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class are drivers of regional economic growth, and have historically proven to be important for creating and 

developing the well-being of cities. Different place attributes have been found to affect place satisfaction 

and consequently willingness to stay; while place attachment, more specifically social bonds, has been 
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1. Introduction 

This chapter begins with introducing the background, followed by a problematization for 

the purpose of this study to explain how place satisfaction, moderated by place 

attachment, relates to the willingness to stay of the creative class. The chapter ends with 

an outline clarifying the disposition of the remaining study. 

 

1.1. Background 

Swedish students tend to leave their university host cities in favor of more attractive 

alternative places after having completed their studies (Persson, 2015, November 12). 

The movement of students is nationwide, but is more prone to happen in smaller 

university host cities in smaller counties (Saco, n.d.). For example, the students’ 

willingness to stay after graduation in Stockholm County is high as eight of ten remained 

in the county after ten years. Reversely, for people studying in Gotland County, only two 

of ten stayed after graduation (Saco, n.d.). While it is more common that students leave 

smaller cities and counties (Röstell, 2016, November 1), even larger cities, like 

Gothenburg, have experienced this as well (Johansson, 2017, February 3). Students 

leaving after graduation is however not surprising as newly graduated students tend to be 

more mobile than people in later stages of their life cycles, since the choice of a more 

permanent place to live usually occurs later in life (Borén & Young, 2013). Failing to 

retain newly graduated students could still be a problem for university host cities as 

educated people are associated with the group referred to as the creative class (Florida, 

Mellander, & Stolarick, 2008). The creative class consists of people with special talents, 

education, and human capital enabling innovation and the creation of new valuable ideas 

(Florida, 2014). The concept of the creative class begins with talented people, as it 

suggests that these people will either attract companies or create their own businesses; 

subsequently constituting an important source for economic growth (Florida, 2003). 

There are both international and Swedish examples where members of the creative class 

have contributed to the development of stagnated cities. A historical example is how East-

Berlin transformed after the fall of the wall. When East-Berlin was the capital of GDR, it 

was characterized by miserable inhabitants, unemployment and an underdeveloped 

economy. When the wall fell, creative and talented people flocked to the area, bringing a 

sense of excitement initiating a new wave of economic development (Heebels & van 

Aalst, 2010). In Sweden, the city of Malmoe had been a successful working class city for 
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many decades, but was on a downfall during the 1980s when the number of jobs declined. 

In an attempt to reverse the negative trend, an effort was made to create a new competitive 

region focusing on business, education and culture. The city also founded its own 

university, which consequently established a high quality urban environment that 

attracted students and other creative people (Olsson, 2006).  

 

Cities and regions strive towards becoming more attractive, and they compete for the 

creative class by engaging in place marketing (Zenker, 2009). Place marketing can be 

defined as a customer-oriented approach, where marketing tools are used to satisfy all of 

a city’s customers through urban offerings (Braun, 2008). The customer-oriented 

approach used by Braun (2008) refers to residents, visitors, and companies; who function 

as customers in place marketing. In addition, place marketing is separated from the 

general marketing field as it emphasizes both economic and social aspects as important 

measures of success. Social aspects like satisfaction is generally seen in marketing as a 

prerequisite for future profits rather than a success measurement in itself, where it instead 

is considered to be one of the main goals in place marketing (Zenker & Martin, 2011). 

Place marketing strengthens the competitiveness and attractiveness of cities and can help 

put them on the map (Berglund & Olsson, 2010). Place marketing can, in practice, be any 

type of activity that provides amenities for the residents and other customers of a place, 

which in turn also attract external customers. Common place marketing activities include 

major undertakings such as creating housing opportunities or building shopping malls and 

sport stadiums; but also smaller amenities like ensuring clean city pavements and nice 

greenery (Berglund & Olsson, 2010). While the creation of these activities is essential in 

place marketing, how they are distributed, communicated, and promoted to the various 

place customers, is equally important (Metaxas, 2009). An example of a city that has 

made great efforts with place marketing is Kiruna in northern Sweden. The city has 

historically been associated with its successful mining industry, which ironically also is 

the reason to why the entire city needs to be relocated, to avoid collapsing into its mining 

system. This relocation has given the city the opportunity to develop and promote itself 

differently to satisfy the current residents and attract new people and businesses (Kiruna 

Kommun, 2014). Creating a new image of itself and gaining attention and awareness from 

different place customers, like Kiruna have managed, are staples of effective place 

marketing (Zenker & Gollan, 2010). But in order to determine the success of place 
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marketing, residents’ willingness to stay at a place need to be investigated (Zenker & 

Gollan, 2010). 

 

1.2. Problematization 

Retaining residents is important for cities as they are not passive receivers of value created 

by cities, but instead active co-creators of value when they use services and public goods 

(Zenker, Petersen, & Aholt, 2013). They also generate a considerable amount of 

municipalities finances through taxes (Zenker & Martin, 2011); and they function as 

ambassadors for cities through word of mouth (Taecharungroj, 2016). Residents’ part of 

the creative class also contribute to regional economic growth and the attraction of new 

business opportunities (Florida, 2003). While there is a consensus that retaining residents 

is important, few studies actually investigate what make them willing to stay; but Zenker 

and Gollan (2010) argue that place satisfaction is a main driver of residents’ willingness 

to stay at a place. Place satisfaction can be defined as a multifaceted judgmental summary 

of the experience a person has of the physical and social factors of a place (Mesch & 

Manor, 1998); and many attributes have proven to affect residents’ satisfaction of a place. 

Physical place attributes, such as offering residents parks and museums (Insch & Florek, 

2010), shopping malls (Zenker & Rütter, 2014), and provision of good education and 

health care services (Baum, Arthurson, & Rickson, 2010); have all been proven 

important. The natural environment and the landscape surrounding a place are other 

tangible attributes influencing place satisfaction (Insch & Florek, 2010). Many authors 

argue that social attributes like neighborhood interactions (Baum et al., 2010) and 

perceptions of safety (Insch & Florek, 2010) are important; as well as economic attributes 

such as job opportunities (Zenker et al., 2013) and housing availability (Sirgy & 

Cornwell, 2002). In a validated conceptual framework, called the Citizen Satisfaction 

Index (CSI), Zenker et al. (2013) summarizes important place attributes that affect the 

place satisfaction of residents in a city in four basic categories. The authors use urbanity 

and diversity, nature and recreation, job opportunities, and cost-efficiency as the decisive 

clusters of attributes affecting place satisfaction (Zenker et al., 2013). 

 

Insch and Sun (2013) use many of the attributes found within the CSI framework as a 

base for their study when investigating students’ satisfaction with their university host 

city. The CSI framework has also been adopted when investigating place satisfaction in 
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different contexts, for example in Argentine cities (Nigro & González Císaro, 2016). 

Place satisfaction overall is a developed field of research, and there are several studies, 

not using the CSI framework, that also focus on what attributes that generate place 

satisfaction among city customers (e.g., Fleury-Bahi, Félonneau, & Marchand, 2008; 

Ramkissoon & Mavondo, 2014). What these studies have in common is that they use 

place satisfaction as the outcome, with the intention of explaining what attributes that 

affect place satisfaction, not asking what place satisfaction leads to. There are studies, 

mostly in tourism research, that conclude that place satisfaction can result in an intention 

to recommend a place (Hosany & Prayag, 2013), or the intention to spend more money 

at a place (Williams & Soutar, 2009). Few studies however focus on how place 

satisfaction relates to residents’ willingness to stay at a place. Zenker and Gollan (2010) 

show that place satisfaction strongly increase residents’ willingness to stay, but claim that 

studies that attempt to measure willingness to stay often over-simplifies the intentions of 

residents. What place satisfaction attributes that affect willingness to stay the most are 

also disputed. Mellander, Florida and Stolarick (2011) argue that the physical appeal and 

a rich social environment of a place are the strongest reasons for staying; while 

Wickramaarachchi and Butt (2014) state that residents stay as a result of good job 

opportunities and closeness to family. Further investigations on the relationship between 

place satisfaction and residents’ willingness to stay is therefore necessary. 

 

When studying the relationship between place satisfaction and residents’ willingness to 

stay, it is important to note that the needs and desires differ between socioeconomic 

groups (Florida, 2003); implying that typical place satisfaction attributes might not 

necessarily have the same effect on the creative class. Florida (2002), argues that creative 

people seek places with low entry barriers with high tolerance and openness, compared 

to traditional place satisfaction attributes such as job opportunities and shopping malls. 

This idea have been criticized because even though creative people might prefer tolerant 

and diverse places, economic factors will always have some influence as it is a 

precondition for means of life (Storper & Scott, 2009). Florida (2003; 2014) does 

however argue that economic factors are marginalized by creative people as they are 

highly mobile and instead seek places where they can socialize in an open and diverse 

climate, and the only relevant physical place attribute seems to be the aesthetics of places. 

This assumption has also been criticized, as Pethe, Bontje and Pelzer (2009) argue that 

the concept of the creative class is wrong when assuming that creative people are hyper-
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mobile nomads, completely unrestrained and constantly searching for new places to live. 

The same authors claim that family ties and affiliation with a region are pivotal reasons 

for creative people when deciding on where to live (Pethe et al., 2009).  

 

Social bonds to family and friends in combination of affiliations with physical places is 

strongly associated with the concept of place attachment (Scannell & Gifford, 2009). 

Place attachment is the bond between a person and a place, that can be dissected into 

different dimensions consisting of underlying levels (Scannell & Gifford, 2009); but the 

most influential levels are the social (i.e., ties to family and friends) and physical (i.e., 

rootedness and length of residence) bonds people establish with places (Hidalgo & 

Hernández, 2001; Scannell & Gifford, 2009). Place attachment is not part of Florida’s 

creative class concept (2002; 2003; 2014), but it seems to be influencing the creative 

class, as seen in Pethe et al. (2009). Subsequent studies imply that family ties are 

important when the creative class decides on where to move (Pareja-Eastaway, Bontje, & 

d´Ovidio, 2010), and if they are willing to stay at a place (Massey, Chan, Field, & Smith, 

2011); but it could differ depending on where the creative people are in their life cycles 

(Borén & Young, 2013). Physical bonds do not seem to have the same influence as social 

bonds on creative peoples’ willingness to stay at a place (Wickramaarachchi & Butt, 

2014). People in general are also influenced by closeness of family and friends when 

evaluating life satisfaction (Powdthavee, 2008), indicating that place attachment is 

important for place satisfaction.  

 

Place satisfaction is a well-studied field of research, but many studies focus on place 

satisfaction as an outcome (Fleury-Bahi et al., 2008; Zenker, 2009; Nigro & González 

Císaro, 2016), without examining what the satisfaction might generate. There are studies 

that investigate the relationship between place satisfaction and residents’ willingness to 

stay at a place, but many over-simplify the residents’ intentions (Zenker & Gollan, 2010), 

and the results are mixed (Mellander et al., 2011; Wickramaarachchi & Butt, 2014). This 

study seeks to investigate this relationship further by focusing on the creative class. The 

validated CSI framework from Zenker et al. (2013) should overall provide a good 

measurement for the place satisfaction of the creative class, as its four categories all 

include place attributes that have been proven important for creative people (Pethe et al., 

2009; Insch & Sun, 2013; Florida, 2014). Place attachment, more specifically social 

bonds, is also important for the creative class when choosing a place to reside (Pethe et 
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al., 2009; Pareja-Eastaway et al., 2010; Massey et al., 2011); and should therefore be 

included as a moderator when studying the creative class. This study intends to contribute 

to the discussion of the creative class, and combines two concepts (place satisfaction and 

willingness to stay) where additional insights are desirable. 

 

1.3. Purpose 

The purpose of this study is to explain how place satisfaction, moderated by place 

attachment, relates to the willingness to stay of the creative class. 

 

1.4. Research question 

How does place satisfaction, moderated by place attachment, relate to the willingness to 

stay of the creative class? 

 

1.5. Outline 

The remaining chapters are structured as follows. Chapter two presents a brief theoretical 

methodology where the research philosophy and the literature in use are described. 

Chapter three consists of a literature review, which elaborates on the major concepts used 

in this study, and closes with a conceptual model. The fourth chapter explains the various 

aspects of the empirical methodology, like the operationalization of the questionnaire, 

and an overview of the response rate is provided. The empirical findings, mainly 

generated from regression analyses, are presented in chapter five; and a discussion 

concerning the findings is given in chapter six. The seventh and final chapter concludes 

the study by answering the research question, and provides both theoretical and 

managerial implications. The process of writing a master thesis is also reflected upon, and 

limitations and suggestions for future research are stated. 
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2. Theoretical Methodology 

This chapter describes the research philosophy and approach used when writing the 

literature review and formulating the hypotheses. How the theory was chosen is also 

accounted for. 

 

2.1. Research philosophy and approach 

Since the purpose of this study is to explain how place satisfaction, moderated by place 

attachment, relates to the willingness to stay of the creative class; this study adopted a 

positivistic research philosophy. A positivistic research philosophy enables the discovery 

of observable objects, where the purpose is to explain relationships based on previous 

research (Bryman & Bell, 2015). A positivistic research philosophy influences the 

objectivity of a study (Bryman & Bell, 2015), as this study only intended to draw 

conclusions from statistically significant results. The chosen research philosophy tends 

to influence the research approach, whereas a study with a positivistic philosophy usually 

is associated with a deductive approach (Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2009). A 

deductive research approach begins with reviewing the existing literature in order to state 

hypotheses and develop a conceptual model, which is then empirically tested (Saunders 

et al., 2009). This study used a deductive research approach since place marketing, and 

in particular place satisfaction, has a rich body of literature; which allowed hypotheses to 

be stated. When statistically testing hypotheses, quantitative data is required (Eliasson, 

2010), so this study used a quantitative research method where data were collected 

through questionnaires. Finally, an explanatory research approach was used to conduct 

this study, since an explanatory approach is appropriate when the purpose is to explain a 

relationship between different concepts (Saunders et al., 2009). 

 

2.2. Literature in use 

Most of the literature used in this study originate from journals in marketing and social 

science, while some literature also come from student theses (Ph.D. or Master level) and 

methodology textbooks. The marketing research field lacks a strong theoretical base, as 

there are no grounded theories that connect the academic field with practice (Cornelissen 

& Lock, 2005); as such, this study had to rely on theoretical marketing concepts. The 

“place” when discussing place marketing, has a substantial body of literature and theories, 

particular in the field of economic geography (e.g., Krugman, 1991). Since this study 
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focus on place satisfaction, borrowing theories from that field would be excessive, as 

economic geography do not focus on the marketing activities of a place. To assure high 

relevance and quality, well-cited articles from established researchers within place 

satisfaction (e.g., Zenker et al., 2013), willingness to stay (e.g., Zenker & Gollan, 2010), 

and place attachment (e.g., Scannell & Gifford, 2009), were used to a great extent. In 

addition, more recently published studies were prioritized, especially for literature 

concerning empirical findings; but original sources were acknowledged when necessary. 
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3. Literature Review 

This chapter begins with conceptualizing what a place is, followed by a presentation of 

the creative class concept. Place marketing is then defined and the CSI framework is 

elaborated on. The relationship between place satisfaction and willingness to stay is 

hypothesized, and place attachment is introduced to form a second hypothesis, detailing 

its moderating effect; resulting in a conceptual model. 

 

3.1. Conceptualizing place 

According to Källström (2016), a place can be seen from three different perspectives: the 

geography of place, the providers of place, and the customers of place. These three 

perspectives are discussed below in order to conceptualize what a place is, to ground the 

discussion about place marketing in the subsequent sections. 

 

3.1.1. The geography of place 

A place can be defined by its geographical conditions, which has been the focus in 

classical contributions from Ricardo (1817) and von Thünen (1826); but also 

rediscovered by Krugman (1991) and his emphasis on economic geography. Ricardo 

claimed that economic success stems from the available natural resources of land, with 

von Thünen adding the importance of location, consequently becoming one of the 

pioneers of location theory. Krugman (1991) further contributed to location theory by 

focusing on how distribution and clusters of economic activities in different locations, 

between cities and nations, affect economic growth. Geographical attributes affect both 

the competitiveness and growth of places, making geography essential to economic 

theory (Krugman, 1991). Geographical aspects of a place, like the surrounding nature, 

closeness to water and possibilities for outdoor activities, are still important parts of the 

concept of a place (Zenker et al., 2013). While the geography of a place certainly has a 

rich theoretical body, it is seldom the focus in place marketing studies (Källström, 2016). 

It is more interesting to investigate the activities in and perceptions of a geographical 

place, than the place itself; as the physical place merely sets the stage that enables 

marketing activities of services and products at a place (Kavaratzis & Ashworth, 2008).  
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3.1.2. The providers of place 

Any entity that governs the services and amenities for the customers of a place can be 

considered as the providers of place; and these could be for example municipalities, 

hotels, tourist boards, museums, and some larger companies (Eshuis, Braun, & Klijn, 

2013). Residents can to some extent also be considered to be providers of place, since 

they co-create value when they use services and public goods (Zenker et al., 2013). They 

can however take a more prominent role as providers of place when they engage in 

services, like Airbnb, where residents can rent out their homes for tourists (Guttentag, 

2015). The different offerings of a place are therefore seldom a result of a single provider, 

but instead a result co-produced by a combination of different people, organizations and 

companies (Hankinson, 2010). Municipalities can be considered to be key place providers 

in Sweden (which also serves as the context of this study), since they are responsible for 

many community services. Fundamental community services like schools, elderly care, 

social services, housing, water and sewer services, environmental protection, and waste 

disposal, are provided by municipalities since it is required by law; while additional 

services can be voluntary decided upon by local politicians (Källström, 2016). 

 

3.1.3. The customers of place 

The customers of place marketing can widely be divided into three groups: (1) residents, 

(2) visitors, and (3) companies (Braun, 2008); but the different groups can be divided 

further into more diverse and specific sub-groups. Residents are a well explored customer 

in place marketing, where many studies focus on internal residents (current residents) and 

external residents (potential residents) with no specific characteristics (Insch & Florek, 

2010), while some focus on specific target segments like the creative class (Zenker, 

2009), or students (Insch & Sun, 2013). Visitors constitute different types of tourists, both 

business and leisure tourists (Zenker & Martin, 2011), with leisure tourism usually being 

the main subject of study (e.g., Williams & Soutar, 2009; Hosany & Prayag, 2013). The 

third customer group in place marketing, compaines, consists of both internal and external 

investors, private businesses, and non-governmental organizations (Zenker & Beckmann, 

2013). The different customer groups are different in terms of structure, but they also 

differ in regards to what they demand of a place. Tourists that are looking for leisure time 

want to visit shopping malls or enjoy cultural offerings; companies and investors search 

for places with a great business climate; and residents might desire less extravagant 
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amenities and instead require things that improve their every day life (Zenker & Martin, 

2011). As a result, it is difficult for place providers to market a place in one way that 

pleases all needs of the different customers (Zenker & Beckmann, 2013); and it is perhaps 

better to view a place as an umbrella with different offerings for different customers 

(Kavaratzis & Ashworth, 2005). While all the customers of a place are important, 

residents are arguably one of the more important customers as they not only generate a 

considerable amount of municipalities’ finances through taxes (Zenker & Martin, 2011); 

but also help co-producing many public goods and services (Zenker et al., 2013). 

Residents who are part of the creative class (and the focus of this study) are perhaps 

especially important as they are considered to be the main drivers of economic growth 

(Florida, 2002); so understanding their needs and preferences is essential when place 

providers market themselves (Zenker, 2009). 

 

3.2. The creative class 

In the book, The Rise of the Creative Class, Richard Florida (2002) introduces the concept 

of the creative class, and argues that creative people are the main drivers of economic 

growth in society, not the place itself. When the book was first published, the notion of 

people being the drivers of economic growth was not new, as the human capital theory 

already emphasized the importance of people. The concept of the creative class did 

however differ from the human capital theory, as it suggested that people with creative 

capital are key to economic growth (Florida, 2002). People in possession of creative 

capital are referred to as the creative class, and can be distinguished by their 

characteristics of engaging in the creation of new and innovating ideas and forms (Florida, 

2003). The creative class is divided into two different groups of creative people, namely 

the super-creative core and the creative professionals. Members of the super-creative core 

have occupations where they create new concepts and products that contribute to 

economic growth (e.g., engineers and designers); while the creative professionals work 

in a variety of knowledge intensive industries, solving problems based on a rich body of 

knowledge (e.g., business professions) (Florida, 2002). The creative class is consequently 

a relatively large group of people with considerable economic power, and not a small elite 

separated from the rest of society (Zenker, 2009).  
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3.2.1. Technology, talent, and tolerance 

Florida (2002) claims that regional economic growth is a product of three specific factors: 

technology, talent, and tolerance, which is referred to as the “3Ts” of economic 

development. The creative class seeks places where all three factors are present, since the 

factors alone are insufficient but together form the criteria for innovation and economic 

development (Florida, 2003). Technology is defined as high concentration of technology 

and innovation in a region, while talent refers to people with an academic degree 

(bachelor or higher). The final T, tolerance, is described as a leading indicator of creativity 

since a place with openness, diversity, and inclusiveness to all people regardless of race, 

ethnicities, and sexual orientation; can embrace all kinds of creative people (Florida, 

2003). The final T is therefore important to give creative people place satisfaction, as high 

levels of tolerance will attract and retain creative people (Florida, 2014). Job opportunities 

and housing availability usually constitute important reasons for people in general when 

deciding on where to reside; but according to Florida (2014), creative people marginalize 

economic security in terms of jobs and housing. Members of the creative class are instead 

attracted to places with the aforementioned tolerance, openness, and diversity that creates 

a certain urban atmosphere. In terms of physical aspects of a place, smaller amenities are 

more important for the creative class as bike paths, parks, and social venues are preferred 

over larger attractions like sports stadiums, shopping malls, and freeways (Florida, 2014). 

The creative class overall value places that offer something for everyone, where the 

people are in focus rather than the conventional business climate (Florida, 2003). 

 

3.2.2. Debating the creative class 

Florida’s concept of the creative class is highly debated, and has experienced both support 

and critique from different researchers. The causality between clusters of creative people 

and regional economic growth has been criticized by Markusen (2006), who argues that 

the notion of creativity is vague, making the assumption that creative capital leads to 

economic growth questionable. Other studies also questions the term creative capital, 

arguing that it is not as different from human capital as Florida (2002) depicts it. Gleaser 

(2005) maintains that higher education is associated with economic growth, and stress 

that most members of the creative class are highly educated and thus drive economic 

growth. Creative capital is therefore excessive according to Gleaser (2005), since human 

capital theory already accounts for the importance of highly educated people. There is 

support for the relationship between clusters of creative people and regional economic 
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growth, but it is not clear if formal education indicators or creative indicators like the 

level of tolerance, is the strongest driver of economic growth (Boschma & Fritsch, 2009). 

Then there are several studies which supports the relationship between the creative class 

and economic growth, stressing the importance of creativity indicators and that they give 

stronger implications than merely measuring education levels (Marlet & van Woerkens, 

2004; McGranahan & Wojan, 2007; Florida et al., 2008). 

 

The inclusion of people that constitute the creative class has been criticized for being too 

broad (Markusen & Schrock, 2006). Occupations included in the two groups of creative 

people, the super-creative core and the creative professionals, represent almost 35 % of 

the work force; and should quite obviously therefore generate economic growth, 

according to Hansen and Niedomysl (2009). The grouping of very diverse occupations, 

especially in the super-creative core, has also been criticized as it has been questioned if 

it is plausible to believe that artistic occupations contribute equally to economic growth 

as engineers and scientists (Markusen, 2006). Florida (2014) responds to this critique by 

implying that all people in the super-creative core have some underlying skill that unite 

them; but stress that it is only when the skills generate economic value to society, they 

become members of the creative class. 

 

A third highly debated aspect of the creative class concept is the preferences of creative 

people in terms of place satisfaction. Florida (2002) claims that creative people primarily 

seek places with high levels of tolerance, and enjoy smaller rather than larger amenities. 

Several studies have investigated the preferences of the creative class and the results are 

mixed. Job opportunities and economic aspects have been found to be important for 

creative people (Hansen & Niedomysl, 2009; Pethe et al., 2009; Wickramaarachchi & 

Butt, 2014), contradicting Florida’s idea that jobs follow talent. Insch and Sun (2013) are 

also critical towards Florida’s assumption that economic aspects have little effect, as they 

find that housing and accommodation situations matter when evaluating place 

satisfaction. The authors do however find support of smaller amenities such as the natural 

environment and social venues being important as well (Insch & Sun, 2013). Zenker 

(2009) finds that tolerance, urbanity and diversity are the most important aspects of a 

place for the creative class, but these soft aspects are more important when retaining the 

creative class rather than attracting them (Martin-Brelot, Grossetti, Eckert, Gritsai, & 

Kovács, 2010).  
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3.3. The concept of place marketing 

Place marketing has been defined in many different ways and lack a consistent definition 

used by researchers (Zenker, 2011). Place marketing is therefore sometimes mistaken for 

place selling, where the focus lies on the promotional part of marketing, which is only 

one of many aspects of what place marketing actually entails (Berglund & Olsson, 2010). 

Place selling is supply oriented and aims at selling an existing product to the proper 

customers, while place marketing is demand oriented, where understanding the 

customers’ needs and desires are essential (Berglund & Olsson, 2010). For this reason, 

the customer-oriented definition of place marketing presented in Braun (2008) is perhaps 

a good way of interpreting what place marketing (or city marketing) entails; where place 

marketing is defined as: 

 

 […] the coordinated use of marketing tools supported by a shared customer-

oriented philosophy, for creating, communicating, delivering, and 

exchanging urban offerings that have value for the city’s customers and the 

city’s community at large (p. 43). 

 

This definition of place marketing highlights two important aspects that separates place 

marketing from the general marketing field. First, the goal in place marketing is not only 

to achieve economic success, but also to improve social functions like place satisfaction 

for the customers (Zenker & Martin, 2011). Secondly, the customer-oriented approach 

indicates that a place has to include all of its existing and potential customers when 

striving towards improving the social functions; instead of focusing on one particular 

customer group (Zenker, 2011). The efficiency of place marketing has however been 

questioned, due to the lack of proper instruments that measure the success of place 

marketing and how efficiently tax money is used (Jacobsen, 2009). With that being said, 

there are ways to measure different aspect of place marketing, but there is not one decisive 

instrument that captures all the aspects of what makes place marketing successful (Zenker 

& Martin, 2011). Resident equity (the cumulative lifetime value of a resident) is one way 

to measure the economic outcome of place marketing, but there is still a social aspect of 

place marketing (Braun, 2008), that might be more complex and difficult to measure 

(Zenker & Martin, 2011). Satisfied place customers are believed to be more willing to 

stay at a place than non-satisfied customers (Zenker & Gollan, 2010), making place 
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satisfaction an important indicator of success of the social factors in place marketing 

(Zenker & Martin, 2011). 

 

3.4. Place satisfaction 

Satisfaction is created when a customer acquires a fulfillment response, based on 

judgement made of a product or service, which can be both under-fulfilled and over-

fulfilled (Oliver, 1997). Satisfaction can be seen as the difference, positive or negative, 

between what a customer expected compared to the outcome (Kotler & Keller, 2009). 

When satisfaction is discussed in place marketing it is referred to as place satisfaction, 

and can be defined as a multifaceted judgmental summary of the experience a person has 

of the physical and social dimensions of a place (Mesch & Manor, 1998). Place 

satisfaction is a widely researched topic in place marketing but Insch and Florek (2008) 

argue that the concept of place satisfaction originates from other fields of literature, such 

as psychology (life satisfaction), sociology and human ecology (social satisfaction), and 

marketing (customer satisfaction). Satisfaction is an important component in the 

marketing literature as it is acknowledged that customer satisfaction leads to loyalty 

(Hallowell, 1996), so measuring customer satisfaction is possible through various 

customer indices (Zenker & Martin, 2011). The first approach to make a satisfaction index 

dedicated to residents came from Insch and Florek (2008; 2010), who conceptualized a 

place satisfaction index based on customer satisfaction from the marketing field. Insch 

(2010) developed the index further by also investigating the gaps in residents’ perceptions 

about satisfaction and how that affect their overall place satisfaction. In 2009, Zenker, 

Petersen, and Aholt conceptualized another index that focused more on place attributes 

instead of residents’ perceptions; and determined which place attributes that affect 

residents’ satisfaction the most. By reviewing literature on place satisfaction, Zenker et 

al. (2009) grouped the most important place attributes from different disciplines into four 

basic chategories: (1) urbanity and diversity, (2) nature and recreation, (3) job 

opportunities, and (4) cost-efficiency. These four categories consist of underlying place 

attributes, which all have been found to be important for a place and people’s place 

satisfaction. What these place attributes are, and which authors who argue for the 

importance of specific place attributes, can be seen in table 3.1 below. 
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Table 3.1. Literature Review on Place Satisfaction 

Findings Authors 

Urbanity and Diversity  
The availability of cultural activities is important for a 

place 
Evans (2003) 

Insch & Florek (2010) 

A place needs to offer a variety of shopping opportunities Evans (2003) 

Zenker & Rütter (2014) 

Cultures and subcultures are found to be important 

aspects of a place 
Hoffman (2003) 

Trueman et al. (2008) 

Wickramaarachchi & Butt 

(2014) 

The atmosphere of a city is important for place 

satisfaction 
Zenker (2009) 

Bayliss (2007) 

A place needs to offer different services Baker & Cameron (2008) 

Baum et al. (2010) 

The urban image of a city is important for its residents Lynch (1960) 

Jensen (2007) 

Trueman et al. (2008) 

Openness and tolerance are important place attributes for 

attracting people 
Florida (2003) 

Tan (2003) 

Nature and recreation  
The surrounding nature and green areas are important 

place attributes 
Morgan et al. (2002) 

Mellander et al. (2011) 

It is important to have low levels of pollution in a city Morgan et al. (2002) 

Parks and open spaces contribute to place satisfaction Insch & Florek (2010) 

Access to outdoor activities is vital for a place Morgan et al. (2002) 

Ryan et al. (2011) 

A place should be tranquil Morgan et al. (2002) 

A place should be clean Jensen (2007) 

Closeness to waterfronts influences place satisfaction Evans (2003) 

Job opportunities  
The wage levels in a place affects place satisfaction Wickramaarachchi and 

Butt (2014) 

The availability of jobs is essential for place satisfaction Hospers (2003) 

Hansen & Niedomysl 

(2009) 

Zenker et al. (2013) 

Wickramaarachchi & Butt 

(2014) 

The regional economic growth is an important place 

attribute 
Florida (2002) 

Hospers (2003) 

People want to have professional networks in a city Stolarik (2005) 

Ryan et al. (2011) 
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Cost-efficiency 

The housing market affects place satisfaction Insch & Sun (2013) 

The costs of living in a city influence place satisfaction Grabow et al. (1995) 

Hansen & Niedomysl 

(2009) 

Availability of apartments and houses is essential for 

moving to a place 
Sirgy and Cornwell (2002) 

Insch & Sun (2013) 

 

Different disciplines value particular place attributes to be more important than others 

(Zenker et al., 2009); where sociologists argue that high levels of diversity and openness 

are important attributes of a place (e.g., Hoffman, 2003), while architects believe that the 

physical attributes and surrounding nature are the most important attributes of a place 

(e.g., Jensen, 2007). Then there are disciplines which argue that economic aspects, such 

as availability of jobs and housing, are the most important attribute of a place (e.g., 

Hospers, 2003). As a result, Zenker et al. (2009) included 21 place attributes, with support 

from different disciplines, in the first version of the Citizen Satisfaction Index (CSI). This 

framework was then tested and validated by Zenker et al. (2013), proving that the four 

categories and their underlying place attributes are relevant when determining residents’ 

place satisfaction. 

 

3.4.1. Place satisfaction and willingness to stay 

How to determine residents’ place satisfaction is well established (e.g., Zenker et al., 

2013), and many studies investigate the different attributes that create place satisfaction 

(e.g., Bayliss, 2007; Zenker, 2009; Ryan, Li, & Langford, 2011); but they do not argue 

for what place satisfaction leads to. Zenker and Gollan (2010) claim that place satisfaction 

strongly affect residents’ willingness to stay at a place, where satisfied residents are more 

willing to stay while unsatisfied residents are more prone to leave. Mellander et al., (2011) 

examine how the place satisfaction of residents in general, affects their willingness to stay 

in a community. The study uses many different place satisfaction attributes (many which 

are also found in CSI), such as the physical appeal of the environment, open spaces 

allowing socialization, and the economic conditions. They find that residents that enjoy 

the surrounding environment and are offered social venues, are more willing to stay, while 

economic conditions are less important (Mellander et al., 2011). The study does however 

measure residents’ willingness to stay with only one question; which Zenker and Gollan 

(2010) stress is an over-simplification of the residents’ intentions. Another study 
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(focusing on the creative class) that also investigates the direct relationship between place 

satisfaction and willingness to stay, agrees with Mellander et al. (2011), by stating that 

social aspects, like the opportunity to have a cultural lifestyle and the feeling of safety, 

are attributes that affect residents’ willingness to stay at a place (Wickramaarachchi & 

Butt, 2014). The study also argues that economic conditions affect the settlement decision 

of residents as well (Wickramaarachchi & Butt, 2014). The measurement of willingness 

to stay is however once again over-simplified, considering Zenker and Gollan (2010). To 

the knowledge of this study, there are no studies that investigate this direct relationship 

by using the CSI framework and the validated measurements for willingness to stay by 

Zenker and Gollan (2010).  

 

There are studies within tourism that examines the relationship between place satisfaction 

and its outcomes. Hosany and Prayag (2013) investigate tourists’ intention to recommend 

a place based on their satisfaction of their stay. Williams and Soutar (2009) investigate 

how place satisfaction affects tourists’ willingness to spend more money at a place; while 

Sin, Mak, and Jones (2006), show a positive relationship between place satisfaction at 

hotels and customer retention. Retention refers to the actual behavior of people choosing 

to remain at a certain place for a particular duration of time; for example hotel guests (Sin 

et al., 2006), employees staying at a workplace (Aruna & Anitha, 2015), and students 

completing their studies at the same university (De Freitas et al., 2015). Customer 

retention in general is a concept that tend to be related to satisfaction, as satisfied 

customers usually show commitment to different products and brands (Bojei, Julian, Wel, 

& Ahmed, 2013). Customer satisfaction have been proven to positively affect customer 

retention in numerous studies (e.g., Dresner & Xu, 1995; Caruana, 2000; Sin et al., 2006; 

Wiles, 2007). Customer retention is also closely connected to loyalty, as loyal customers 

usually purchase the same products and services on repeated occasions (Bojei et al., 

2013). Loyalty, on the other hand, is commonly associated with satisfaction, as it is 

acknowledged that customer satisfaction leads to customer loyalty (Hallowell, 1996). 

 

Satisfaction is generally associated with loyalty (Hallowell, 1996), loyalty is associated 

with retention (Bojei et al., 2013), and retention is a behavioral action initiated by 

satisfaction (e.g., Sin et al., 2006; Wiles, 2007). Satisfaction can affect peoples’ behavior, 

like making them stay at a certain university (De Freitas et al., 2015), at a certain 

workplace (Aruna & Anitha, 2015), at a certain hotel (Sin et al., 2006), making them 
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recommend a place (Hosany & Prayag, 2013), and spend more money at a place 

(Williams & Soutar, 2009). It is therefore reasonable to believe that satisfaction also 

would affect willingness, which have been indicated before in studies of residents in 

general (Zenker & Gollan, 2010; Mellander et al., 2011), and in studies focusing on the 

creative class (Wickramaarachchi & Butt, 2014); allowing the following hypothesis:  

 

Hypothesis 1: There is a positive relationship between the overall place satisfaction 

of the creative class and their willingness to stay. 

 

3.5. Place attachment 

Place attachment can broadly be described as the bond a person has to a specific place 

(Hidalgo & Hernández, 2001), but there is a number of different definitions depending 

on the field of study (Scannell & Gifford, 2009). In the field of human geography it is 

argued that place attachment is the affective tie that gives people a sense of place, which 

is fundamental for human well-being (Jorgensen & Stedman, 2001); while researchers in 

ancestral studies argue that place attachment is the feeling of being an “insider” of a place 

(Hay, 1998). Immigration and refugee studies refer to place attachment as peoples’ 

longingness to places that are gone (Deutsch, 2005); whereas urban sociology and 

community researchers claim that place attachment is a person’s bond to a familiar 

neighborhood, home, or city (Kasarda & Janowitz, 1974). Many researchers also stress 

the importance of social bonds in place attachment (e.g., Hidalgo & Hernández, 2001; 

Woldoff, 2002). Scannell and Gifford (2009) review the place attachment literature and 

propose that place attachment can be summarized as having three dimensions with 

underlying levels. The first dimension concerns the person with the attachment, and 

where the attachment stems from. The second dimension refers to a person’s 

psychological process, in terms of affect, cognition, and behavior, and how it affects place 

attachment. The final dimension describes the object a person is attached to, which can 

be either a physical place based on rootedness and length of residence; or a social group 

at a place, like family and friends (Scannell & Gifford, 2009). While all three dimensions 

have been extensively researched, Scannell and Gifford (2009) argue that the final 

dimension (i.e., place) is the most important part of place attachment, given its tangibility. 

Dividing place attachment into physical and social bonds have been done in previous 

literature (e.g., Riger & Lavrakas, 1981; Hidalgo & Hernández, 2001); and the two levels 
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of place are commonly used as indicators of place attachment (e.g., Massey et al., 2011; 

Zenker & Rütter, 2014). In studies investigating the creative class, the social bonds have 

been proven more important and physical bonds are marginalized (e.g., Pethe et al., 2009; 

Borén & Young, 2013). As a result, this study will onwords refer to social bonds people 

have to places when discussing place attachment. 

 

3.5.1. Place attachment as a moderator 

Place attachment have been shown to increase the place satisfaction of university 

students, as closeness to family and friends makes living in a city more satisfying (Massey 

et al., 2011). The university students in Massey et al. (2011) also happen to be enrolled 

in programs where the graduates become part of the creative class; indicating that place 

satisfaction of the creative class is increased by place attachment. Borén and Young 

(2013), focusing on the creative class, also find that place attachment increases place 

satisfaction, but it might differ depending on where people are in their life cycles. Place 

attachment has also been proven to increase creative peoples’ willingness to stay at a 

place, as being far away from family can increase the desire to move, while closeness to 

family reversely decrease the desire to move (e.g., Pareja-Eastway et al., 2010; Barcus & 

Brunn, 2010; Wickramaarachchi & Butt, 2014). Considering that place attachment, in the 

form of social bonds, seems to increase or decrease the level of place satisfaction and 

creative peoples’ willingness to stay at a place; it is reasonable to use place attachment as 

a moderator when investigating how place satisfaction relates to willingness to stay. As a 

result, the following hypothesis is stated below: 

 

Hypothesis 2: The relationship between place satisfaction of the creative class and 

their willingness to stay, is positively moderated by place attachment. 

 

3.6. Conceptual model 

The literature review presents all the relevant concepts needed to state hypotheses, which 

are used to create a conceptual model that is illustrated in Model 3.1 below. The model is 

used to display a simplified version of the relationships between the different concepts. 

Place satisfaction is represented by the four categories presented in the CSI framework 

from Zenker et al. (2013), as it is a validated index for measuring place satisfaction. 

Willingness to stay will be measured using questions adopted from Zenker and Gollan 
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(2010), to assure that the respondents intentions is not over-simplified. The moderating 

effect of place attachment will be investigated by using different studies on family and 

social bonds. The conceptual model functions as a guide when continuing through the 

data collection process and the following discussion. 

 

 

Model 3.1. How place satisfaction, moderated by place attachment, relates to the willingness to 

stay of the creative class. 
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4. Empirical Methodology 

This chapter describes why a questionnaire was used as the data collection method, and 

who was chosen for the sample. The operationalization accounts for how the 

questionnaire was created and what variables that were used. The chapter ends with 

presenting the response rate from the questionnaire, and which analytical method that 

was used. 

 

4.1. Data collection 

The data collection method for this study was a questionnaire, which has several 

advantages. Data collected from questionnaires is consistent, as the respondents are given 

limited and fixed alternatives, which allows relatively straightforward data analysis and 

interpretation of results (Malhotra, 2010). Questionnaires are also a time-effective way to 

collect data, as it is possible to obtain a large amount of data in a short period of time 

(Saunders et al., 2009). The distribution of the questionnaire started on the 8th of May, 

when the course coordinators for the students in the sample were contacted. The course 

coordinators with scheduled lectures, at Kristianstad University during week 19, were 

asked if the questionnaire could be distributed in paper form during class. In the courses 

without scheduled lectures, the course coordinators were asked to upload a web link to 

the questionnaire with a call for student participation in their respective courses, on the 

student platform Itslearning. An English version of the questionnaire was first created as 

many of the questions were borrowed from other questionnaires in English. The final 

questionnaire was translated into Swedish before given to the respondents, since the 

majority of the respondents were Swedish and the survey was conducted at a Swedish 

university. The data obtained from the survey can be considered to be cross-sectional 

data, which represent the perception of the chosen sample at a certain time (Bryman & 

Bell, 2015). How the place satisfaction or willingness to stay of the respondents change 

over time, can therefore not be analyzed in this study.  

 

4.2. Sample selection 

It was appropriate to conduct this study in the city of Kristianstad for several reasons. The 

fact that Kristianstad has its own university, assured higher probability of capturing a 

relevant sample of creative people. Having a sample consisting of students from 

Kristianstad University also made the respondents conveniently available, which usually 
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is referred to as a convenience sample (Fink, 2003). Kristianstad can furthermore be 

considered to be a medium sized Swedish city (SCB, 2017); and the problem of students 

leaving their university host cities after graduation is more common in smaller and 

medium sized cities than larger cities (Saco n.d.). In addition, by only conducting the 

study in one given city, the ambition was to assure higher consistency among the answers; 

compared to including students from various cities with different place attributes. 

 

Students enrolled in seven programs at Kristianstad University were determined to be part 

of the creative class, since they study disciplines with learning outcomes which Florida 

(2002) consider to be creative. A majority of the students were deemed to be part of the 

super-creative core, while only students from the business administration program were 

labeled as the creative professionals. Students from Digital Design (Bachelor) were 

chosen since the program emphasizes creation of new concepts and services in various 

sectors, such as entertainment and advertising, tourism and public sector. The program 

encourages its students to be creative and use their artistic skills in order to contribute to 

the development of new technology (HKR, 2016a). Florida (2002) argues that a 

distinguishable feature of the super-creative core within the creative class, is their ability 

to form new designs that are transferable and useful. Students from the digital design 

program can therefore be considered members of the creative class and the super-creative 

core, as the main goal of their education is to learn how to create and develop new and 

useful concepts. Students from three programs focusing on engineering and science were 

chosen. The first engineering program, Environmental Science – Strategic Use of 

Resources (Bachelor), study how to create sustainable solutions with effective use of 

energy, water, and renewable resources (HKR, 2017a). The goal for the students in 

Computer Science – Specialization in Embedded Systems (Master) is to become 

embedded system developers, which is ever-increasingly important in society (HKR, 

2017b). The final engineering program, Sustainable Water Management (Master), 

emphasizes the importance of sustainable development concerning water usage, as the 

water resources are degrading all over the world (HKR, 2016b). The students from these 

three programs were relevant to include in the sample, as Florida (2002) argues that 

engineers and scientists are the archetypes of the super-creative core; since they have the 

talent to create new and transferable solutions that work in different contexts which are 

broadly useful for society. 
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Students from the Landscape Science (Bachelor) program and the Gastronomy 

(Bachelor) program were the fifth and sixth groups included in the sample, as they 

combine both theoretical and practical aspects of their respective fields; which is a typical 

characteristic among many of the members of the super-creative core (Florida, 2002). 

Students in landscape science study how to create new templates on how to design 

landscapes that are environmentally and economically effective (HKR, 2017c), while the 

gastronomy students are encouraged to engage in creative crafts to create new and healthy 

food concepts (HKR, 2017d). This makes the students in these two program suitable 

choices for the sample, as a large part of their education centers around practical 

knowledge. The final program, Business Administration (Bachelor and Master), included 

in the sample focus on providing students with a deep theoretical understanding of various 

subjects within the fields of business administration and economics (HKR, 2017e). The 

second group of people in the creative class is referred to as the creative professionals, 

which are distinguished by their ability to solve complex problems based on a rich body 

of knowledge (Florida, 2002). The students in business administration can be highly 

associated with the creative professionals and the creative class, as they are able to solve 

problems by drawing on their theoretical knowledge. The different programs are 

summarized in table 4.1 below. 

 

Table 4.1. The Sample 

Creative Class 

Group Program Learning Outcomes 

The Super-

Creative Core 

Digital Design (Bachelor) Creating concepts through creativity and 

artistic skills 

Environmental Science 

(Bachelor) 

Creating sustainable solutions 

Landscape Science 

(Bachelor) 

Designing landscapes through 

theoretical and practical knowledge 

Gastronomy (Bachelor) Creating understanding concerning 

nutrition and health 

Computer Science 

(Master) Developing embedded systems 

Water Management 

(Master) 

Creating sustainable solutions 

The Creative 

Professionals 

Business Administration 

(Bachelor/Master) 

Solving problems by applying 

theoretical knowledge 
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4.3. Operationalization 

When conducting a quantitative study, the main concepts have to be converted into 

measurable items, and this procedure is often referred to as the operationalization 

(Bryman & Bell, 2015). The three main concepts of this study, place satisfaction, 

willingness to stay, and place attachment, where all represented in the questionnaire that 

was designed to answer the research question; how place satisfaction, moderated by place 

attachment, relates to the willingness to stay of the creative class. When the questionnaire 

was designed, the aim was to make it as simple as possible for the respondents; as Bryman 

and Bell (2015) stress that a well formulated questionnaire is essential to minimize both 

misunderstandings and the time spent completing the questionnaire, and to increase the 

response rate. The questionnaire, as presented to the respondents in Swedish, can be seen 

in its entirety in appendix 1.  

 

4.3.1. Independent variable 

The independent variable for this study was place satisfaction and it was measured 

through four ordinal questions (table 4.2), using a seven-point Likert scale, which is 

effective to use when measuring attitudinal variables (Bryman & Bell, 2015). The CSI 

framework from Zenker et al. (2013) was used almost in its entirety to create the four 

place satisfaction questions, were the first two questions concern the 21 specific place 

attributes and the last two questions focus on overall place satisfaction. 

 

Table 4.2. Place Satisfaction 

Q1: How important is the following city attribute for your place satisfaction and your 

choice of place to live at? 

Q2: How satisfied are you with the following city attribute in Kristianstad? 

Q3: Do you agree on the following statements? 

Q4: How satisfied are you with Kristianstad? 

 

4.3.1.1. Place attributes of place satisfaction 

The first two questions on place satisfaction were measured through the 21 statements 

concerning place attributes, which Zenker et al. (2013) divides into the four categories 

(1) urbanity and diversity, (2) nature and recreation, (3) job opportunities, and (4) cost-

efficiency. Both questions use the same 21 statements, but the first question focuses on 

the respondents’ general opinion on what place attributes that creates place satisfaction; 
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while the second question focuses on how these place attributes are represented in a 

particular city (Zenker et al., 2013). The four categories with their various place attributes 

can be seen in table 4.3 below. 

 

Table 4.3. Place Attributes 

Urbanity and Diversity 

A wide range of cultural activities (theatre, etc.) 

A variety of shopping opportunities 

Many different cultures and subcultures 

The energy and atmosphere of the city 

Availability of different services 

The urban image of the city 

Openness and tolerance of the city 

Nature and recreation 

A lot of nature and public green area 

Environmental quality (low pollution) 

A number of parks and open spaces 

A wide range of outdoor-activities 

Tranquillity of the place 

Cleanness of the city 

Access to waterfront 

Job opportunities 

The general level of wages 

Good job and promotion opportunities 

General economic growth of the particular region 

Professional networks in the city 

Cost-efficiency 

Housing market/cost of hiring 

The general price level in the city/costs of living 

Availability of apartments and houses 

 

The second question was modified so that the respondents were asked about the place 

attributes in Kristianstad, enabling comparison between what the respondents in general 

think is important for a city and how well Kristianstad corresponds with these opinions. 

This expectation gap was also used in the data analysis to see if it had any effect on the 

respondents’ willingness to stay. Some minor modifications were made to some of the 21 

statements, like making them more understandable; as clear questions and statements are 

essential when conducting surveys (Fink, 2003). The statements presented by Zenker et 

al. (2013) are originally in German and translated into English by the authors; which 



Annell and Terman 

33 

 

could be the reason for why some statements needed minor adjustments. In the seven-

point Likert scale used to measure the first two place satisfaction questions, the 

respondents were asked to state a score of 1 if a city attribute was “not at all” important 

to them or fulfilled by Kristianstad; and a score of 7 if the city attribute was “fully” 

important to them or fulfilled by Kristianstad. Once the data was collected, the place 

attributes part of their respective category, were summarized to create summative scores 

for each category in both questions, allowing data analysis to be performed on four 

variables instead of 21. 

 

4.3.1.2. Overall place satisfaction 

The third and fourth questions are also borrowed from Zenker et al. (2013), but slightly 

modified to measure overall place satisfaction in Kristianstad, and can be seen in table 

4.4 below. 

 

Table 4.4. Overall Place Satisfaction 

Q3: Do you agree on the following statements? 

All together I am satisfied with Kristianstad 

In general I like Kristianstad 

In general I like being in Kristianstad 

Q4: How satisfied are you with Kristianstad? 

Chose the face that represent you the best 

 

The third question is measured with three statements, which have proven successful when 

measuring job satisfaction (Fields, 2002). One of the statements originally reads “In 

general I did not like the city I live in” (Zenker et al., 2013), but was altered to “In general 

I like Kristianstad” in order to avoid negative coding during the data analysis and to put 

emphasize on Kristianstad. The three statements were measured using a seven-point 

Likert scale, where a score of 1 denoted “strongly disagree” and 7 “strongly agree”. The 

final question used a Kunin face test, where the respondents are asked to mark a face that 

represent their feeling about a certain matter. In the original Kunin face test, there are ten 

different faces to choose from (Kunin, 1955), but when Zenker et al. (2013) use the Kunin 

face test, the authors do not specify the range of the face scale. As a result, in order to 

keep the questionnaire scales uniform in this study, the respondents could only choose 

between seven different faces. The first face depicted a very sad face, while the last face 
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depicted a very happy face. A summative score was also calculated for the two questions 

on overall place satisfaction, to have one variable representing the mean overall place 

satisfaction. 

 

4.3.2. Dependent variable 

Willingness to stay was the dependent variable in this study and was measured through 

an ordinal question with four statements, using a seven-point Likert scale. Three of the 

statements were adopted from the questionnaire scales presented in Zenker and Gollan 

(2010), and the last statement was originally created for this study. The question and the 

statements can be seen in table 4.5. 

 

Table 4.5. Willingness to Stay 

Q5: Do you agree on the following statements? 

Kristianstad can offer just as many opportunities as other cities 

I would miss Kristianstad if I would be away from the city for a longer time 

I find Kristianstad just as appealing as other cities 

I can see myself living in Kristianstad in five years 

 

The original statements in Zenker and Gollan (2010) were reversed to avoid negative 

coding during the data analysis, since the statements focus on the appeal of other cities 

and not the city of interest. For example, one of the original statements says “I find other 

cities much more appealing”, so for this study it was reversed to say “I find Kristianstad 

just as appealing as other cities”. This rewrite allowed a more straightforward data 

analysis with lower risk of respondents misunderstanding the statements. Zenker and 

Gollan (2010) only investigate people who live in the city of interest, but this study 

wanted to include people who commute, as their opinions might differ compared to 

people who live in Kristianstad. For example, another original statement from Zenker and 

Gollan (2010) reads “I would be glad if I could finally move away from here”, but was 

again reversed and changed to “I would miss Kristianstad if I would be away from the 

city for a longer time”. By changing “moved away” to “be away” the statement did not 

exclude people who did not live in Kristianstad. The three statements adopted from 

Zenker and Gollan (2010) were all measured using the same seven-point Likert scale, 

where 1 denoted “strongly disagree” and 7 “strongly agree”. An additional statement, 

inspired by more simplified willingness to stay-questions used in for example Mellander 
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et al. (2011) and Wickramaarachchi and Butt (2014), was added to measure willingness 

to stay. Mellander et al. (2011) asks “How likely are you to continue to live in the city or 

area where you live?”, so the fourth statement in this study to measure willingness to stay 

was therefore “I can see myself living in Kristianstad in five years”. This last statement 

was also measured using a seven-point Likert scale, where 1 denoted “strongly disagree” 

and 7 “strongly agree”. A mean summative score for willingness to stay was finally 

calculated and used as one dependent variable in the data analysis. 

 

4.3.3. Moderating variable 

Place attachment functioned as the moderating variable in this study. No single 

framework was used to create the question and the four statements measuring place 

attachment; as they were inspired by different studies on social bonds in place attachment. 

A summative score was however calculated for the different statements, to facilitate the 

data analysis. See table 4.6 for the question and statements. 

 

Table 4.6. Place Attachment 

Q6: Do you agree on the following statements? 

I have a lot of fond memories with family/friends who live in Kristianstad 

I have a special connection to the people who live in Kristianstad 

The time spent in Kristianstad allows me to bond with my family and friends 

If I were to stop being in Kristianstad, I would lose contact with a number of friends 

 

Variations of the first statement “I have a lot of fond memories with family/friends in 

Kristianstad” has been featured in several studies (Kyle, Graefe, & Manning, 2005; Lee, 

Kyle, & Scott, 2012; Wynveen, Kyle, & Sutton, 2012). The second statement “I have a 

special connection to the people who live in Kristianstad” has also been used (without 

Kristianstad) in more than one study (Kyle et al., 2005; Lee et al., 2012). The last two 

statements that were used to measure place attachment were inspired by statements that 

had appeared in single studies (Lee et al., 2012; Wynveen et al., 2012). The respondents 

were asked how the felt about the aforementioned statements and asked to state if they 1 

“strongly disagree” or 7 “strongly agree” on a seven-point Likert scale.  
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4.3.4. Control variables 

This study used a variety of control variables, by first asking questions about the 

respondents’ characteristics, such as gender, year of birth, ethnicity, year of education 

and relationship status. Questions about respondents’ characteristics are commonly used 

as control variables in surveys as they, according to Dillman (2007), allow exploration of 

how the opinions differ between respondents depending on their characteristics. These 

characteristics can also be used to see if a sample is representative of the total population 

(Dillman, 2007). As a result, the first five questions of the questionnaire asked the 

respondents about the aforementioned characteristics. The questionnaire included two 

additional control variables which were interesting for the context of this study, namely 

the respondents’ field of study and connection to Kristianstad. 

 

Field of study: It was important to learn the respondents’ field of study, as it 

determined whether the respondents were part of the super-creative core or the 

creative professionals. Several studies indicate that members of the super-creative 

core are particularly mobile and seldom stay at a place for a longer time (e.g., 

Markusen, 2006; Markusen & Schrock, 2006; Wojan, Dayton, & McGranahan, 

2007). This study could therefore also test this assumption, by including field of 

study as a control variable. 

 

Connection to Kristianstad: The last control variable concerned the respondents’ 

connection to Kristianstad where they could choose between three statements: “I 

live in Kristianstad and I grew up here”, “I live in Kristianstad but I moved here as 

an adult”, or “I do not live in Kristianstad but I commute”. This question was 

included in the questionnaire since it is associated with place attachment. Peoples’ 

connection to a place usually affect their attachment (Scannell & Gifford, 2009), so 

people who live close to family and friends tend to be more satisfied (Massey et al., 

2011). By including a question about the respondents’ connection to Kristianstad, 

the intention was to see if the level of place attachment differed between the three 

groups. 
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4.4. Response rate 

The data collection ended on the 15th of May, as the web link to the online questionnaire 

was closed and no further visits to lectures were made. A total of 306 responses were 

collected and 75 of the responses were generated from the online web link and 231 came 

from the lecture visits. The online questionnaire could not be completed without 

answering all questions, resulting in no missing values in the online web link responses; 

but the physical hand-outs had four incomplete responses, as some students forgot the 

final question on the last page of the questionnaire. The questionnaire was distributed to 

a total of 743 students from the chosen seven programs at Kristianstad University, which 

resulted in a response rate of 41%. The response rate from the individual programs can 

be seen in table 4.7, but it is noticeable that the response rate was higher in programs 

where lecture visits were made (i.e., Digital design, Landscape science, Gastronomy, and 

Business administration), compared to programs were the students only received the 

online web link (i.e., Environmental science, Computer science, and Water care 

management).  

 

Table 4.7. Response Rate 

Creative Class 

Group Programs Attending Responses 

Proportion of 

Sample 

Response 

Rate 

The Super-Creative 

Core 
Digital design 87 25 8,2% 29% 

Environmental 

Science 

44 1 0,3% 2% 

Landscape Science 58 40 13,1% 69% 

Gastronomy 82 54 17,6% 66% 

Computer Science 8 1 0,3% 13% 

Water Care 

Management 

12 3 1,0% 25% 

The Creative 

Professionals 

Business 

Administration 

452 182 59,5% 40% 

Total  743 306 100% 41% 

 

4.5. Analytical method 

The data collected from the questionnaires was analyzed using IBM SPSS Statistics 

(version 23), since it is a reliable program to use when performing statistical data analysis 

(Bryman & Bell, 2015). The data analysis began with a Cronbach’s Alpha test to assess 

their reliability of the different questions in the questionnaire. A Principal Component 

Analysis (PCA) was then performed to confirm measure consistency. The factor scores 

generated from the PCA were however not used in further tests, as summative scores are 
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better since they reduce measurement errors (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2010). The 

normality of the data was also assessed with a Kolmogorov-Smirnov test. Due to the 

dependent variable being non-normally distributed, a Spearman’s rho test was performed 

to see if there were any significant correlation between the variables; but to test the 

hypotheses which involved how different variables affect a dependent variable, multiple 

linear regression analyses were used (Hair et al., 2010). A Mann-Whitney U Test was 

done to ascertain if there was any significant difference in willingness to stay in 

Kristianstad between the super-creative core and the creative professionals. Lastly, a 

Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test was used to assess if the respondents general opinion of what 

place attributes that are important, correspond with how satisfied they are with these 

attributes in Kristianstad. 
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5. Empirical Findings 

This chapter presents the empirical findings, starting with descriptive statistics depicting 

the characteristics of the sample. A factor analysis on the CSI framework is given, 

followed by a correlation matrix indicating correlations between variables. The result of 

the hypothesis testing and additional exploration of the data, through regression analysis, 

is finally presented. 

 

5.1. Descriptive statistics 

The data collection generated 306 responses and 302 were complete, with four incomplete 

questionnaires. The incomplete responses were only missing a few values, which allowed 

some tests to use all 306 responses, while other tests could not. As a result, all 306 

responses are included when presenting the descriptive statistics. The sample consisted 

of a majority of women, as they constituted approximately 61% of the total sample (Table 

5.1.). The sample consisted of people in different ages, ranging from 20 to 54 years old; 

but the average respondent was 24 years old (Table 5.2.).  

 

Table 5.1. Gender Distribution 

  Frequency Proportion 

Female 186 60,8% 

Male 120 39,2% 

Total 306 100% 

 

Table 5.2. Age of the Respondents 

  Minimum Maximum Mean N 

Age 20 54 24,34 306 

 

The ethnicity variation among the respondents were very mixed, as there were 22 

different nationalities represented in the sample. A vast majority were Swedish (Table 

5.3.) while the non-Swedish respondents had many different ethnic backgrounds (e.g., 

Arabic, Albanian, Croatian, and English). Since there was such a large variation, the 

respondents were grouped into Swedish and non-Swedish. When reviewing Table 5.4, it 

is evident that being single was the most common marital status among the respondents, 

while people being married was least common. 
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Table 5.3. Ethnicity Distribution 

  Frequency Proportion 

Non-Swedish 64 20,9% 

Swedish 242 79,1% 

Total 306 100% 

 

Table 5.4. Marital Status 

  Frequency Proportion 

Single 145 47,4% 

Relationship 74 24,2% 

Partner 70 22,9% 

Married 17 5,6% 

Total 306 100% 

 

Table 5.5 presents the connection the respondents had to Kristianstad, revealing that the 

proportion of the groups of people who live in Kristianstad and the people who commute 

to Kristianstad were relatively similar. The group who commute to Kristianstad was 

however larger, as 57,8% of the respondents where part of this group. Among the 

respondents who lived in Kristianstad, a majority had moved there as adults, and fewer 

where born in Kristianstad. The final statistics describing the characteristics of the 

sample, can be seen in table 5.6. It is noticeable that a majority of the respondents were 

attending their second semester at Kristianstad University, while master students 

attending their eighth semester were the smallest group in the sample. 

 

Table 5.5. Connection to Kristianstad 

  Frequency Proportion 

I live in Kristianstad and I was born here 38 12,4% 

I live in Kristianstad but I moved here as an adult 91 29,7% 

I do not live in Kristianstad but I commute 177 57,8% 

Total 306 100% 

 

Table 5.6. Semester 

 Frequency Proportion 

2 159 52% 

4 91 29,7% 

6 44 14,4% 

8 12 3,9% 

Total 306 100% 

 



Annell and Terman 

41 

 

Table 5.7 demonstrates the summative mean values for the independent, dependent, and 

moderating variables. The mean value for the respondents’ willingness to stay in 

Kristianstad is somewhat low, since it is on the lower half of a seven-point Likert scale. 

The result further reveal that the respondents’ place attachment to Kristianstad is also 

low, while their overall place satisfaction is somewhat high. Cost-efficiency is in general 

the most important attributes of a place, followed by nature and recreation, and job 

opportunities; while urbanity and diversity is the least important. People are most satisfied 

with the nature and recreation in Kristianstad, while job opportunities is the place attribute 

people are the least satisfied with. 

 

Table 5.7. Descriptive Statistics for Independent, Dependent, and Moderating Variables 

  Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 

Mean Overall Place Satisfaction Kristianstad 1 7 4,7451 1,34682 

Mean Place Satisfaction Urbanity and Diversity 1 7 4,8045 1,01768 

Mean Place Satisfaction Nature and Recreation 1 7 5,2978 1,11138 

Mean Place Satisfaction Job Opportunities 1 7 5,185 1,167 

Mean Place Satisfaction Cost Efficiency 1 7 5,3882 1,26702 

Mean Place Satisfaction Urbanity and Diversity 

Kristianstad 

1 7 4,2086 0,99312 

Mean Place Satisfaction Nature and Recreation 

Kristianstad 

1 7 4,7007 0,99937 

Mean Place Satisfaction Job Opportunities 

Kristianstad 

1 7 4,1883 1,03969 

Mean Place Satisfaction Cost Efficiency 

Kristianstad 

1 7 4,2029 1,18919 

Mean Willingness to Stay Kristianstad 1 7 3,3339 1,5491 

Mean Place Attachment Kristianstad 1 7 3,4317 1,92379 

N=304     
 

5.2. Reliability 

The Cronbach’s Alpha tests revealed that the reliability of the summative scores for the 

independent variable and the four sub-categories ranged between 0,81 and 0,942. The 

summative score for the dependent variable had an Alpha value of 0,854, while the Alpha 

value for the moderating variable was 0,898 (table 5.8); demonstrating that all variables 

surpassed the acceptable level of 0,7 but also the preferable level of 0,8 (Pallant, 2013). 

This indicates that there were strong internal consistency reliability among the scales used 

in the questionnaire; which can be expected when using validated frameworks (Eliasson, 

2010).  
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Table 5.8. Reliability Analysis 

Variable N of Items Cronbach's Alpha 

Urbanity and Diversity 7 0,81 

Nature and Recreaction 7 0,88 

Job Opportunities 4 0,852 

Cost Efficiency 3 0,912 

Overall Place Satisfaction 4 0,942 

Willingness to Stay 4 0,854 

Place Attachment 4 0,898 

 

5.3. Factor analysis 

The 21 place satisfaction attributes, in the four categories (i.e., Urbanity and diversity, 

Nature and recreation, Job opportunities, and Cost-efficiency) from the CSI framework 

(Zenker et al., 2013), were analyzed using PCA. This analysis was performed to test if 

the 21 attributes were structured in four different factors, like Zenker et al. (2013) present 

them in the aforementioned four categories; and to see if these factors actually account 

for the variability in the correlations (Pallant, 2013). This test was however strictly 

explorative, since the purpose was to examine the consistency of the CSI framework. In 

order to perform a PCA, it is important to fulfill some requirements, like the number of 

observations and the ratio between the number of responses and variables (Hair et al., 

2010). The number of responses required to perform a PCA is at least 50, but preferably 

more than 100 responses, and the number of responses should be more than five times the 

number of variables (Hair et al., 2010). The requirements to conduct a PCA were fulfilled 

given the 306 responses, which exceeded the response and variable ratio more than five 

times. A Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) value of 0,896 also supported the possibility to 

perform a PCA, since the KMO value was greater than the recommended 0,6. Bartlett’s 

Test of Sphericity was significant at p < 0,001, further justifying the use of PCA (Pallant, 

2013). The PCA demonstrated that there were four factors (components) present among 

the 21 attributes, and they explain 64% of the total variance in terms of place satisfaction 

in Kristianstad (Table 5.9).  

 

Table 5.9. Eigenvalues 

Component Total % of Variance Cumulative % 

1 8,42 40,094 40,094 

2 2,047 9,748 49,842 

3 1,847 8,796 58,638 

4 1,133 5,394 64,031 
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In addition, the rotated varimax component matrix (Table 5.10.) show that the four 

components corresponded in its entirety with how Zenker et al. (2013) divide the 21 

attributes into their four groups. All attributes have communality values of 0,4 or higher, 

which is a preferable level (Broberg, Umans, & Gerlofstig, 2013). Three of the attributes 

are represented in two different components, indicating that they could be used to explain 

some of the variance in both components; but are stronger in the component where they, 

according to Zenker et al. (2013), belong. For example, the attribute “Outdoor Activities 

Kristianstad” is represented in both the first and third component, but is stronger in 

component one; which contains all the other attributes used to measure nature and 

recreation in Kristianstad. 

 

Table 5.10. Rotated Varimax Component Matrix 

  Component 

Place Satisfaction in Kristianstad 1 2 3 4 

Environmental Quality Kristianstad 0,769    

Nature and Public Green Areas Kristianstad 0,757    

Tranqility Kristianstad 0,752    

Parks and Open Spaces Kristianstad 0,699    

Cleanness Kristianstad 0,659    

Waterfront Kristianstad 0,517    

Outdoor Activities Kristianstad 0,509  0,4  

Cultural Activities Kristianstad  0,734   

Shopping Opportunities Kristianstad  0,732   

Cultures and Subcultures Kristianstad  0,701   

Availability of Services Kristianstad  0,602   

Urban Image Kristianstad  0,551   

Energy and Atmosphere Kristianstad  0,538 0,478  

Openness and Tolerance Kristianstad 0,43 0,445   

Job/Promotion opportunities Kristianstad   0,826  

Economic Growth Kristianstad   0,794  

Professional Network Kristianstad   0,761  

Wage Levels Kristianstad   0,643  

Price Level/Cost of Living Kristianstad    0,87 

Housing Cost Kristianstad    0,837 

Availability of Houses Kristianstad       0,832 

 

5.4. Correlation matrix 

Before any correlation analysis was done, the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test was reviewed to 

see if the data was normally distributed; since it might affect the result (Hair et al., 2010). 
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The normality test showed that the data violated the assumption of normality, as all 

variables were significant at p < 0,05. This was however expected since normality is 

uncommon in larger samples (Pallant, 2013); but the violation of normality is not issue 

in this study, as not normally distributed data only affect the result if the number of 

observations are below 200 (Hair et al., 2010). Spearman’s rho test was used to generate 

a correlation matrix that indicates if there is correlation (negative or positive) between 

two variables (Pallant, 2013). The correlation coefficients for all variables can be seen in 

table 5.11 below; and the values (negative or positive) presented indicate the strength of 

the relationship between two variables and the direction of the relationship (Pallant, 

2013). The strongest significant positive relationship can be seen between the respondents 

overall place satisfaction in Kristianstad and their willingness to stay in Kristianstad. 

There is also a significant relationship between each of the four variables of place 

satisfaction in Kristianstad and willingness to stay in Kristianstad. There is a significant 

negative relationship between overall place satisfaction in Kristianstad and the 

importance of urbanity and diversity in general, indicating that respondents that were 

satisfied with Kristianstad do not think that urbanity and diversity is that important. There 

are several other variables that correlate (Table 5.11), and to see how the dependent, 

independent, and the moderating variables correlate with the control variables, see 

appendix 3; but to further extend upon the correlation analysis and to test the hypotheses, 

the results from multiple linear regression need to be presented.
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Table 5.11. Spearman Correlation Matrix 
            

Variables Mean Std. Dev. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Mean Overall Place Satisfaction Kristianstad 4,7451 1,34682 
          

Mean Place Satisfaction Urbanity and Diversity 4,8045 1,01768 -,191** 
         

Mean Place Satisfaction Nature and Recreation 5,2978 1,11138 0,004 ,408** 
        

Mean Place Satisfaction Job Opportunities 5,185 1,167 -0,107 ,452** ,332** 
       

Mean Place Satisfaction Cost Efficiency 5,3882 1,26702 -0,052 ,335** ,356** ,542** 
      

Mean Place Satisfaction Urbanity and Diversity Kristianstad 4,2086 0,99312 ,720** -0,018 ,171** 0,01 0,007 
     

Mean Place Satisfaction Nature and Recreation Kristianstad 4,7007 0,99937 ,485** 0,056 ,124* ,152** 0,082 ,607** 
    

Mean Place Satisfaction Job Opportunities Kristianstad 4,1883 1,03969 ,543** -0,01 0,021 0,043 0,083 ,637** ,500** 
   

Mean Place Satisfaction Cost Efficiency Kristianstad 4,2029 1,18919 ,225** ,143* -0,022 0,064 -0,015 ,336** ,332** ,441** 
  

Mean Willingness to Stay Kristianstad 3,3339 1,5491 ,814** -,173** 0,068 -0,04 0,01 ,703** ,519** ,492** ,148** 
 

Mean Place Attachment Kristianstad 3,4317 1,92379 ,563** 0,017 -0,045 -0,004 0,002 ,418** ,405** ,243** ,125* ,602** 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
            

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
            

Listwise N = 304 
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5.5. Regression 

Multiple linear regression was used to test the two hypotheses and to explore other 

relationships in the data. All the control variables were included in the regression 

analyses, but one of the groups in each control variable (containing more than two groups) 

was excluded in each test to function as a reference category (Hair et al., 2010). The 

largest groups in the control variables increased the VIF values and were therefore always 

excluded; as high VIF values (above 10) can indicate multicollinearity (Pallant, 2013). 

Singles was the largest group within the marital status control variable and therefore 

functioned as a reference category. Students in business administration were excluded 

from “Field of study”, and students that commute to Kristianstad were excluded from 

“Connection to Kristianstad”; as these were the largest groups in their respective control 

variables. An additional control variable was created by grouping the seven programs in 

“Field of study” into either the super-creative core or the creative professionals; but this 

control variable was not included in the regression analysis, as a Mann-Whitney U Test 

showed that there were no significant difference (p=0,319 > 0,10) between the two 

groups. 

 

5.5.1. Place satisfaction and willingness to stay 

The first hypothesis was tested using multiple linear regression analysis and is stated 

below: 

 

Hypothesis 1: There is a positive relationship between the overall place satisfaction 

of the creative class and their willingness to stay. 

 

Table 5.12 demonstrates the results from the regression analysis on the dependent 

variable willingness to stay. The independent and the control variables explain between 

20,7% to 67,9% of the total variance in willingness to stay. An adjusted R2 value of 67,9% 

is arguably high, and a high adjusted R2 value could signal a response bias, which can 

occur if respondents realize how to answer the questions “in the best way” (Pallant, 2013). 

To assure that this was not the case in this study, another factor analysis test was 

performed on every variable in the data. The results indicated the presence of 12 

components explaining approximately 76% of the variance (appendix 2); which 

demonstrate low bias among the respondents and implies that the arguably high adjusted 
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R2 in this study is of no concern. The overall place satisfaction in Kristianstad is 

significant at p < 0,001, and has the strongest individual impact on the dependent variable. 

As a result, Hypothesis 1 is supported. Additional results indicate that people who live in 

Kristianstad and were born there are significantly (p < 0,001) more willing to stay in 

Kristianstad than people with other connections to Kristianstad. People who are satisfied 

with the urbanity and diversity in Kristianstad are also significant (p < 0,05); 

demonstrating that these people are more willing to stay in Kristianstad. Model 1 reveal 

that there is a significant (p < 0,05) difference in willingness to stay among people with 

different ethnicities and semesters. There is also a significant difference (p < 0,05) in 

willingness to stay in Kristianstad among people having a partner compared to other 

marital statuses. 

 

Table 5.12. Place Satisfaction Kristianstad and Willingness to Stay 

  Willingness to Stay Willingness to Stay 

  Model 1 Model 2 

Variables (Controls/Independent) Std.B Std.Er Std.B Std.Er 

Gender -0,013 0,169 0,034 0,111 

Age 0,096 0,02 0,073† 0,013 

Ethnicity 0,114* 0,212 0,018 0,138 

Semester 0,125* 0,051 0,042 0,033 

Relationship 0,044 0,202 -0,019 0,13 

Partner 0,127* 0,217 0,026 0,14 

Married 0,041 0,428 0,017 0,274 

Digital Design 0,045 0,3 0,007 0,193 

Environmental Science 0,019 1,422 -0,007 0,906 

Landscape Science 0,092 0,276 -0,025 0,179 

Gastronomy -0,141* 0,222 -0,026 0,143 

Computer Science 0,056 1,458 0,063† 0,931 

Water Care Management -0,082 0,87 -0,06† 0,555 

Live in Kristianstad and was born here 0,344*** 0,257 0,183*** 0,171 

Live in Kristianstad but moved here 0,148** 0,184 0,051 0,123 

Overall Place Satisfaction Kristianstad   0,566*** 0,058 

Urbanity and Diversity Kristianstad   0,141* 0,093 

Nature and Recreation Kristianstad   0,056 0,073 

Job Opportunities Kristianstad   0,08† 0,069 

Cost Efficiency Kristianstad     -0,076* 0,049 

Constant 1,449** 0,488 -2,084*** 0,399 

F-value 6,317***  33,307***  

Adjusted R Square 0,207  0,679  

VIF value, highest 1,715   3,385   

N=305     

*** p < 0.001; ** p < 0.01; * p < 0.05; † p < 0.10    
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When instead analyzing how place satisfaction in general relates to the willingness to stay 

in Kristianstad, it can be seen in table 5.13 that the respondents who think that urbanity 

and diversity is important are less willing to stay in Kristianstad (p < 0,01). Reversely, 

respondents who in general appreciates nature and recreation are more willing to stay in 

Kristianstad, as they are significant at p < 0,05. The result show that there is a significant 

(p < 0,01) difference among students in gastronomy, compared to students in the other 

programs in terms of general place satisfaction, as they are less willing to stay in 

Kristianstad. 

 

Table 5.13. Place Satisfaction in General and Willingness to Stay 

  Willingness to Stay Willingness to Stay 

  Model 1 Model 2 

Variables (Controls/Independent) Std.B Std.Er Std.B Std.Er 

Gender -0,013 0,169 0 0,169 

Age 0,096 0,02 0,103 0,02 

Ethnicity 0,114* 0,212 0,116* 0,21 

Semester 0,125* 0,051 0,121* 0,05 

Relationship 0,044 0,202 0,014 0,2 

Partner 0,127* 0,217 0,104† 0,217 

Married 0,041 0,428 0,025 0,423 

Digital Design 0,045 0,3 0,042 0,294 

Environmental Science 0,019 1,422 0,016 1,391 

Landscape Science 0,092 0,276 0,043 0,283 

Gastronomy -0,141* 0,222 -0,152** 0,224 

Computer Science 0,056 1,458 0,061 1,44 

Water Care Management -0,082 0,87 -0,083 0,873 

Live in Kristianstad and was born here 0,344*** 0,257 0,353*** 0,251 

Live in Kristianstad but moved here 0,148** 0,184 0,158** 0,182 

Urbanity and Diversity   -0,201** 0,097 

Nature and Recreation   0,155* 0,09 

Job Opportunities   0,011 0,09 

Cost Efficiency     0,107† 0,076 

Constant 1,449** 0,488 1,001 0,681 

F-value 6,317***  6,13***  

Adjusted R Square 0,207  0,242  

VIF value, highest 1,715   1,871   

N=305     

*** p < 0.001; ** p < 0.01; * p < 0.05; † p < 0.10     
 

5.5.2. Place satisfaction, place attachment, and willingness to stay 

The second hypothesis was also tested using regression analysis and is stated below: 
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Hypothesis 2: The relationship between place satisfaction of the creative class and 

their willingness to stay, is positively moderated by place attachment. 

 

The results from the regression analysis of place satisfaction and willingness to stay, 

moderated by place attachment can be seen in table 5.14. The variables in model 3 explain 

72,6% of the variance in willingness to stay; which again is not a concern given the 12 

components found in the factor analysis (appendix 2). The moderating effect of place 

attachment on overall place satisfaction and willingness to stay in Kristianstad is 

significant at p < 0,001 and explains a large part of the variance with a standardized Beta 

value of 0,25. As a result, hypothesis 2 is supported; which means that both hypotheses 

in this study are supported. Another notable significant result (p < 0,05) indicates that 

respondents with place attachment to Kristianstad also are satisfied with the job 

opportunities in Kristianstad. Place attachment have a negative effect on respondents’ 

opinion of the urbanity and diversity in Kristianstad, but it is significant at p < 0,1, making 

it less reliable. Figure 5.1 can also be used to indicate the moderating effect of place 

attachment as it shows the interaction effect of the standardized value for overall place 

satisfaction and place attachment. 

 

Table 5.14. Place Satisfaction, Place Attachment, and Willingness to Stay 

  Willingness to Stay 

  Model 3 

Variables (Controls/Independnet/Moderator) Std.B Std.Er 

Gender 0,043 0,104 

Age 0,118** 0,012 

Ethnicity 0,018 0,127 

Semester -0,012 0,032 

Relationship 0,011 0,121 

Partner 0,046 0,13 

Married -0,022 0,255 

Digital Design 0,031 0,18 

Environmental Science 0,014 0,838 

Landscape Science -0,01 0,166 

Gastronomy -0,008 0,134 

Computer Science 0,056† 0,858 

Water Care Management -0,047 0,511 

Live in Kristianstad and was born here 0,097* 0,184 

Live in Kristianstad but moved here 0,046 0,116 
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Overall Place Satisfaction 0,514*** 0,06 

Urbanity and Diversity Kristianstad 0,202*** 0,087 

Nature and Recreation Kristianstad 0,045 0,069 

Job Opportunities Kristianstad 0,047 0,065 

Cost Efficiency Kristianstad -0,08* 0,048 

Place Attachment 0,121** 0,036 

Place Attachment x Overall Place Satisfaction Kristianstad 0,225*** 0,081 

Place Attachment x Urbanity and Diversity Kristianstad -0,095† 0,087 

Place Attachment x Nature and Recreation Kristianstad 0,013 0,067 

Place Attachment x Job Opportunities Kristianstad 0,096* 0,066 

Place Attachment x Cost-Efficiency Kristianstad -0,018 0,053 

Constant -2,588*** 0,386 

F-value 32,836***  

Adjusted R Square 0,732  

VIF value, highest 3,882   

N=303   

*** p < 0.001; ** p < 0.01; * p < 0.05; † p < 0.10   

 

Figure 5.1. 2-Way Standardized Interaction 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 5.15 presents the result of the regression analysis on the post hoc expectation gap 

between the respondents’ satisfaction of Kristianstad and their general opinion on what 

place attributes that are important. By subtracting the general opinion of the four place 

satisfaction attributes from the respondents’ satisfaction of these attributes in 

Kristianstad, the expectation gap was calculated; and then used in regression analysis. 
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Respondents who experience the urbanity and diversity to be greater in Kristianstad 

compared to how important they think it is, are more willing to stay in Kristianstad. 

Reversely, respondents who experience the cost-efficiency in Kristianstad to be lower 

compared to how important they think it is, are less willing to stay in Kristianstad (table 

5.15). The same post hoc expectation gap analysis was conducted using absolute values, 

and can be seen in appendix 4. A Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test also revealed that the largest 

negative expectation gap is between job opportunities in Kristianstad and the general 

opinion of its importance; while the smallest negative expectation gap concerns nature 

and recreation (table 5.16). 

 

Table 5.15. Expectation Gap Regression 

  Willingness to Stay 

  Model 1 

Variables Std.B Std.Er 

Gender -0,018 0,147 

Age 0,09 0,018 

Ethnicity 0,042 0,184 

Semester 0,124* 0,044 

Relationship 0,012 0,174 

Partner 0,054 0,188 

Married 0,014 0,368 

Digital Design 0,017 0,258 

Environmental Science 0,005 1,217 

Landscape Science 0,038 0,24 

Gastronomy -0,067 0,196 

Computer Science 0,058 1,253 

Water Care Management -0,076 0,754 

Live in Kristianstad and was born here 0,282*** 0,225 

Live in Kristianstad but moved here 0,119* 0,163 

Expectation Gap Urb/Div 0,447*** 0,063 

Expectation Gap Nat/Rec 0,051 0,061 

Expectation Gap Job 0,075 0,058 

Expectation Gap Cost -0,126* 0,045 

Constant 2,143*** 0,428 

F-value 12,665***  
Adjusted R Square 0,421  
VIF value, highest 1,798   

N=305   
*** p < 0.001; ** p < 0.01; * p < 0.05; † p < 0.10   
Expectation Gap = Satisfaction Kristianstad - Importance in General 
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Table 5.16. Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test 

  

Negative 

Ranks 

Positive 

Ranks Ties Total Z 

Mean Place Satisfaction Urbanity and 

Diversity Kristianstad - Mean Place 

Satisfaction Urbanity and Diversity 

207 84 15 306 -6,968*** 

Mean Place Satisfaction Nature and 

Recreation Kristianstad - Mean Place 

Satisfaction Nature and Recreation 

210 89 7 306 -7,251*** 

Mean Place Satisfaction Job 

Opportunities Kristianstad - Mean 

Place Satisfaction Job Opportunities 

228 60 18 306 -10,166*** 

Mean Place Satisfaction Cost 

Efficiency Kristianstad - Mean Place 

Satisfaction Cost Efficiency 

222 56 28 306 -10,143*** 
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6. Discussion 

This chapter discusses the empirical findings and compares the result with previous 

studies in order to draw conclusions. 

 

The empirical findings indicate a low willingness to stay in Kristianstad among the 

responding students, which align with the nationwide phenomena of students leaving their 

university host cities after graduation (Saco n.d.). While these findings are unfortunate 

for the city of Kristianstad, the result also indicate that there is still hope for making 

students more willing to stay. The hypothesis that place satisfaction is positively related 

to willingness to stay is supported, determining that place satisfaction is important when 

retaining talented people. This relationship has been supported in previous studies, both 

when investigating the creative class (Wickramaarachchi & Butt, 2014), and people in 

general (Mellander et al., 2011). It is rather what place attributes that have most effect on 

willingness to stay that differs, as Wickramaarachchi and Butt (2014) argue that economic 

conditions and social aspects have most effect; while Mellander et al. (2011) stress the 

importance of nature and recreation. This study finds support for both economic aspects 

and the surrounding environment being important place attributes, but how to prioritize 

them might be the key to successful place marketing. The result demonstrates that 

urbanity and diversity, like high levels of tolerance, various cultures, and the atmosphere, 

are of least importance among the students; and people who are satisfied with these 

attributes in Kristianstad are already more willing to stay. This contradicts Florida (2002; 

2003) and his assumption that high level of tolerance, urbanity and diversity is important 

in terms of place satisfaction for creative people. The creative people in this study instead 

think cost-efficiency, in terms of the availability of apartments, and general price levels, 

are the most important place attributes, which also challenges Florida’s claim that 

economic factors are marginalized by the creative class (2014). 

 

Conflicting results concerning the creative class is however not unusual, as it is a highly 

debated concept where several authors have opposed Florida before. Just as this study, 

Insch and Sun (2013) suggest that housing, accommodation and cost of living are the 

most important attributes of a place for creative people. Other authors (e.g., Hansen & 

Niedomysl, 2009; Pethe et al., 2009; Wickramaarachchi & Butt, 2014) argue that job 

opportunities, wage levels, and professional networks are important for the creative class; 
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which also is supported in this study. While nature and recreation is not as important as 

cost-efficiency, it is more important than job opportunities, which also is the best place 

attribute in Kristianstad according to the respondents. This result is more in line with 

Florida (2003), who claims that the only important physical attribute of a place is the 

surrounding natural environment. This result however contradicts Ryan et al. (2011), who 

also find support for nature being important for creative people’s place satisfaction, 

especially place attributes like outdoor activities and closeness to water; but claim that 

job opportunities are more important. The fact that the overall willingness to stay is low 

among the respondents also favors Florida (2002; 2003), as he claims that the creative 

class is hyper-mobile and continuously seek new places to reside. Low willingness to stay 

among the creative class has been found before, as Hansen and Niedomysl (2009) argue 

that creative people are highly mobile when searching for jobs after graduation. The low 

willingness to stay in this study is therefore not that unexpected; but the occurrence of the 

super-creative core being more mobile than the creative professionals, as suggested by 

for example Markusen (2006) and Wojan et al. (2007), is not supported by this study. 

 

While the respondents have a low willingness to stay in Kristianstad, resembling the 

mobile individuals as described by Florida (2003); they are influenced by place 

attachment as the result shows its moderating effect on place satisfaction and willingness 

to stay. Previous studies have suggested the influential nature of place attachment, and 

stressed that social bonds are important when creative people decides where to reside 

(e.g., Pethe et al., 2009; Pareja-Eastaway et al., 2010; Massey et al., 2011). In his research 

about the creative class, Florida (2002; 2003; 2014) never elaborates on the influence of 

place attachment, and instead claims that creative people only seek places where the 3Ts 

are represented. While the average place attachment to Kristianstad is low in this study, 

possibly due to the large number of commuters; its strengthening effect is highly present 

in the cases were attachment exists. When looking at for example job opportunities, the 

place attribute that people are the least satisfied with in Kristianstad; the result show that 

people with high place attachment to the city are satisfied enough with the available jobs, 

making them more willing to stay. This tendency has been found before, as 

Wickramaarachchi and Butt (2014) show that jobs are important for creative people, but 

family ties are simultaneously influencing the choice of where to reside. Pethe et al. 

(2009) also argue that when creative people make decisions concerning job opportunities, 

they are influenced by social bonds; and are less satisfied with job opportunities if it 
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means being far away from family. Finding support for place attachment having a 

moderating effect on place satisfaction and willingness to stay is interesting, as it 

positions this study among other studies contradicting aspects in Florida (2002; 2003; 

2014). 

 

While place attachment consequently is an important aspect in terms of place satisfaction 

and willingness to stay, the overall willingness to stay is still low in this study. This is 

again not that unexpected as Florida (2003) argue creative people are mobile, and the 

mobility might also depend on the fact that students part of the creative class are most 

prone to leave their university host city when they start applying for jobs after graduation 

(Hansen & Niedomysl, 2009). The choice of a more permanent place to live, regardless 

of the level of place satisfaction, usually occurs at a later stage in life (Borén & Young, 

2013). When people finally choose to start a family, they create their own rootedness to 

a place, which eventually transforms into place attachment (Scannell & Gifford, 2009). 

As a result, even if students leave Kristianstad after graduation, the aim should be to 

establish enough place satisfaction so they are willing to come back to the city when it is 

time to settle down. The findings does however demonstrate the existence of certain 

expectation gaps, which might make this difficult. 

 

There is a difference between peoples’ general opinion about the importance of job 

opportunities and the actual job situation in Kristianstad, indicating an expectation gap. 

An under-fulfilled satisfaction response, where there is a negative difference between 

what is expected and the actual outcome, creates dissatisfaction (Oliver, 1997). 

Dissatisfied customers tend to make less purchases (Kotler & Keller, 2009), while 

customers of a place become less willing to stay if they are dissatisfied (Zenker & Gollan, 

2010); making the expectation gap concerning the job situation in Kristianstad 

problematic. The expectation gap in terms of cost efficiency is even more critical, since 

it has a significant negative impact on willingness to stay; implying that people will be 

less willing to stay in Kristianstad if the expectation gap is not reduced. It should be noted 

that this study does not account for the actual place attributes in Kristianstad, merely how 

the respondents perceive them. If there are sufficient job opportunities and good cost-

efficiency in Kristianstad, then the city simply fails in promoting these attributes, as it is 

facing a loss of creative capital in the form of graduating students residing elsewhere. If 

the students are correct in their evaluation of Kristianstad, the city has a greater problem 
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that would require major investments to generate more job opportunities and greater cost-

efficiency. Losing this talent is simply not an option for Kristianstad, as creative people 

are not only drivers of economic growth through the creation of new businesses and the 

attraction of new talent (Florida et al., 2008); but also residents who pay taxes (Zenker & 

Martin, 2011), and function as city ambassadors (Taecharungroj, 2016). 
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7. Conclusion 

This chapter concludes the study by answering the research question and by providing 

both theoretical and managerial implications. A processual reflection is then given, 

followed by limitations and suggestions for future research.  

 

7.1. Concluding remarks 

Members of the creative class are the drivers of regional economic growth (Florida, 

2002), and have historically proven to be important for creating and developing the well-

being of cities (Heebels & van Aalst, 2010). Failing to make creative people willing to 

stay in their university host city is therefore problematic; so this study intended to explain 

and draw conclusions of what it takes to make them stay, by only using reliable, 

significant or strongly significant, findings. By investigating how place satisfaction 

relates to willingness to stay of the creative class, this study demonstrates that there is a 

strong positive relationship between the two concepts; but also that the relationship is 

positively moderated by place attachment. Finding significant support for this strong 

relationship is meaningful for place marketers, as it shows that successful place marketing 

that creates place satisfaction, will make residents more willing to stay. This study 

however demonstrates that not all attributes of a place are equally important for creative 

people’s place satisfaction, so the key is to realize what place attributes to prioritize to 

create satisfaction and consequently willingness to stay. According to Florida (2002), 

urbanity and diversity is the most important place attribute for attracting and retaining the 

creative class, but the creative people in this study believe that this is of least importance. 

There are other studies contradicting Florida (2002) and how he depicts the importance 

of certain place attributes (e.g., Hansen & Niedomysl, 2009; Ryan et al. 2011); which 

demonstrates the debatable aspects of the creative class concept. Additional studies on 

place satisfaction and willingness to stay of the creative class are therefore welcome, to 

further enrich and develop the creative class concept. 

 

The creative people in this study see Kristianstad as a place with a rich natural 

environment with good parks and closeness to waterfronts. If the city also manages to 

create more job opportunities and make it a more cost-efficient place for residents to live, 

perhaps then people will be more willing to stay in Kristianstad and eventually take root 

by starting their own family. The respondents who are born in Kristianstad have greater 
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place attachment than other groups, and place attachment is something cities should strive 

towards establishing between themselves and their residents; as it has a positive 

moderating effect on place satisfaction and willingness to stay. Kristianstad needs to be a 

city that can offer jobs and other business opportunities, a city with competitive cost-

efficiency and housing availability; simply a city for ambitious and cost conscious 

talented people. It is equally important for Kristianstad to be a city for families, a city 

where children can grow up surrounded by nature, a city worth getting attached to. 

Although this is not what newly graduated, talented people seek, at least they need to 

know that Kristianstad can offer this when it is time to settle down at a more permanent 

place to live. 

 

7.2. Implications and processual reflection 

This study provides several theoretical and managerial implications, which are presented 

bellow; followed by a processual reflection describing the work process and learning 

outcomes. 

 

7.2.1. Theoretical implications 

This study contributes to the discussion concerning the creative class concept by 

providing new findings, which both challenges and supports some of Florida’s (2002; 

2003; 2014) claims. For example, this study demonstrates that urbanity and diversity is 

not the most important place attribute for the creative class in a smaller city, but instead 

cost-efficiency and job opportunities; joining other authors with similar findings (e.g., 

Hansen & Niedomysl, 2009; Insch & Sun, 2013). The study also finds that nature and 

recreation is important for creative people, which somewhat supports Florida (2002) 

when he states that the natural environment is the only physical place attribute creative 

people seek. Place attachment is found to have a positive moderating effect on creative 

people’s place satisfaction and their willingness to stay; which develops the creative class 

concept further, since Florida (2002; 2003; 2014) does not elaborate on creative people’s 

attachment. Another theoretical implication is the fact that this study combines place 

satisfaction and willingness to stay, two concepts that previously have been mostly 

separated; making additional insights valuable. Many studies use place satisfaction as a 

dependent variable (e.g., Fleury-Bahi et al., 2008; Zenker, 2009; Ramkissoon & 

Mavondo, 2014), not asking what place satisfaction leads to. This study instead uses place 
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satisfaction as an independent variable, showing that it has a positive effect on willingness 

to stay. Finally, by applying the CSI framework from Zenker et al. (2013) and testing its 

reliability, this study contributes to making the framework more valid. It further 

demonstrates that all four categories are relevant to include when measuring place 

satisfaction, but that they are not equally important for creative people’s place 

satisfaction. 

 

7.2.2. Managerial implications 

Students at Kristianstad University show a low willingness to stay in the city, which is a 

potential problem since talented people are important for economic growth. It is however 

possible for city planners of Kristianstad to turn this around by managing the place 

attributes in need of most change. Promoting or developing the cost-efficiency in the city 

should have the highest priority, since this study finds that there is a negative expectation 

gap between how important people think cost-efficiency is compared to how they 

experience it in Kristianstad; making them less willing to stay. The city needs to become 

more efficient in promoting the job opportunities to students, as there is a frustration 

concerning the possibilities of jobs in Kristianstad. The city is already good at 

emphasizing the surrounding nature, as people who think nature and recreation is 

important are more willing to stay in Kristianstad; so further efforts to promote the nature 

would be unnecessary. The same recommendation can be given concerning the urbanity 

and diversity in Kristianstad, as this is the place attribute which is of least importance. 

 

7.2.3. Processual reflection 

The writing process during this master thesis has been very different from the process of 

writing the bachelor thesis. An early conceptual model was developed already from the 

beginning and remained in the center as a supporting guide throughout the process; and 

all concepts where always treated as variables that had to be measurable. Why it is 

important and helpful to use validated and reliable questions and scales for the 

questionnaire was more obvious during this study, compared to when a questionnaire was 

created for the bachelor thesis. Statistical method is something that needs to be recurrently 

practiced, otherwise it is easily forgotten. This became apparent during the data analysis, 

since it was challenging to analyze and interpret the data at first. Finally, the art of writing 

more precisely and reading more efficiently have been improved considerably during the 
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process of making this master thesis; along with the ability to theorize and draw 

conclusions. 

 

7.3. Limitations 

A possible limitation could be the fact that only a single framework with established 

categories was used to measure place satisfaction, when in reality there might be other 

important aspects that affect place satisfaction. The CSI framework may be well 

developed and have been used before, but it does not rule out the possibility of other 

aspects or place attributes affecting the place satisfaction of the respondents in this study. 

This is something that Zenker et al. (2013) also elaborate on, by acknowledging that the 

CSI framework does not necessary capture all important aspects of a place; as specific 

regional place attributes can affect place satisfaction in certain cities. A pilot study could 

have been initially conducted to test if the four categories presented in the CSI framework 

were sufficient to capture every important place attribute; or if any specific regional 

complements should have been included for a study in Kristianstad. Another limitation 

was the short timeframe between contacting the course coordinators and the actual 

distribution of the questionnaire during the data collection. If the course coordinators had 

been contacted earlier, the response rate would perhaps have been greater, particularly in 

the courses where it was not possible to distribute the questionnaire physically.  

 

7.4. Future research 

Just as this study could have benefited from having a pilot study where the importance of 

different place attributes could have been explored, future research could benefit from 

adopting an inductive research approach with a qualitative research method. By using 

either in-depth interviews or focus groups, additional important place satisfaction 

attributes could perhaps be revealed. Another interesting suggestion for future research 

could be to conduct a similar study, but in another context with either a different target 

group or in a larger university host city. A final suggestion for future research could be 

to investigate former students who graduated from Kristianstad University some time ago, 

to see who stayed and why. 
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Appendices 

This chapter includes the different appendices referenced in the study. 

 

Appendix 1. 

The first appendix includes the full questionnaire, as presented to the respondents in 

Swedish. The questionnaire can be seen in its entirety, starting from the next page. 
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Appendix 2. 

This appendix includes a factor analysis on all variables. 

 

Total Variance Explained 

Component Initial Eigenvalues   Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings 

  Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % 

1 4,438 15,303 15,303 4,438 15,303 15,303 

2 2,541 8,76 24,064 2,541 8,76 24,064 

3 2,499 8,618 32,682 2,499 8,618 32,682 

4 2,077 7,162 39,844 2,077 7,162 39,844 

5 1,703 5,873 45,717 1,703 5,873 45,717 

6 1,557 5,368 51,086 1,557 5,368 51,086 

7 1,396 4,815 55,901 1,396 4,815 55,901 

8 1,328 4,578 60,479 1,328 4,578 60,479 

9 1,213 4,183 64,662 1,213 4,183 64,662 

10 1,132 3,902 68,565 1,132 3,902 68,565 

11 1,032 3,558 72,123 1,032 3,558 72,123 

12 1,004 3,462 75,585 1,004 3,462 75,585 

13 0,942 3,247 78,831    
14 0,903 3,115 81,946    
15 0,787 2,714 84,66    
16 0,712 2,454 87,114    
17 0,589 2,03 89,144    
18 0,524 1,806 90,95    
19 0,488 1,684 92,634    
20 0,441 1,519 94,153    
21 0,399 1,375 95,528    
22 0,366 1,261 96,789    
23 0,31 1,068 97,857    
24 0,261 0,901 98,758    
25 0,204 0,704 99,462    
26 0,156 0,538 100    
27 2,80E-15 9,65E-15 100    
28 2,20E-15 7,60E-15 100    
29 2,09E-16 7,21E-16 100       

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.   
 



Annell and Terman 

78 

 

Component Matrix            
  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

Gender 0,073 -0,169 -0,214 0,031 -0,091 0,434 0,129 0,26 0,145 -0,241 0,363 0,26 

Age 0,24 -0,164 0,675 -0,073 -0,085 0,114 0,19 0,136 -0,188 -0,011 -0,045 -0,052 

Ethnicity 0,29 -0,319 -0,049 0,132 -0,075 -0,171 -0,404 0,058 0,126 -0,069 0,188 -0,007 

Semester 0,219 -0,008 0,105 0,403 0,267 -0,216 0,563 -0,106 0,095 0,079 0,002 -0,084 

Mean Overall Place Satisfaction 0,84 -0,087 -0,065 -0,215 0,054 -0,096 -0,001 -0,002 0,073 0,071 -0,082 -0,015 

Mean Place Satisfaction Urbanity and Diversity -0,048 0,711 0,125 0,289 -0,103 -0,041 0,055 -0,011 -0,07 0,007 0,05 -0,054 

Mean Place Satisfaction Nature and Recreation 0,118 0,589 0,488 0,063 -0,03 -0,139 -0,001 0,062 -0,028 -0,156 0,044 0,043 

Mean Place Satisfaction Job Opportunities 0,012 0,757 -0,019 0,164 -0,114 -0,068 -0,1 0,206 -0,05 -0,173 -0,014 0,113 

Mean Place Satisfaction Cost Efficiency 0,017 0,7 0,116 0,183 -0,071 -0,095 -0,121 0,093 0,044 -0,043 -0,075 0,001 

Mean Place Satisfaction Urbanity and Diversity Kristianstad 0,83 0,152 -0,034 -0,251 0,049 -0,018 -0,003 -0,127 0,091 0,022 -0,034 -0,036 

Mean Place Satisfaction Nature and Recreation Kristianstad 0,728 0,239 -0,076 -0,039 0,062 0,24 0,054 -0,074 0,053 -0,044 0,144 0,032 

Mean Place Satisfaction Job Opportunities Kristianstad 0,625 0,251 -0,116 -0,369 0,185 0,034 -0,093 -0,203 0,05 0,096 0,041 0,038 

Mean Place Satisfaction Cost Efficiency Kristianstad 0,344 0,285 -0,162 -0,204 0,287 0,253 -0,114 -0,226 -0,04 0,284 0,087 -0,093 

Mean Willingness to Stay 0,848 -0,038 -0,037 -0,092 -0,095 -0,142 0,048 0,108 -0,002 0,02 -0,115 0,055 

Mean Place Attachment 0,69 -0,087 -0,119 0,217 -0,221 -0,173 0,164 0,195 -0,145 0,129 -0,026 -0,073 

Single -0,236 0,229 -0,469 -0,106 -0,619 0,218 0,22 -0,187 0,084 0,192 -0,008 -0,122 

Relationship -0,002 0,03 -0,009 0,115 0,659 0,01 -0,285 0,584 0,271 0,118 0,042 0,009 

Partner 0,26 -0,262 0,271 0,147 0,106 -0,42 -0,022 -0,438 -0,21 -0,463 0,003 0,235 

Married 0,043 -0,076 0,544 -0,25 -0,072 0,274 0,092 0,119 -0,305 0,208 -0,067 -0,182 

Digital Design 0,165 -0,085 -0,01 0,229 -0,22 0,056 -0,093 -0,1 0,647 -0,229 -0,43 -0,233 

Environmental Science -0,004 0,081 0,008 -0,013 -0,02 0,047 0,41 -0,094 0,318 0,101 0,21 0,608 

Landscape Science 0,158 -0,034 0,503 -0,416 -0,253 0,331 -0,099 0,178 -0,014 -0,275 0,099 0,053 

Gastronomy -0,094 -0,07 0,436 0,379 -0,045 -0,131 -0,253 -0,251 0,042 0,588 0,212 0,128 

Business Administration -0,142 0,129 -0,715 -0,197 0,258 -0,203 0,136 0,107 -0,444 -0,133 -0,023 -0,01 

Computer Science 0,051 -0,084 0,068 0,155 0,148 0,167 0,328 0,273 -0,059 0,16 -0,567 0,297 

Water Care Management 0,036 -0,012 0,139 0,227 0,298 0,097 0,462 0,001 0,141 -0,171 0,364 -0,499 

Live in Kristianstad and was born here 0,352 -0,182 -0,16 0,18 -0,467 -0,363 0,025 0,411 -0,058 0,122 0,209 -0,047 

Live in Kristianstad but moved here 0,238 -0,029 -0,112 0,583 0,161 0,579 -0,175 -0,236 -0,231 -0,11 -0,103 0,047 

Do not live in Kristianstad but commute -0,456 0,149 0,211 -0,66 0,164 -0,293 0,146 -0,056 0,253 0,02 -0,044 -0,012 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.         
12 components extracted.           
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Appendix 3. 

This appendix presents a correlation matrix of all variables. 

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 

Gender                             

Age 0,017                            

Ethnicity 0,1 ,158**                           

Semester -0,089 ,286** ,113*                          

Single 0,096 -,300** -,140* -,150**                         

Relationship 0,015 -0,081 0,065 0,031 -,536**                        

Partner -0,103 ,272** ,146* ,159** -,517** -,308**                       

Married -0,049 ,306** -0,086 -0,022 -,230** -,137* -,132*                      

Digital Design 0,029 0,012 ,124* ,132* 0,028 -0,029 0,036 -0,072                     

Environmental Sc. 0,071 0,025 -0,111 0,103 0,06 -0,032 -0,031 -0,014 -0,017                    

Landscape Sc. 0,066 ,366** 0,009 -,271** -0,077 -0,083 0,02 ,287** -,116* -0,022                   

Gastronomy -,144* ,163** 0,069 ,173** -,130* 0,019 0,095 0,075 -,138* -0,027 -,180**                  

Business Ad. 0,022 -,425** -0,081 -0,083 ,157** 0,031 -0,105 -,207** -,361** -0,069 -,470** -,561**                 

Computer Sc. 0,071 0,09 -0,111 0,103 -0,054 0,101 -0,031 -0,014 -0,017 -0,003 -0,022 -0,027 -0,069                

Water Man. 0,056 ,136* -0,112 ,181** -0,094 0,099 0,025 -0,024 -0,03 -0,006 -0,039 -0,046 -,121* -0,006               

Born here 0,063 0,101 ,194** 0,034 0,04 -0,051 0,054 -0,091 0,069 -0,022 -0,028 0,008 -0,012 -0,022 -0,037              

Moved here 0,107 0,019 0,071 0,09 -0,059 0,033 0,054 -0,033 0,093 -0,037 -0,083 0,055 -0,06 0,088 0,08 -,245**             

Comute here -,141* -0,085 -,195** -0,106 0,028 0,003 -0,087 0,091 -,132* 0,049 0,095 -0,056 0,064 -0,067 -0,049 -,441** -,762**            

Mean O PS -0,026 ,115* ,218** ,126* -,149** 0,01 ,150** 0,032 0,099 0,011 ,122* -,129* -0,038 0,011 -0,016 ,205** 0,064 -,196**           

Mean PS UD -0,102 0,003 -,141* 0,09 0,105 -0,04 -0,097 0,024 -0,004 0,021 -0,043 0,084 -0,048 -0,001 0,06 -0,034 0,045 -0,019 -,193**          

Mean PS NR -,134* ,198** -0,106 0,054 -,142* 0,007 0,08 ,151** -0,065 -0,003 ,252** ,113* -,237** -0,011 0,071 -0,086 -0,076 ,127* 0,004 ,405**         

Mean PS JO -0,005 -0,097 -,150** -0,023 0,064 0,077 -,131* -0,045 0,019 0,03 -0,059 -0,084 ,123* -0,075 -,112* -0,01 0,016 -0,008 -0,108 ,452** ,328**        

Mean PS CE -,156** -0,069 -,118* -0,023 0,038 0,064 -0,108 -0,005 0,005 0,027 0,015 0,061 -0,057 -0,062 0,003 -0,034 0,033 -0,008 -0,052 ,335** ,355** ,536**       

Mean PS UD K -0,039 0,074 ,150** 0,111 -0,066 -0,047 ,119* 0,014 ,116* 0,015 ,139* -,136* -0,05 -0,035 -0,011 ,146* 0,071 -,163** ,719** -0,018 ,171** 0,008 0,009      

Mean PS NR K ,191** 0,088 0,045 0,086 -0,052 -0,006 0,07 -0,003 0,084 0,061 ,126* -,127* -0,059 -0,004 0,085 ,139* ,237** -,312** ,484** 0,057 ,122* ,154** 0,08 ,606**     

Mean PS JO K 0,03 -0,044 0,073 -0,003 -0,056 0,004 0,061 0,002 -0,01 0,011 0,056 -0,1 0,058 -0,055 -0,04 0 0,055 -0,05 ,540** -0,012 0,024 0,035 0,088 ,636** ,493**    

Mean PS CE K 0,01 -0,1 0,021 0,023 -0,015 0,083 -0,085 0,033 -0,034 -0,014 -0,032 -0,041 0,084 -0,043 -0,017 -0,075 ,113* -0,055 ,222** ,146* -0,023 0,063 -0,009 ,336** ,330** ,441**   

Mean WtS 0,058 ,186** ,227** ,142* -,139* -0,018 ,174** 0,017 0,107 0,015 ,126* -0,112 -0,063 0,078 -0,038 ,312** 0,082 -,285** ,812** -,173** 0,069 -0,044 0,013 ,703** ,516** ,494** ,150**  

Mean PA 0,065 ,185** ,204** ,262** -0,061 -0,06 ,131* 0,004 0,098 -0,028 0,005 -0,049 -0,03 0,079 0,017 ,455** ,145* -,439** ,563** 0,017 -0,045 -0,004 0,002 ,418** ,405** ,243** ,125* ,602** 

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level, ** Correlation is significant at the 0,01 level (2-tailed).                

Overall Place Satisfaction (O PS), Place Satisfaction (PS), Nature and Recreation (NR), Job Opportunities (JO), Cost-Efficiency (CE), Kristianstad (K), Willingness to Stay (WtS), Place Attachment (PA)                
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Appendix 4. 

This appendix demonstrate the result from the regression analysis on the expectation gap 

measured in terms of absolute values. 

 

Expectation Gap Analysis Absolute Values 

  Willingness to Stay 

  Model 1 

Variables Std.B Std.Er 

Gender -0,027 0,151 

Age 0,072 0,018 

Ethnicity 0,033 0,193 

Semester 0,089† 0,046 

Relationship 0,042 0,181 

Partner 0,138** 0,194 

Married 0,084 0,384 

Digital Design 0,067 0,271 

Environmental Science 0,004 1,27 

Landscape Science 0,061 0,248 

Gastronomy -0,094† 0,201 

Computer Science 0,043 1,302 

Water Care Management -0,084† 0,778 

Live in Kristianstad and was born here 0,329*** 0,235 

Live in Kristianstad but moved here 0,145** 0,168 

GapAbsPSUrb -0,283*** 0,081 

GapAbsPSNat -0,11* 0,089 

GapAbsPSJob -0,162** 0,076 

GapAbsPSCos 0,025 0,068 

Constant 2,941*** 0,472 

F-value 10,456***  
Adjusted R Square 0,371  
VIF value, highest 1,724   

N=305   
*** p < 0.001; ** p < 0.01; * p < 0.05; † p < 0.10 

Expectation Gap = Satisfaction Kristianstad - Importance in General 

 

 


