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph19020963
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0149-7189(96)00027-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0149-7189(96)00027-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2015.05.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2015.05.002
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2012.708042
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2012.708042
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph20075377
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph20075377
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.erap.2010.05.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthplace.2023.103100
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthplace.2023.103100
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2009.09.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2006.07.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2006.07.003
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916508330998
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916508330998
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.00856
https://doi.org/10.3390/nursrep13030095
https://doi.org/10.3390/nursrep13030095
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.758438
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.758438
https://doi.org/10.1108/02632770410540333
https://doi.org/10.1108/02632770410540333
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-822060-3.00007-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-822060-3.00007-3
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916520916255
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916520916255
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2009.05.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2009.05.004

Current Psychology

Devine-Wright (Eds.), Place attachment: Advances in theory,
methods, and applications (pp. 23-36). Routledge.

Scannell, L., & Gifford, R. (2017). The experienced psychological
benefits of place attachment. Journal of Environmental Psychol-
ogy, 51,256-269. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2017.04.001

Schermelleh-Engel, K., Moosbrugger, H., & Miiller, H. (2003). Evalu-
ating the fit of structural equation models: Tests of significance
and descriptive goodness-of-fit measures. Methods of Psycho-
logical Research Online, 8(2), 23-74.

Scrima, F. (2020). The psychometric properties of the workplace
attachment style questionnaire. Current Psychology, 39(6),
2285-2292. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-018-9928-1

Scrima, F., Moffat, E., & Rioux, L. (2015). Italian validation of the
scale of satisfaction with the work environment. BPA-Applied
Psychology Bulletin (Bollettino di Psicologia Applicata), 63(274).

Scrima, F., Rioux, L., & Di Stefano, G. (2017). I hate my workplace
but I am very attached to it: Workplace attachment style: An
exploratory approach. Personnel Review, 46(5), 936-949. https
://doi.org/10.1108/PR-05-2015-0128

Scrima, F., Mura, A. L., Nonnis, M., & Fornara, F. (2021). The rela-
tion between workplace attachment style, design satisfaction, pri-
vacy and exhaustion in office employees: A moderated mediation
model. Journal of Environmental Psychology, 78, 101693. https:
//doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2021.101693

Scrima, F., Nonnis, M., Mura, A. L., Foddai, E., Rioux, L., & For-
nara, F. (2023). Changing the meaning of place within a hospital:
The impact of Establishing an Art gallery on esthetic experience,
restorativeness, affective commitment, and work engagement of
healthcare personnel. Environment and Behavior, 55(8-10), 735—
768. https://doi.org/10.1177/00139165241270613

Shin, J. (2016). Toward a theory of environmental satisfaction and
human comfort: A process-oriented and contextually sensitive

@ Springer

theoretical framework. Journal of Environmental Psychology, 45,
11-21. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2015.11.004

Stancu, A., Ariccio, S., De Dominicis, S., Cancellieri, U. G., Petruc-
celli, L., Ilin, C., & Bonaiuto, M. (2020). The better the bond,
the better we Cope. The effects of place attachment intensity and
place attachment styles on the link between perception of risk
and emotional and behavioral coping. International Journal of
Disaster Risk Reduction, 51, 101771. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.1
jdrr.2020.101771

Strandberg, C. (2023). Let’s stay together— The mediating role of self-
congruity and place attachment on residents’ likelihood to stay.
Journal of Environmental Psychology, 87, 101989. https://doi.or
2/10.1016/j.jenvp.2023.101989

Takahashi, B., & Selfa, T. (2015). Predictors of pro-environmental
behavior in rural American communities. Environment and
Behavior, 47(8), 856-876. https://doi.org/10.1177/00139165145
21208

Van Riper, C. J., Yoon, J. 1., Kyle, G. T., Wallen, K. E., Landon, A. C.,
& Raymond, C. (2019). The antecedents of place attachment in
the context of an Australian National park. Journal of Environ-
mental Psychology, 61, 1-9. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.201
8.11.001

Williams, D. R., & Vaske, J. J. (2003). The measurement of place
attachment: Validity and generalizability of a psychometric
approach. Forest Science, 49(6), 830-840. https://doi.org/10.10
93/forestscience/49.6.830

Publisher’s note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to juris-
dictional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2015.11.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijdrr.2020.101771
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijdrr.2020.101771
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2023.101989
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2023.101989
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916514521208
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916514521208
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2018.11.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2018.11.001
https://doi.org/10.1093/forestscience/49.6.830
https://doi.org/10.1093/forestscience/49.6.830
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2017.04.001
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-018-9928-1
https://doi.org/10.1108/PR-05-2015-0128
https://doi.org/10.1108/PR-05-2015-0128
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2021.101693
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2021.101693
https://doi.org/10.1177/00139165241270613

	﻿The relationship between secure workplace attachment and environmental satisfaction: a longitudinal study
	﻿Abstract
	﻿Introduction
	﻿The relationship between environmental satisfaction and workplace attachment
	﻿Method
	﻿Participants and procedure


	﻿Tools
	﻿Data analysis
	﻿Ethical issues
	﻿Results
	﻿Discussion
	﻿Limitations and future direction
	﻿Practical implications
	﻿Conclusions


	﻿References


