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ABSTRACT 

Students leave their university host cities after graduation, creating a problem for host cities since 

educated residents contribute to regional economic growth and attraction of new business opportunities. 

Using place marketing to influence residents to stay in cities has become increasingly more common in 

public management, but it can be difficult for municipalities to decide how to promote themselves since 

many different place attributes have been found to affect residents’ place satisfaction. This paper seeks 

to explain how place satisfaction and particularly different place attributes relate to the willingness to 

stay of university students; while also investigating how place attachment moderates the relationship. 

The analysis demonstrate a strong support for the effect of place satisfaction on willingness to stay and 

it is suggested that cities should prioritize jobs and costs, instead of urbanity and diversity, when 

promoting themselves.  
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Introduction 

Students tend to leave their university host cities in favor of places that are more attractive after having 

completed their studies (Persson, 2015, November 12). The movement of students is widespread, but is 

more prone to happen in smaller university host cities in smaller counties (Saco, n.d.). Failing to retain 

newly graduated students is a problem for university host cities, as educated and talented residents 

contribute to regional economic growth and the attraction of new business opportunities (Florida, 2003). 

Retaining residents is further important as they help cities create value when they use services and public 

goods (Zenker, Petersen, & Aholt, 2013). Residents 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).  

 

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 has, in turn, been proven to be affected by 

place attributes like urbanity and diversity (e.g. Insch & Florek, 2010; Zenker et al., 2013), nature and 

recreation (e.g. Ryan et al., 2011; Mellander et al., 2011), job opportunities (e.g. Hansen & Niedomysl, 

2009; Wickramaarachchi and Butt, 2014), and cost-efficiency (e.g. Sirgy and Cornwell, 2002; Insch & 

Sun, 2013). Place satisfaction is a well-studied field in place marketing research, but many studies focus 

on place satisfaction as an outcome (e.g. 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, but many over-simplify 

the residents’ intentions by asking few and too basic questions (Zenker & Gollan, 2010), and the results 

are mixed in terms of which place attributes that affect the most (Mellander et al., 2011; 

Wickramaarachchi & Butt, 2014). This study seeks to contribute by determining willingness to stay 

using a combination of validated scales, and by offering further suggestions on which place attributes 

that should be prioritized to create willingness to stay. 

 

Beyond being satisfied with various place attributes, place attachment (e.g. physical or social bonds 

people establish with places (Scannell & Gifford, 2009)) is an additional element that is important when 

talented and educated residents decide on where to live (e.g. Pethe, Bontje and Pelzer, 2009; Pareja-

Eastaway, Bontje, & d´Ovidio, 2010). There is however an opposing side arguing that talanted and 

educated residents are hyper-mobile nomads, completely unrestrained and constantly searching for new 

places to live (Florida, 2003; 2014). As a result, this paper intends to contribute to the discussion by 

including place attachment of talented residents, in the form of university students, when further 

investigating the relationship between place satisfaction and willingness to stay. The purpose of this 

paper is to explain how place satisfaction and particularly different place attributes relate to the 

willingness to stay of university students; and how place attachment moderates the relationship.  
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Literature review 

This paper resides within the place marketing research field, which is separated from the general 

marketing field in two distinct ways. First, 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). Secondly, place 

marketing research adopts a customer-oriented approach where all place customers (i.e. residents, 

visitors, organizations) have to be included when striving towards improving various place functions 

(Braun, 2008); instead of focusing on one particular customer group (Zenker, 2011). A place might for 

example have an attribute that is praised by tourists, but despised by its residents, but since there only 

is one place and the place providers (e.g. municipalities, hotels, tourist boards) cannot ignore a specific 

customer group; place marketing tend to become quite difficult (Eshuis, Braun, & Klijn, 2013). More 

importantly, it is impossible for place providers to choose the customer, as it is illegitimate for public 

organizations to reject less desirable customers in favor of more profitable ones (Eshuis et al., 2013). 

Municipalities would presumably be more interested in satisfying the needs of families with children, 

than spending resources on addicts; but saying no is simply not possible in the public context compared 

to in the corporate world (Eshuis et al., 2013). Using place marketing to influence public perceptions 

and position places in the minds of place customers have become increasingly more common in public 

management ( Klijn, Eshuis, & Braun, 2012). The public sector is still behind the corporate world 

concerning expertise, experience and budgets for marketing; but frequently more public organizations, 

like municipalities and ministries, are using place marketing to differentiate themselves from other 

places (Klijn et al., 2012).  

 

Place satisfaction  

Creating satisfaction for residents, through public services, policies and initiatives, have always been 

one of the key goals in public management (Ma, 2017). While place marketing is becoming more 

important when branding a city (Klijn et al., 2012), it can also be a way to create place satisfaction 

among residents (Zenker & Martin, 2011). Although the efficiency of place marketing has 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); place satisfaction is considered an important indicator 

of success in terms of social factors in place marketing (Zenker & Martin, 2011). The first approach to 

make a satisfaction index dedicated to capture the success of place marketing activities 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 tried to determine which place attributes that affect residents’ satisfaction 

the most. They found that different disciplines value particular place attributes to be more important 
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than others (Zenker et al., 2009). 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 that 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) 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; and established a 

Citizen Satisfaction Index (CSI). This framework has been 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. 

 

Place satisfaction and willingness to stay 

Place satisfaction overall is a developed field of research, as it is well established how to determine 

residents’ place satisfaction (e.g., Zenker et al., 2013); and there are several studies focusing on what 

attributes that generate place satisfaction among place customers (e.g., Fleury-Bahi, Félonneau, & 

Marchand, 2008; Ryan, Li, & Langford, 2011; 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 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. 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). Few studies however focus on how 

place satisfaction relates to residents’ willingness to stay at a place. Zenker and Gollan (2010) argue 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; but claim that studies that 

attempt to measure willingness to stay often over-simplifies the intentions of residents. Many studies 

simply ask residents if they are willing to stay at a place or not, not considering underlying dimensions 

that might affect willingness. Studies with more comprehensive measurements of willingness to stay is 

therefore needed (Zenker & Gollan, 2010). 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 that does not over-simplify the intention of residents, on the relationship between 
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various place satisfaction attributes and residents’ willingness to stay is therefore necessary; allowing 

the following hypothesis:  

 

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

university students and their willingness to stay. 

 

Place attachment  

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

Hernández, 2001), but can more systematically be divided in three dimensions with underlying levels 

(Scannell & Gifford, 2009). The first two dimensions are internal as they focus on what attachment 

originates from and the psychological process of becoming attached.  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 of place are commonly used as 

indicators of place attachment (e.g., Massey et al., 2011; Zenker & Rütter, 2014). In studies focusing on 

educated and talented people (which also includes university students), 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 paper will onwords refer to social bonds people have to places when discussing 

place attachment. 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). 

Place attachment has also been proven to increase the willingness to stay for educated people, 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 willingness to stay, the following hypothesis is stated below: 

 

Hypothesis 2: The relationship between place satisfaction of university students and their 

willingness to stay is positively moderated by place attachment. 

 

Methodology  

A quantitative methodology was used to explain how place satisfaction and particularly different place 

attributes, moderated by place attachment, relate to the willingness to stay of university students.  The 

empirical context was the city of Kristianstad, Sweden, which was appropriate for several reasons. 

Kristianstad can be considered to be a medium sized Swedish city (SCB, 2017); and the problem of 
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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. Having a sample consisting of students from Kristianstad 

University also made the respondents conveniently available, making it a convenience sample (Fink, 

2003). 

 

The data collection method used in this study was a questionnaire, which was distributed to students at 

Kristianstad University. Questionnaires assures consistent data, as respondents are given limited and 

fixed alternatives; allowing relatively straightforward data analysis and interpretation of results 

(Malhotra, 2010). To demarcate which students to include in the sample, the selection was inspired by 

Florida (2002; 2003) and his creative class concept. Florida (2002) argues that some people in specific 

disciplines are more valuable to economic growth in society than others. The creative class consists of 

people with special talents, education, and human capital enabling innovation and the creation of new 

valuable ideas (Florida, 2014). 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 (e.g. students in business administration, water engineering, 

landscape science). The intention was, if possible, to distribute the questionnaire in paper form during 

classes to ensure a higher response rate. The distribution of the questionnaire started when the course 

coordinators for the students in the sample were contacted. The course coordinators with scheduled 

lectures at Kristianstad University approved the distribution of questionnaires during class, while the 

course coordinators without scheduled lectures uploaded a web link to the questionnaire with a call for 

student participation. The data was collected during a period of one week, and was in total distributed 

to 743 students from the chosen seven programs at Kristianstad University. A total of 306 responses 

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

the lecture visits; resulting in a response rate of 41%. 

 

Operationalization 

The three main concepts of this study, place satisfaction, willingness to stay, and place attachment, 

where all represented in the questionnaire. 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 independent variable for this study was place 

satisfaction and it was measured through four ordinal questions, using a seven-point Likert scale. The 

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

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 
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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; while the second question focuses on how these place attributes 

are represented in a particular city (Zenker et al., 2013). 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; so when they were translated into 

Swedish for this questionnaire, minor adjustments were necessary.  

 

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; but inspired by more simplified willingness to stay-questions used in 

Mellander et al. (2011) and Wickramaarachchi and Butt (2014). 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 (e.g. Kyle, Graefe, & Manning, 2005; Lee, Kyle, & Scott, 2012; Wynveen, Kyle, & 

Sutton, 2012). A number of control variables were also included in the questionnaire, by asking 

questions about the respondents’ characteristics, such as gender, year of birth, ethnicity, year of 

education, relationship status; followed by questions on their field of study, and connection to 

Kristianstad. 

 

Data analysis  

The data collected from the questionnaires was analyzed using IBM SPSS Statistics (version 23). The 

data analysis began with a Cronbach’s Alpha test to assess their reliability of the different questions in 

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

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). 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 better since 

they reduce measurement errors (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2010). 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).  
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Analysis 

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. Table 1 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 1. Descriptive Statistics for Independent, Dependent, and Moderating Variables 

  Min Max Mean Std. Dev. 

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     
 

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 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 (Table 2.).
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Table 2. 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 
            



Terman and Annell 

10 
 

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. 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 

university students and their willingness to stay. 

 

Table 3 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; which demonstrate low bias among the respondents and 

implies that the arguably high adjusted 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 3. 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 
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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    
 

When instead analyzing how place satisfaction in general relates to the willingness to stay in 

Kristianstad, the result indicate 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 

second hypothesis was also tested using regression analysis and is stated below: 

 

Hypothesis 2: The relationship between place satisfaction of university students 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 4. 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. 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 
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negative effect on respondents’ opinion of the urbanity and diversity in Kristianstad, but it is significant 

at p < 0,1, making it less reliable.  

 

Table 4. 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 

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   
 

The final test conducted was a 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 
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used in regression analysis. 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.  

 

Discussion  

The purpose of this paper was to explain how place satisfaction and particularly different place attributes 

relate to the willingness to stay of university students; and how place attachment moderates the 

relationship. The empirical findings demonstrate that there is a strong positive relationship between 

place satisfaction and willingness to stay of university students, but also that the relationship is positively 

moderated by place attachment. Finding significant support for this strong relationship is meaningful 

for public management, as it shows that creating place satisfaction will make students more willing to 

stay; and if students become attached to a place, they will be even more determined to stay. 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, if the city manages to create 

place satisfaction through various place attributes. The implications are that place attributes like cost-

efficiency and job opportunities, followed by nature and recreation, are of most importance for 

university students when deciding to stay in a city; while urban and diverse place attributes are of least 

importance. University host cities therefore need to promote or develop their cost-efficiency and job 

situation to make students more willing to stay; and perhaps not spend as much resources on creating an 

urban and diverse climate. Acquiring more knowledge on which place attributes to prioritize and the 

general effect of place satisfaction,  is helpful going forward as place marketing is gaining firm traction 

in public management (Klijn et al., 2012). 

 

While the respondents in this study have a low willingness to stay, 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 talented residents decide where 

to reside (e.g., Pethe et al., 2009; Pareja-Eastaway et al., 2010; Massey et al., 2011). It also seems like 

place attachment has an even larger effect in some cases. 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. Similar tendencies have been found before, as Wickramaarachchi and Butt (2014) show that 

jobs are important for educated residents, but family ties are simultaneously influencing the choice of 

where to reside. Pethe et al. (2009) also argue that when talanted people make decisions concerning job 
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opportunities, they are influenced by social bonds; and are less satisfied with job opportunities if it 

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 perhaps not very unexpected as 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 after graduation, the aim should be to establish enough place satisfaction so they are willing to 

come back to their university 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 

how they experience the job situation in Kristianstad, indicating a problematic expectation gap. 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 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 

human 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 that would require major investments to 

generate more job opportunities and greater cost-efficiency. Cities that through policies, initiatives, and 

public services make major investments to create satisfaction for their residents need to understand that 

seeing is believing; and through successful place marketing, more graduating students will stay. Losing 

this talent is simply not an option, as educated and talented 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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