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Linnéa Malmström 

Abstract 

It is a very competitive environment in today’s marketplace. In order to attract consumers 

companies and organizations are not just engaged in competition about selling their products 

or services, but also for the consumers’ perception. Because of the global competition 

destinations have become substitutable and due to that destination marketing organizations 

have to find ways to attract and keep consumers. Destination personality is considered a good 

way to differentiate the destination. It has also been suggested in existing literature that 

consumers are more inclined to prefer brands that have personality traits that are congruent 

with their own traits. This could also have positive influence on the behavioral intentions of 

tourists. Consumer identification of brand personality is considered essential for marketers to 

understand, because brand personality can have the ability to affect word-of-mouth.  

The purpose of this master thesis is to investigate how destination personality connects to 

self-congruity and tourist-destination identification, as well as promotional behavior of word-

of-mouth and behavioral intentions to revisit or recommend a destination. Existing literature 

was reviewed in order to investigate the above mentioned concepts. Thereafter a frame of 

reference was constructed in order to investigate these concepts further in connection to the 

case of Luleå. Data was collected through a quantitative questionnaire, and then analyzed in 

order to see if the theoretical propositions assumed in the literature review could be supported. 

The results of this thesis supports the theoretical propositions that destination personality, 

self-congruity and tourist-destination identification were positively connected to promotional 

behavior and behavioral intentions, this in connection to Swedish and international visitors of 

Luleå. The literature was also extended to some extent, as well as criticized based on the 

findings of the data analysis, resulting in recommendations for further research and 

recommendations for marketers.  

Key words: brand personality, destination personality, tourist personality, self-congruity, 

promotional behavior, word-of-mouth, behavioral intention, intention to revisit or 

recommend, Luleå. 

 

  



 

Sammanfattning 

I dagens marknad är det stor konkurrens för att nå ut till konsumenter. Företag och 

organisationer konkurrerar inte bara med deras produkter, utan även om konsumentens 

uppfattningar. På grund av global konkurrens har destinationer blivit väldigt utbytbara. Därför 

måste marknadsförare konstant försöka nå ut till nya konsumenter samtidigt som man måste 

försöka behålla de gamla. Destinationspersonlighet är ett sätt för marknadsförare att skilja sin 

destination från andra. I befintlig litteratur har det framförts ett antagande som säger att 

konsumenter är mer benägna att föredra ett varumärke vars personlighet matchar deras egna 

karaktärsdrag, och att man därigenom ska kunna påverka konsumenternas avsikter. 

Identifikation för konsummenter när det kommer till destinationspersonlighet anses viktigt för 

marknadsförare, detta på grund av att destinationspersonlighet påverkar främjande beteende 

som word-of-mouth.  

Syftet med denna uppsats är att undersöka hur destinationspersonlighet anknyter till self-

congruity, turist-destinations identifikation och det främjande beteendet word-of-mouth, samt 

beteendepåverkade avsikter att återbesöka eller rekommendera destinationen Luleå. Befintlig 

litteratur har undersökts för att få en djupare förståelse för dessa koncept i samband med fallet 

Luleå och för att skapa en referensram för att kunna undersöka koncepten ytterligare. Data 

samlades in genom en kvantitativ enkät som sedan analyserades för att undersöka om 

insamlad data stödjer de teoretiska föreställningarna som identifierats under 

litteraturundersökningen. De data som samlats in stödjer de teoretiska föreställningarna att 

destinationspersonlighet, self-congruity, turist-destinations identifikation och främjande 

beteende samt beteendepåverkade avsikter är positivt länkade. Till en viss del kunde även nya 

bidrag till litteraturen göras, samt kritisera de rådande föreställningar. Detta resulterade i 

rekommendationer för framtida studier och för marknadsförare.  

Nyckelord: varumärkes personlighet, destinations personlighet, turisters personlighet, self-

congruity, främjande beteende, word-of-mouth, beteende, avsikter att besöka igen eller 

rekommendera, Luleå.  
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1. Introduction 

The introduction chapter of this thesis will cover the topic of this study, background, problem 

discussion, purpose, research questions and the thesis outline. 

After an internship at the growth office at Luleå municipality a fascination for place branding 

was born, this was also the inspiration for this master thesis. The area of place branding was 

chosen in order to find out what a place/destination needs to do in order to market itself 

successfully in a competitive market. What is needed to gain a competitive advantage in a 

growing competitive field, where all players are similar, and offer similar/substitutable 

products/services/experiences to their customers/tourists?   

It is a competitive environment in today’s marketplace in order to attract consumers (Usakli & 

Baloglu, 2011; Pino, Guido & Peluso, 2015). There are not only numerous different brands 

that consumers are engaged with every day, but also marketing practices that are used to 

differentiate a brand from another. Branding is a concept that has been thoroughly used in the 

context of generic products and services. Still tourist destinations can also be seen as a 

product or be perceived as a brand. (Usakli & Baloglu, 2011) 

The use of branding techniques has been applied by marketers of destinations more and more 

frequently. Even though the concept of destination branding has been applied to various 

destinations, by borrowing concepts from the general consumer goods world, there is still a 

slow emergence of “academic analysis of the value and effectiveness of destination branding” 

(Murphy, Moscardo & Benckendorff, 2007, p. 5). It has been argued that creating brands 

when it comes to destinations is a bit more complex and a difficult process then in the 

traditional marketing literature. Furthermore it has been stated that the key to differentiation 

of destinations is to create an emotional tie to consumers. (Murphy, Moscardo & 

Benckendorff, 2007) 

Even though branding of destinations is a relatively new concept, destinations have been 

trying to apply brand strategies around the world as a way to differentiate themselves from 

competitors, in terms of their identities and lift up what is unique about their product (Usakli 

& Baloglu, 2011). Companies and organizations are not just engaged in competition about 

their products or services, but also for the “perceptions in the consumers mind” (Usakli & 

Baloglu, 2011, p. 114). Brand personality is based on the notion that a brand can have a 
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personality the same way as a human, with personality characteristics (LaForet, 2010, p. 112). 

Brand personality is a good way to create brand engagement and attachment within the 

consumer, similar to the way consumers do with other humans, they get engaged and attached 

to certain people based on their personality (ibid). 

Because of the global competition destinations have become very substitutable therefore 

destination marketing organizations (DMOs) are constantly trying to attract new travelers 

through the use of branding and promotional strategies (Usakli & Baloglu, 2011; Pino et al., 

2015). Because of the similarities among tourist destination and the substitutability, it is no 

longer enough to just be a considered option (Hultman, Skarmeas, Oghazi & Beheshti, 2015). 

By adopting marketing strategies used by product marketers, DMO’s are trying to feature 

what is unique about their destination (Hultman et al., 2015). Due to this destination branding 

seems to be the most sought out tool available when destination marketers are trying to create 

competitive advantage (Murphy, Benckendorff & Moscardo, 2007b).  

In order to stay competitive, destination marketers are trying to find communication strategies 

that can be useful in shedding light on what is unique about a place (Pino et al., 2015). This is 

accomplished through the instilment of favorable image and a personality that appeals (ibid). 

Ekinci and Hosany (2006) are suggesting three things in order for destinations to 

differentiating themselves: a destination personality that can be used to build a viable 

destination brand, understanding the perceptions of their visitors, as well as creating an 

identity which is unique for that place. Thereby DMOs should in their marketing efforts of 

their destination keep the focus on personality characteristics (Usakli & Baloglu, 2011). 

Common things in order to describe a destination are “beautiful scenery, golden beaches, blue 

seas, or friendly places” (Usakli & Baloglu, 2011, p. 114) in advertisement about a 

destination. On the other hand the usage of such strategies has on many cases failed due to the 

similarities and common assets of competitors (Pino et al., 2015). Unfortunately since there is 

such common use of these words, they are no longer working in differentiating a destination 

from its competitors (Usakli & Baloglu, 2011). 

Murphy et al. (2007) could to some extent show that in order to differentiate brands, brand 

personality can be used. According to Aaker (1996) the brand personality is the link between 

the emotional and self-expressive benefits of the brand, as well as creating a platform for 

consumer-brand relationships. Aaker (1999) stated that consumers were more inclined to 
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prefer brands that had personality traits that were congruent with their own traits, that this was 

the main idea of self-congruity. Based on this Usakli and Baloglu (2011) hypothesized that 

self-congruity would have a positive influence on the behavioral intentions of tourists. 

Furthermore tourists would most likely be more favorable towards a destination which 

personality had a greater fit with their self-concept, subsequently leading to an intention to 

revisit or recommend the destination (ibid).  

Self-congruity is defined when a tourist is comparing their own personality with the 

characteristics of a destination, which is reflected by the tourists own idea, feelings, or 

perceived characteristics of the destination (Kilic & Sop, 2012). Aaker (1995) state that the 

basis of the self-congruity theory is that consumer’s drive for preferring a brand is that their 

own personality is congruent with the personality of the brand. The same is relevant for the 

context of destinations, that there should be congruence between the self-concept of the 

visitors and the destination personality (Usakli & Baloglu, 2011).  

1.1 Background 

The field of destination personality is approached within a context of brand personality (Kilic 

& Sop, 2012). A brand is defined as “a term, sign, symbol either design or combination of all” 

(Kilic & Sop, 2012, p. 96). Consumers have a tendency to perceive brands as having human 

characteristics even though they are inanimate objects (Usakli & Baloglu, 2011, Kilic & Sop, 

2012). Brands are ascribed with characteristics such as youthful, masculine, sporty, energetic, 

outdoorsy, rugged, or sophisticated (Usakli & Baloglu, 2011, Kilic & Sop, 2012). Brand 

personality is defined as “the set of human characteristics associated with a brand” (Aaker, 

1997, p. 347), and can therefore be any humanistic values that are seen within a brand (Kilic 

& Sop, 2012). It is thought of as to be the reflection of the visitors’ perception of the place 

(Pino et al., 2015). Brand personality has also been suggested to highlight the things that are 

unique with a place through the use of branding strategies (Pino et al., 2015). Destination 

personality on the other hand has been defined as the human characteristics associated with a 

brand, as well as the core of a destination brand’s success (Murphy et al., 2007). 

With a well-established brand personality, brands can differentiate themselves from its 

competitors, build stronger brand equity, enhance the preference and usage of the brand, as 

well as tying customers emotionally to brands, which can result in trust and loyalty. 

Comparatively there is a notion that having a distinctive and attractive destination personality 
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could help to leverage the perceived destination image, and through this influence the 

behavioral choice of the tourists. (Usakli & Baloglu, 2011)  

Branding of goods and services has been thoroughly covered in marketing literature. Yet 

when it comes to places, and the branding techniques they use, especially when it comes to 

tourism destinations, have not been covered to the same extent (Hosany, Ekinci & Uysal, 

2006). Brand personality has also been thoroughly investigated in the context of consumer 

goods, but the study of personality in tourism destinations is a fairly new phenomena. When 

we look at branding, brand personality has been stated as an important area, but still there are 

not a lot of studies that are trying to identify personality characteristics of tourism 

destinations. (Usakli & Baloglu, 2011) 

Murphy, Benckendorff et al. (2007b) stated that there was a growing number of studies on 

destination branding, however the focus on if tourist ascribed personality characteristics to 

destinations were still few. The same for investigating if there was an emotional connection 

between the self-image of the tourist and the destinations brand personality (ibid).  

1.2 Problem Discussion 

In the competitive environment of the tourist sector, it is important both in academia and for 

marketers to understand the factors that are effective when it comes to destination choice 

(Kilic & Sop, 2012). In order to stay competitive in today’s market there is a need to provide 

tourists with more than just beautiful scenery, friendly locals, shopping, etc. (ibid). In order 

for destination brands to be effective, a brand personality needs to be established, which has a 

link through the needs and motives of the tourists to their self-image (Murphy, Benckendorff 

et al., 2007b). Brand personality has also been considered to have a considerable impact on 

the decision to live in or visit a place (Pino et al., 2015). When the personality of the users is 

perceived to be in line with the personality of a destination it is more likely to support this 

notion (ibid).  

Even though there is an interest in destination branding, destination personality have been 

scarcely investigated (Kilic & Sop, 2012). Destination personality was defined by Hosany et 

al. (2006) as “the set of human characteristics associated to a destination” (p. 639). When the 

users’ ascribe personality characteristics to destinations this creates a unique brand 

personality, thereby a place can become differentiated when compared to competitors, as well 
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as provide users with an identification link between themselves and the place (Pino et al., 

2015).  

Many things can shape the perception of a visitor and their reason for attaching certain 

personality traits onto a destination. Place experience is one of them, by personally 

experiencing a place and its characteristics, visitors are inclined to ascribe the destination with 

characteristic traits. On the other hand, traits can also be derived from promotional 

communication materials, word-of-mouth and opinions expressed by family/friends, 

newspapers or other literature. The experience tourists gain by interacting with a specific 

place becomes the source of comparison for expectations and desires. (Pino, Guido & Peluso, 

2015) 

Consumer identification of brand personality is considered essential for marketers to 

understand, because they use marketing tools to communicate the brand personality towards 

consumers. This enables consumer’s personality to relate to the brand personality and identify 

them self in line with it, and thereby could have an impact on their word-of-mouth 

communication. However the relationship between personality characteristics, brand 

personality and word-of-mouth is rarely investigated in research. (Liao, Chung & Lin, 2015) 

In adapting the brand personality terminology of Aaker (1997) to tourist destinations, the 

tourist’s perception can create a different image by specifying the destinations characteristics. 

In the literature about brand personality it has been indicated that it is of importance to adapt 

brand characteristics to tourist destinations. This in order to understand the destinations 

perceived image, as well as the destination choice of the tourists. (Kilic & Sop, 2012) 

Brand image and brand personality has in general been investigated for decades in marketing 

literature, however in the context of tourism destination literature the usage is rather new 

(Hultman et al., 2015; Hosany et al., 2006). Brand personality, satisfaction, as well as 

customer identification with the brand has in general marketing literature been suggested to be 

driving factors of consumers’ behavior in many aspects (Hultman et al., 2015). Yet this 

construct has not been thoroughly investigated in the concept of tourist behavior (ibid). 

Even though there is an increased interest in destination branding, there are still very few 

investigations made on if tourists ascribe destinations with brand personality characteristics, 

and if they do, how that would affect their travel behavior (Murphy, Benckendorff et al., 
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2007b). “The importance of brand personality and consumer brand identification in 

explaining aspects of consumer behavior” (Hultman et al., 2015, p. 2230) has in the general 

marketing field been a subject more studied in recent research. However in the field of 

tourism research these constructs has not been under much investigation (ibid). Hultman et al. 

(2015) suggest in their study that identification has the ability to fulfil “a self-definitional 

need” (p. 2231) as well as providing the tourist with “emotional returns” (p. 2231). Because 

of this tourism scholars should see this connection and thereby understand that identification 

can provide a more vast understanding of tourism behavior (ibid).  

Due to the lack of research studies made in the area of destination personality it is an area that 

would benefit from further investigation, and is therefore a suitable topic for this master thesis 

(Kilic & Sop, 2012). Furthermore there is a lack of research focused on self-congruity in the 

context of tourism literature, which makes it an interesting area to investigate (Usakli & 

Baloglu, 2011). Therefore this study could contribute further to the literature of destination 

personality, and consumer brand identification, as well as support or reject the existing theory 

on the effect of destination personality and tourist personality fit/self-congruity congruence on 

intentions to revisit or recommend a destination (ibid).  

1.3 Purpose 

The purpose of this master thesis is to investigate how destination personality connects to 

self-congruity and tourist-destination identification, as well as promotional behavior of word-

of-mouth and behavioral intentions to revisit or recommend a destination.  

1.3.1 Research Questions 

- RQI: What is the perceived personality of the destination Luleå, and how does it connect to 

self-congruity and behavioral intentions? 

- RQII: What is the perceived tourist-destination identification in the case of Luleå, and how 

does it connect to destination personality, promotional behavior and behavioral intentions? 

The case under investigation in this master thesis is Luleå. The research questions will enable 

investigation into if people ascribe the destination Luleå with characteristic traits and what the 

perceived personality of the city Luleå is in the mind of visitors. Further investigate if there is 

a fit between the perceived personality of Luleå and that of the visitor, and thereby investigate 

if there is tourist-destination identification and self-congruity in the case of Luleå. 

Furthermore through the data analysis determine if these aspects have an effect on visitors’ 
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promotional behavior of word-of-mouth and behavioral intention to revisit or recommend 

Luleå to others. There will also be a comparison made between domestic and international 

visitors’ perception of Luleås personality, self-congruity, tourist-destination identification, 

promotional behavior and behavioral intention to revisit or recommend. 

1.4 Thesis Outline 

The thesis outline will provide a clear view of how the different chapters of this Master thesis 

follow each other. This in order to provide the reader with an idea of what will be covered in 

this thesis work and how the different parts connect to one another.  

 

Figure 1: Thesis Outline 

  

Introduction Literature Review Methodology 

Collected Data Data Analysis 
Findings & 
Conlusions 
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2. Literature Review 

The literature review will cover existing literature on the topic and concepts of this study. The 

literature will be reviewed in order to see what has been done before, if anyone has done the 

same research, and where this thesis research fits in connection to previous research. 

Thereafter see what this thesis can contribute with to the field of destination personality, self-

congruity and tourist-destination identification in connection to promotional behavior and 

behavioral intentions in the context of tourism literature. 

2.1 Personality 

Personality can be referred to as distinguishable factors that are specific from an individual to 

others (Liao et al., 2015). It was also referred to as “the unique and relatively stable pattern of 

behaviour, emotions and thoughts shown by an individual” (Kothari & Pingle, 2015, p. 18). 

Personality is what differ one individual from another. It is associated with how people think 

and feel and how this in certain ways is based on characteristic tendencies. It has been defined 

that personality is a “combination of various traits” (Kothari & Pingle, 2015, p. 18), and that 

traits are “a characteristic way in which an individual perceives, feels, believes or acts” 

(Kothari & Pingle, 2015, p. 18). Personality has also been defined as “a set of traits or 

characteristics that demonstrate a person’s behavior” (Nooradi & Sadeghi, 2015, p. 839). Due 

to this the behavior of people can help identify traits, since the behavior of people is based on 

their personality. Thereby if the personality of the consumer is known, their behavior can be 

predicted. This in turn provides an indication that there is a connection between the 

personality and behavior of individuals. (Kothari & Pingle, 2015) 

The study of Liao et al. (2015) investigated the relationship between consumer personality, 

brand personality, and word-of-mouth. They saw that brand personality was to some extent a 

moderator between consumer personality and word-of-mouth, further they showed that brand 

personality has the ability to affect word-of-mouth. Furthermore their findings showed that 

consumer personality affected word-of-mouth. In their study Liao et al. (2015) made the 

assumption that consumer personality can be seen as a personal factor, that brand personality 

were environmental factors, and that word-of-mouth could be seen as behavioral factors. 

(Liao, Chung & Lin, 2015) 

It has been stated that a personality is comprised out of a number of personality traits, and that 

personality traits are composed of “individual behavior, stability, and the meaningful 

existence of various traits” (Liao et al., 2015, p. 114). Traits are considered to be the building 
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blocks of a personality and thereby affect the human behavior. Personality has also been 

defined as “an individual’s unique psychological patterns which develop from factors like 

environment or learning” (Liao et al., 2015, p. 114). Both brands and individuals have been 

claimed to have personalities, and when selecting a brand for a purchase, the brand selected is 

often the one that has a brand personality that is consistent with the characteristics of the 

consumer. (Liao, Chung & Lin, 2015) 

The five factor model of personality, also referred to as the Big Five, is used to identify a 

smaller number of personality traits that are meaningful, in order to find overlaps and study 

individual differences through a meaningful measurement. It is assumed in the model that 

people have “transcontextual personality dispositions which are highly stable over time, 

situations, and social roles” (Stock et al., 2015, p. 758). The model has been questioned in its 

reliability, however many studies have been performed with it, which validate the robustness 

of the model. (Stock, Hippel & Gillert, 2015) 

There are five dimensions in the Big Five traits; openness to experience, extraversion, 

conscientiousness, agreeableness, and neuroticism (Stock et al., 2015). It has been claimed 

that the Big Five aspects are curtail when it comes to the decision-making process of 

consumers, as well as their behavior and the manner in which they finally purchase (Nooradi 

& Sadeghi, 2015). Based on that, it could be advantageous using personality when trying to 

analyze consumers’ purchase behavior (ibid). The Big Five personality traits are presented in 

table 1 on the next page; 
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Table 1: Big Five Personality Traits (adapted from; Kothari & Pingle, 2015) 

Personality trait Dimension High on are Low on are 

Extroversion Comfort level in 

relationship 

Sociable, assertive, 

gregarious 

Reserved, timid, 

quite 

Agreeableness Individual’s 

propensity to defer to 

others 

Cooperative, warm, 

trusting 

Cold, disagreeable, 

antagonistic 

Conscientiousness Measure of reliability Responsible, 

Organized, 

dependable 

Distracted, 

disorganized, 

unreliable 

Emotional stability Person’s ability to 

withstand stress 

Calm, self-confident, 

secure 

Nervous, anxious, 

depressed, insecure 

Openness to 

experience 

Interest and 

fascination with 

novelty 

Creative, curious, 

artistically sensitive 

conventional 

 

2.2 Brand Personality  

Brand personality has been perceived to be based on the “brand-as-person perspective” 

(Murphy, Benckendorff et al., 2007b, p. 46). A brand can be differentiated if the brand 

personality can create emotional facets and enhance the brands meaning for the customer. 

Brand personality can be a link between the customer and the brands emotional and self-

expressive benefits, which can lead to differentiation and relationship development with 

customers and brand. (Murphy, Benckendorff & Moscardo, 2007b) 

In the past there were not a lot of studies made on brand personality, because there was a lack 

of “a reliable, valid, and generalizable scale to measure brand personality” (Usakli & Baloglu, 

2010, p. 115), as well as a conceptual framework. Due to this Aaker (1997) developed a scale 
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called The Brand Personality Scale (BPS), which had its root in the Big Five Model. The BPS 

was considered valid, reliable, and also generalizable for measuring brand personality (Usakli 

& Baloglu, 2011). Aaker (1997) developed a theoretical framework for brand personality, 

which contained five personality dimensions, the personality dimensions were: sincerity, 

excitement, competence, sophistication, and ruggedness.  

After the development of Aaker’s (1997) brand personality scale there have been a lot more 

research on brand personality. Aaker (1997) questioned the usability of the scale across 

different cultures. However studies made thereafter have supported the use of the scale in the 

context of different product categories and cultures. On the other hand the scale has also 

received criticism. Azoulay and Kepferer (2003) made an argument that the scale does not 

measure brand personality but instead brand image, which brand personality is a part of. 

Austin, Siguaw and Mattila (2003) saw that Aaker’s (1997) framework did not generalize 

over individual brands in a product category, since she tested the validity and reliability of the 

brand personality scale over different product categories and not the personality of individual 

brands. Even though there has been criticism, Aaker’s (1997) brand personality scale is still 

the scale in literature which is the most stable, reliable and comprehensive. (Usakli & 

Baloglu, 2011) 

2.3 Studies on Destination Branding 

The concept of destination personality in the context of tourism is a relatively new topic 

(Hosany, Ekinci & Uysal, 2006). The overall image of the destination is argued to be made up 

out of the brand personality, affective components, and the cognitive image. On the other 

hand brand personality is assumed to be connected to both the overall image and the affective 

components. Due to this it shows how important it is that there is a fit between needs, the 

tourist self-image, and the perception they have of the destinations brand personality. 

(Murphy, Benckendorff & Moscardo, 2007b) 

When it comes to brand loyalty and brand positioning, brand image and brand personality are 

key aspects. An issue in literature though is the “definitional inconsistencies and the 

interchangeable use of the terms brand personality and brand image” (Hosany et al., 2006, p. 

639). The definitions that will be used in this thesis are; Brand image is the perception of the 

brand that is currently held in the mind of the consumers (LaForet, 2010, p. 111). Brand 

personality is based on the notion that a brand can have a personality the same way as a 
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human, with personality characteristics (LaForet, 2010, p. 112). Brand personality is defined 

as “the set of human characteristics associated with a brand” (Aaker, 1997, p. 347).  

Hosany et al.’s (2006) study looked at the interrelationship between destination image and 

destination personality. Their result indicates that brand image and brand personality are 

related concepts. Hosany et al. (2006) used Aaker’s (1997) brand personality scale in order to 

capture the destination personality. Their analysis could show that the three dimension scale 

used was statistically significant when it came to predict the intention to recommend. Through 

their findings they could “indicate that destination image and personality image are related 

concepts” (p. 641). Their study also supported the notion that Aaker’s (1997) brand 

personality scale can be applied to places, however with some adjustment to fit a destination 

better. Furthermore the study showed that tourist use personality traits when evaluating 

destinations. (Hosany et al., 2006) 

Murphy et al.’s (2007) study was aimed at “examining the value of the destination personality 

construct in distinguishing between two regional tourism destinations” (Murphy et al., 2007, 

p. 5), and if there is a possibility to differentiate destinations based on brand personality. 

Through their results they could see that destination brand personalities could be articulated 

for each region by the tourists. Also that destinations can be differentiated based on 

characteristics, as well that there was a positive connection between destination personality 

and self-congruity. They further stated that there was a need for further work in order to adapt 

brand personality frameworks to the concept of tourism. They showed that the tourist rated 

the two destinations differently on the personality scale used, indicating that personality can 

help differentiate a destination. On the other hand it also indicated that Aaker’s (1997) brand 

personality scale does not translate directly on to destinations. (Murphy et al., 2007) 

Murphy, Benckendorff et al.’s (2007b) study aimed at investigating the link between four key 

constructs of “destination branding and choice process-tourist needs” (p. 45); destination 

brand personality, self-congruity, intentions to visit, and satisfaction with a visit. This 

construct was presented by Ekinici (2003); Hosany and Ekinici (2003). Murphy, 

Benckendorff et al.’s (2007b) results suggested that if there is an association made between 

the destination brand personality and the destination, and if this was also consistent with the 

holiday experience desired by the tourists, there will be a high congruity between the self-

image of the tourist and their perception of the destination. Additionally they showed that 
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self-congruity related to satisfaction with a visit but not with the intentions to visit the 

destination. (Murphy, Benckendorff et al., 2007b) 

The study of Usakli and Baloglu (2011) aimed at investigating the perceived personality of 

the destination Las Vegas. They looked at the relationship between destination personality, 

self-congruity, and tourist behavioral intentions. Their findings suggest that personality 

characteristics are ascribed to destinations by tourists. Furthermore their study supported the 

theory of self-congruity in a tourism destination context, that actual self-congruity and ideal 

self-congruity has a positive effect on behavioral intentions. As well that self-congruity is to 

some extent a mediator between destination personality and the behavioral intentions of 

tourists. In their results they showed that between destination personality and self-congruity 

there was a significant relationship, consistent with findings by Murphy, Benckendorff and 

Moscardo (2007a). They further stated that self-congruity was to some extent a mediator 

between destination personality and the tourist intention to revisit or recommend a 

destination. (Usakli & Baloglu, 2011) 

Kilic and Sop (2012) investigated the relationship between destination personality, self-

congruity, and loyalty in their study. First of the domestic perception of the destinations 

personality characteristics were measured. This was done by adapting Aaker’s (1997) 

personality scale using 38 personality traits to measure. Thereafter the self-congruity of the 

tourist was tested by questioning the congruence between their own characteristics and those 

of the destination. They used the “new method” by Sirgy et al. (1997); Sirgy and Su (2000), 

where the tourist had to imagine the typical Bodrum visitor with certain pre-determined 

personality characteristics. Further four dimensions of self-congruity were measured with four 

statements, one per self-congruity dimension. The final step was to test the loyalty dimensions 

in terms of the tourists’ intentions to visits and/or recommendations to others. This was 

accomplished by having the respondents answer a 10-point scale if they would recommend 

the destination, as well as if they would visit the destination within two years. Through their 

study Kilic and Sop (2012) could conclude that their results where positive in relations to their 

research questions. They showed that there was a relationship between destination 

personality, self-congruity, and loyalty. (Kilic & Sop, 2012) 

The study by Baloglu, Henthorne and Shain (2014) examined the destination image and brand 

personality of Jamaica and how these are related to future tourist behavior. They stated that 
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brand personality in the context of tourism destinations has not been under study frequently. 

Their findings indicated that respondents only used words that described a destination image 

when asked to describe the destination. Only one characteristic came from the brand 

personality scale of Aaker (1997), which made them question the validity of the statement that 

people ascribe destinations with personality characteristics the same way as a human. 

(Baloglu, Henthorne & Shain (2014) 

Pino et al.’s (2015) study looked at the tourist/industrial image of a place and its prevalent 

tourist/industrial vocation, thereafter investigating if there was a relationship between the 

personality traits of a place and the perceived tourist/industrial image. With the findings of 

their research Pino et al. (2015) could argue that using the Big Five traits to characterize the 

image of a place is a good way of creating a linkage between the place and its users. They 

found that using the perceived personality in communication strategies could prove to be 

beneficial in order to reinforce the image of the destination. (Pino, Guido & Peluso, 2015) 

Hultman et al. (2015) study explored the interrelationships of destination personality, tourist 

satisfaction, tourist-destination identification, and how they could affect the intention to 

revisit, influence positive word-of-mouth, and to what extent. The findings of the study 

indicated that destination personality could lead to “tourist satisfaction, tourist-destination 

identification, positive word-of-mouth, and revisit intentions; satisfaction encourages 

identification and word-of-mouth; and identification enhances word-of-mouth and revisit 

intentions” (p. 2227). Through their analysis they could conclude that all the proposed links in 

the model were significant, and that a majority of the variance for the “endogenous 

constructs” (p. 2229) could be explained with the model. Their findings further concluded that 

when trying to understand tourists’ perceptions of “destinations, building destination brands, 

and creating unique tourist destination identities” (p. 2230), brand personality is a good 

metaphor. (Hultman, Skarmeas, Oghazi & Beheshti, 2015) 

As can be seen there are different directions to go when looking at destination personality. In 

the case of this thesis, the focus will be on destination personality, self-congruity, tourist-

destination identification and how it connects to word-of-mouth and the visitor’s intention to 

revisit or recommend the destination. These concepts have been selected in order to help fill 

possible gaps in the existing literature, for example the gap in the literature about destination 

personality and tourist-destination identification and its effect on word-of-mouth. As can be 
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seen from the literature review, the fit between the destination personality and the tourist’s 

personality/self-congruity has suggested having a positive impact on the intention to revisit or 

recommend a destination. However self-congruity has not been investigated in the context of 

tourism that much, therefore this assumption and the previous mentioned concepts of 

destination personality, tourist-destination identification, promotional behavior and behavioral 

intentions will be further review in the next parts of this literature review.  

2.4 Destination Personality 

In Usakli and Baloglu (2011) study destination image is described as an “encompassing 

concept” (p. 116), and that an affective component of destination image is the brand 

personality. Usakli and Baloglu (2011) stated that destination image and destination 

personality are separate concepts, however they are related to each other. Brand personality is 

in literature understood to be able to assist consumers in expressing themselves, meaning that 

brands characteristics that are congruent with consumers are more inclined to be preferred 

(Kilic & Sop, 2012). Brand personality has also been argued to have a favorable impact on 

brand attitudes, but the greatest contribution is the differentiation of the brand compared to 

that of the competitors (Kilic & Sop, 2012).   

Place personality has been considered to be a research issue based on the absence of a general 

measurement scale, as well as the identification of specific traits associated with a place. The 

fact that the brand personality scale of Aaker (1997) was designed to assess brand personality 

of product brands and not places, resulted in criticism that the scale might not completely 

assess the personality characteristics of places. On the other hand the research of Pino et al. 

(2015) showed that when assessing place personality the Big Five Model is valid to use. 

(Pino, Guido & Peluso, 2015) 

In the context of destination personality the personality dimensions have changed slightly 

compared to Aaker’s (1997) framework dependent on the study. New ones have been added 

that are specific for destination personality (Kilic & Sop, 2012). For example Ekinici and 

Hosany (2006) were the first one to test the applicability and validity of Aaker’s (1997) brand 

personality framework in relations to tourist destinations. Through their study they showed 

that brand personality scales could also be applied to assess tourism destination personality. 

However they argued that destination personality was consisted out of three distinct 

dimensions instead of Aaker’s (1997) five dimensions. Those were; sincerity, excitement, and 
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conviviality. Usakli and Baloglu (2011) determined in their study that the perceived 

destination personality dimensions were; vibrancy, sophistication, competence, contemporary, 

and sincerity, when investigating the tourist destination Las Vegas. Kilic and Sop (2012) used 

four dimensions; dynamism, sincerity, competence, and sophistication. Hultman et al. (2015) 

used a six dimension scale for destination personality based on Hosany et al.’s (2006) 

destination personality scale and Aaker’s (1997) brand personality scale. Their dimensions 

consisted out of excitement, sophistication, ruggedness, and the “novel characteristics (i.e., 

activeness, dependability, and philoxenia)” (p. 2230), which they thought were a better way to 

describe destination personality. The philoxenia dimension of Hultman et al. (2015) is very 

similar to Hosany et al. (2006) conviviality dimension.  

It can be seen in previous studies (Hosany et al., 2006; Murphy et al., 2007; Kilic & Sop, 

2012; Usakli  & Baloglu, 2011) some individual personality traits in Aaker’s (1997) scale has 

been moved around to other dimensions in the new scales, this is also the case in Hultman et 

al.’s (2015) study. In Sahin and Baloglu’s (2009) study there occurred some differences in 

perception from people with different nationalities when it came to the destination personality 

dimensions. 

Kilic and Sop (2012) results were in line with and supported Ekinci and Hosany’s (2006) as 

well as Murphy, Benckendorff et al.’s (2007a) studies. That stated that Aaker’s (1997) brand 

personality scale could be applied to tourism destinations if some shifts within dimensions 

were conducted, as well as the use of new dimensions. Furthermore they supported the notion 

that tourists ascribe personality characteristics to destinations. Usakli and Baloglu’s (2011) 

findings also supported the notion that Aaker’s (1997) brand personality framework was 

applicable for tourism destinations, however that a specific brand personality scale is needed 

when investigating destinations. This was based on the findings of their qualitative open-

ended question which resulted in characteristic traits that were not included in Aaker’s (1997) 

scale. The personality dimension that showed the most variance in their study was the 

vibrancy dimension, which was not included in Aaker’s (1997) original brand personality 

scale. Through that supporting the argument that Aaker’s (1997) BPS cannot fully be used for 

tourism destinations, and that a specific destination scale is needed for investigating the 

personality of a destination. Further their study provided support to the notion that tourists 

attribute personality characteristics to destinations, and that self-congruity theory can be used 

in tourism research.  
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2.5 Self-Concept, Self-Congruity and Tourist-Destination Identification 

When it comes to a brand personality traits can be associated with it in many ways. For 

example it can be directly established in the brand’s user imagery, as well as the human 

characteristics that are associated to the typical brand user (Murphy et al., 2007). A useful 

way to understand and explain consumers’ choice behavior is the notion of self-concept. The 

self-concept refers to the suggestion that consumers prefer a product or brand that resembles 

how they see themselves, or would like to see themselves. Self-congruity is seen as a natural 

extension of the self-concept. Self-congruity refers to “the congruity of self-concept (or self-

image), which has been defined as ‘the totality of individual’s thoughts and feelings having 

reference to himself as an object’ with product or brand” (Kilic & Sop, 2012, p. 96). The basic 

notion of the self-congruity theory is that brands or products are chosen by consumers based 

on their self-concept. This notion suggests that the prospect of intention to purchase is 

increased with the degree of congruence. (Usakli & Baloglu, 2011) 

Four dimensions of self-concept were defined by Sirgy (1982) as actual self-concept, ideal 

self-concept, social self-concept, and ideal social self-concept. Actual self-concept entails 

“how a person actually perceives himself or herself” (Usakli & Baloglu, 2011, p. 116). Ideal 

self-concept is about “how a person would like to perceive himself or herself” (Usakli & 

Baloglu, 2011, p. 116). Social self-concept regards “how an individual thinks others perceive 

him or her” (Usakli & Baloglu, 2011, p. 116). Finally ideal social self-concept is about “the 

way the individual desires to be perceived by others” (Usakli & Baloglu, 2011, p. 116).  

Worth to mention is that most of previous studies on self-concept have been focused on its fit 

with product or brand image in order to understand consumer behavior, and not on brand 

personality. The congruence between brand personality and the self-concept of consumers is 

an area that has not been investigated to a full extent, and can therefore benefit from further 

investigation. The focus of previous studies on self-congruity has almost all been on the fit of 

consumers self-congruity and the product/brand image. However Aaker (1999) saw that there 

was also a connection between brand personality and self-congruity effects. (Usakli & 

Baloglu, 2011) 

As already mentioned self-congruity can be seen as an extension of the self-concept. The 

basic notion of the self-congruity theory is that consumers tend to purchase products or brands 

that are congruent with their self-concept. Through that it has been stated that “the greater the 
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degree of congruence, the higher the probability of intention to purchase” (Usakli & Baloglu, 

2011, p116). There are four dimensions within self-congruity: actual self-congruity, ideal self-

congruity, social self-congruity and ideal social self-congruity. Actual self-congruity refers to 

how people see themselves and the fit between that and the image of the kind of people that 

purchases the product or brand. Ideal self-congruity is about how people would like to see 

themselves. Social self-congruity is how people believe they are seen by others and the fit 

between that and the product or brand user image. Ideal social-self congruity refers to the fit 

between the product or brand user image in relations to how people want to be perceived by 

others. (Kilic & Sop, 2012; Usakli & Baloglu, 2011) 

If there are similarities between a person’s own personality traits and a brand, this provides an 

indication that there are personality similarities and emotional aspects of the individual 

(Nooradi & Sadeghi, 2015). Thereby marketers of a brand should make sure that the 

destination personality is correspondent with the personality of the consumer they are trying 

to target (ibid). Sirgy and Su (2000) proposed that the more evident the match between the 

visitor’s self-concept and the destination personality, visitors will in all probability view a 

destination in a favorable manner. This point of view could also lead to a visit or positive 

word of mouth, hens the understanding of destination personality and its congruity with self-

concept is of importance when trying to understand the complexity of travel behavior (Usakli 

& Baloglu, 2011). Studies (Kilic & Sop, 2012; Murphy, Benckendorff et al., 2007a; Usakli & 

Baloglu, 2011) in the field of destination personality, self-congruity, and loyalty, the intention 

to revisit or recommend a destination, and the relationship between these topics have all had 

positive results. In Murphy et al.’s (2007) study they got the result that even though there 

were a positive brand personality perceptions and a strong self-congruence, it did not result in 

a higher intention to visit one of the destinations. Therefore they argued a need for further 

investigation in this topic. 

Purchase behavior has been stated to have a significant relationship with the brand personality 

and the consistency between that and the consumers’ self-concept. This indicates that 

consumers purchase products that have brand personalities similar to that of the consumer. 

Through previous studies it has been assumed that it is essential for marketers to create brand 

personalities that are distinctive and consistent. This in order to meet the need of the 

consumers as well as be able to reach customers whose character is in line with the brand 
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personality. Through that they can get consumers to think that they are connected to the brand 

to some degree. (Liao, Chung & Lin, 2015) 

If a tourist feels connected to a place and if they define themselves in line with that feeling, it 

is considered as tourist identification with a destination (Hultman et al., 2015). By having a 

strong destination personality, places can induce tourist-destination identification if they 

reflect the tourist’s desired self-concept (ibid). A place can also turn into a part of self-concept 

if it is able to create an attachment that is strongly cognitive as well as psychological (ibid). 

This could indicate that tourist-destination identification, destination personality and self-

concept, through an extension self-congruity, are related. Thereby these are concepts that 

could be analyzed in connection to one another. (Hultman, Skarmeas, Oghazi & Beheshti, 

2015) 

2.6 Word-of-Mouth, Intention to Revisit or Recommend 

Promoting behavior has been referred to as when in a social situation, positive information 

has been provided about a previously visited destination. In studies about destination image, 

positive word-of-mouth and intentions to revisit a destination is considered the most 

important behavioral consequences. Since the product of a tourist destination is based on 

intangible aspects, it is by the consumer perceived to have a higher level of risk in the 

purchase decision. Due to this the promotions of previous visitors of a place have an ability to 

reduce the perceived risk for possible future visitors. When it comes to destination personality 

it has been a source of differentiation, which can lead to attitudes and behaviors among 

consumers that are positive towards the brand in question.  Because of this connection, a place 

that has a distinct and favorable character is likely to evoke tourists to revisit, speak favorably 

about, and single out that destination. Due to that a tourist is more inclined to revisit or 

recommend a destination if it possesses a positive overall image achieved from the 

destinations personality traits. (Hultman, Skarmeas, Oghazi & Beheshti, 2015) 

Word-of-mouth has been described as “a behavior of consumers in which they impact 

information of stores, using method, and evaluate products, service, or salespersons after 

using a certain product or experience service” (Liao et al., 2015, p. 114). Word-of-mouth can 

both be positive and negative. If a brand personality is attractive to the consumer it influences 

the effect of positive word-of-mouth directly. Word-of-mouth if positive is also stated to have 

had a vital effect on brand loyalty. (Liao, Chung & Lin, 2015)  
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Hultman et al. (2015) suggest that consumer satisfaction is the original source that generates 

positive word-of-mouth, and that this is even more evident in the case when expectations have 

been exceeded through the experience. It is also very likely that tourist will speak positively 

about a visited destination in social situations if they were satisfied. Due to the risk associated 

with tourist destinations because of the usually high cost of utilizing the product, satisfied 

customers are more likely to revisit a destination. Their study also supported that destination 

personality not only influence tourism satisfaction and promotion, but is also an indicator for 

intentions to revisit a destination. They state that a tourist-destination identification provides 

beneficial outcomes, when tourists have a strong psychological attachment to a destination 

they both intend to revisit it and become “goodwill ambassadors” (p. 2231) for that 

destination via their promotion behavior. Liao, Chung, and Lin (2015) saw that brand 

personality was to some extent a moderator between consumer personality and word-of-

mouth, furthermore that brand personality has the ability to affect word-of-mouth. (Hultman, 

Skarmeas, Oghazi & Beheshti, 2015)  

One of the more important indicators of success within marketing literature is loyalty. Loyalty 

has been defined as; “a deeply held commitment to re-buy or re-patronize a preferred 

product/service consistently in the future, thereby causing repetitive same-brand or same 

brand-set purchasing, despite situational influences and marketing efforts having potential to 

cause switching behavior” (Kilic & Sop, 2012, p. 97). Bowen and Chen (2001) identified 

three measures of loyalty: behavioral, attitudinal, and composite loyalty measurements. 

Composite loyalty is a combination of the first two mentioned, it entails both repurchasing 

and recommendation of the product/service to others. For the context of destination tourists 

composite loyalty refers to revisiting and recommendation of a destination to others. (Kilic & 

Sop, 2012)   

The results of Kilic and Sop (2012) study show a link between the intention to revisit the 

destination and the destinations personality. They further provided support to the study of 

Sirgy and Su (2000) on the effects of self-congruity in a tourism context, where a greater 

match between self-congruity was proposed to create higher motivations to revisit the 

destination. Kilic and Sop’s (2012) results show that actual self-congruity and ideal self-

congruity has a positive impact on the intention to revisit. Furthermore that ideal self-

congruity was the best measure when looking at loyalty for both intentions to revisit and 

recommend the destination to others. Ekinci and Hosany (2006) also provided support to this 
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notion, by claiming that a stronger destination personality would have a more vital effect on 

the intention to recommend a destination.  

Usakli and Baloglu’s (2011) study suggested that destination personality is a better indication 

of the intention to recommend then the intention to revisit. On the other hand, all the 

destination personality dimensions investigated show a positive effect of destination 

personality on intention to revisit. That destination personality is going to have a positive 

influence on both intentions to revisit and recommend the destination to others. Their results 

also support the notion that the greater the fit between a tourist self-concept and the 

destination personality, it is very likely that this will have a favorable impact on their attitude 

towards a destination. Thereby impacting their intention to revisit or recommend the 

destination to others. Furthermore their results indicate that actual self-congruity has a greater 

impact on intention to return compared to ideal self-congruity, but that the reversed was the 

case for the intention to recommend.  

From the finding of Ekinci and Hosany’s (2006) study it can be seen that intention to 

recommend a destination is positively influenced by the destination personality. Ekinci, 

Sirakaya-Turk, Baloglu (2007) found a positive influence of destination personality on the 

intention to revisit or recommend/word of mouth for a destination. Murphy, Benckendorff et 

al. (2007a) suggest that there is a link between destination personality and motivations to 

travel. Murphy, Benckendorff et al.’s (2007b) findings indicate that greater self-congruity has 

an impact on the satisfaction with the destination, though it was not connected to the intention 

to visit a destination. 

As can be seen in the literature review there are many ways to go about when conducting 

research about destination personality, self-congruity and tourist-destination identification, as 

well as promotional behavior and behavioral intentions, and also what is the cause of them. In 

the next section of this chapter the studies used to build the research instrument will be 

referenced, as well as present why these references are selected for the frame of reference. 
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2.7 Frame of Reference 

Through the literature review it was suggested that tourists ascribe destinations with 

personality characteristics, therefore this thesis will investigate if visitors ascribe the 

destination Luleå with characteristic traits in order to answer research question I (Ekinici & 

Hosany, 2006; Kilic & Sop 2012; Usakli & Baloglu, 2011). RQI: What is the perceived 

personality of the destination Luleå, and how does it connect to self-congruity and behavioral 

intentions?  

Further in the literature review it can be seen that if there is a fit between the destination 

personality and the tourist’s self-congruity, it will have a positive effect on their behavioral 

intentions to revisit or recommend a destination to others (Kilic & Sop, 2012). This thesis will 

aim at investigating this notion in order to gain a deeper understanding of destination 

personality, self-congruity and its effect on intentions to revisit or recommend a destination, 

as well help answering RQ:1. This leads to the formulation of hypothesis one and two (H1 & 

H2): 

H1: Destination personality and behavioral outcomes (intention to revisit, recommendation) 

are positively related. (adapted from; Baloglu, Henthorne & Sahin, 2014) 

H2: Self-congruity and behavioral outcomes (intention to revisit, recommendation) are 

positively related. (adapted from; Baloglu, Henthorne & Sahin, 2014) 

The reason for investigating this connection is that there have been a lack of studies aimed at 

studying destination personality and thereby it could benefit from further investigation 

(Hosany et al., 2006; Kilic & Sop 2012). There has also been a lack in usage of self-congruity 

theory in tourism literature (Usakli & Baloglu, 2011) and thereby a gap in the literature could 

be filed to some extent with this thesis research.  

In literature there have also been a lack of studies aimed at investigating tourist-destination 

identification (Hultman et al., 2015; Pino et al., 2015). Therefore this Master thesis could 

extend existing literature on destination personality, as well as provide some new insights of 

tourist-destination identification. Thereby contribute with a deeper understanding of these 

concepts in the context of tourism literature. Through that answer research question II. RQII: 

What is the perceived tourist-destination identification in the case of Luleå, and how does it 

connect to destination personality, promotional behavior and behavioral intentions? 
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It has been stated in the literature that if a tourist feels connected to a place, identify 

themselves with the brand and then define themselves in line with that feeling, this is the basis 

of tourist-destination identification (Hultman et al., 2015). If there is a strong psychological 

attachment to a destination this will lead to both an intention to revisit and promotional 

behavior such as positive word-of-mouth (Hultman et al., 2015). This will be investigated in 

order to answer RQ:2. Thereby the third hypothesis (H3) has been stated: 

H3: Tourist-destination identification, promotional behavior and behavioral outcomes (word 

of mouth and intention to revisit) are positively related. (adapted from; Baloglu, Henthorne & 

Sahin, 2014) 

There has been some critic in literature towards the usage of Aaker’s (1997) brand personality 

scale in the context of destination personality (Austin, Siguaw & Mattila, 2003; Azoulay & 

Kepferer, 2003). On the other hand, it is still the most valid, reliable, applied, and 

conceptualized measurement developed this far (Usakli & Baloglu, 2011). Due to that, this 

thesis will rely on the usage of Aaker’s (1997) BPS, which has been adapted to measure 

destinations in the study of Hultman et al. (2015). This scale will be used in order to answer 

the first part of research question I. Self-congruity will be measured using 4 statements 

dictated by Kilic and Sop (2012). The reason for choosing these statements is because they 

each represent one of the self-congruity dimensions. The measurements of destination 

personality and the measures of self-congruity will be used in order to see if there is a fit 

between the destination personality and the tourist’s self-congruity. Self-congruity and its fit 

with destination personality are measured in order to answer the second part of research 

question I.  

Tourist-destination identification will be investigated with the measurement in Hultman et 

al.’s (2015) study, thereby being able to answer the first part of research question II. In order 

to investigate the behavior of positive word-of-mouth the measurement of promotional 

behavior in Hultman et al.’s (2015) study will be used as the reference to answer the last part 

of research question II. To find out the visitors behavioral intention to revisit or recommend 

the destination, Kilic and Sop’s (2012) study will be the reference in order to answer the last 

part of research question I and II.  

This paper could contribute with a deeper understanding of destination personality, tourist-

destination identification, and self-congruity, as well as promotional behavior and behavioral 
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intentions in the context of tourism literature. This study could also help marketers in 

understanding their perceived destination personality, and if the tourists/visitors that they are 

trying to reach with their marketing strategies have a good fit. If they are not using destination 

personality in their marketing strategies, this thesis could show the importance of a 

destination personality and its effects on tourists’ promotional behavior of positive word-of-

mouth and behavioral intentions to revisit or recommend their destination. Furthermore by 

investigating the perception of both international and Swedish visitors of Luleå, this thesis can 

also explore if there are any differences in perception dependent on nationality, which could 

lead to suggestions for further studies. The measurements used in the frame of reference and 

for what reason are presented in table 2 below; 

Table 2: Frame of Reference Summary 

Measures Reason for measuring  Authors 

Destination personality Answer research question I 

and Hypothesis 1  

(Hultman et al., 2015) 

Self-congruity Answer research question I 

and Hypotheses 2 

(Kilic & Sop, 2012) 

Tourist-destination 

identification 

Answer research question II 

and Hypothesis 3 

(Hultman et al., 2015) 

Promotional behavior Answer research question II 

and Hypotheses 3 

(Hultman et al., 2015) 

Behavioral intentions Answer research question I 

& II, and Hypotheses 1-3 

(Kilic & Sop, 2012) 
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2.7.1 The Reference Model 

The frame of reference model aim to show the train of thought that has been applied to the 

study that will be conducted through this master thesis. This in order to answer the research 

questions and stated hypothesizes. In the model the train of thought can be followed through 

the assistance of arrows and hypothesizes markings, as well showcase how the different 

concepts of this thesis work connect to one another. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2: Frame of Reference model 
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3. Methodology 

This chapter will cover the research method used in this master thesis. The areas this chapter 

includes are; research purpose, research approach, research strategy, data collection, data 

analysis, and quality standards.  

3.1 Research Purpose 

The purpose of this master thesis is to investigate how destination personality connects to 

self-congruity and tourist-destination identification, as well as promotional behavior of word-

of-mouth and behavioral intentions to revisit or recommend a destination. According to 

Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill (2016) there are five types of research purposes; exploratory, 

descriptive, explanatory, evaluative, and a combination of the others.  

Conducting an exploratory study is a good way to get insight to a topic that is of interest by 

asking open questions in order to find out what is happening. An exploratory study is often 

used to answer research questions that start with a ‘what’ or ‘how’. There are several ways in 

which an exploratory study can be conducted. It could be through a search of literature, 

interviewing ‘experts’ in the subject, in-depth individual interviews or through focus group 

interviews. With an exploratory study the focus can be wider at start, and then narrow down 

throughout the process of conducting the study from beginning to end. (Saunders, Lewis & 

Thornhill, 2016) 

A descriptive study is used when trying to get an “accurate profile of events, persons or 

situations”. This type of research is used to answer question of who, what, where, when and 

how. A descriptive research can also be an extension to an exploratory research. An 

explanatory research can be seen as when causal relationships are established between 

variables. It is used to answer why and how questions, and is used to explain the relationship 

between variables by studying a situation or problem. In an evaluative research the purpose is 

“to find out how well something works” (Saunders et al., 2016, p. 176) and the research often 

ask what and how questions. The design of a combined research study can have more than 

one purpose, or a single method can be used that provides scope for more than one purpose. 

(Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill, 2016) 

In this study the research will have an exploratory purpose, because gaining insight of the 

topic is one of the main focuses of this thesis. The research questions are what and how based 
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questions. Two out of the four ways of conducting an exploratory research has been used in 

this thesis, a search of literature and in-depth interviews with individuals. This thesis also 

starts off with a wider focus and gets narrowed down during the process of conducting the 

study. You could also say that this thesis has a bit of a combined research purpose, since a 

clear profile of the situation is trying to be seen, and causal relationships between variables is 

investigated. Thereby this thesis is also a bit descriptive and explanatory. However the main 

focus of this thesis is exploratory research.  

3.2 Research Approach  

There are two types of research approaches that can be used, they are quantitative and 

qualitative. In order to differentiate the two approaches they are separated by numerical data 

(numbers) and non-numerical data (words, images, video clips and other similar material). A 

quantitative approach is used to collect numerical data usually in the form of a questionnaire 

and is analyzed with graphs or statistics. Qualitative research collects data in many cases 

through interviews and is analyzed through categorizing data. In business and management 

research designs it is common to use a combined approach. For example in a quantitative 

questionnaire most part of the questions are numerical, but there might be a need for some 

open ended questions that are to be responded in the participants own words rater then 

numbers. This in order to gain the information needed to answer all the research questions 

asked by the researcher. (Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill, 2016) 

Conducting a quantitative research is often associated to a deductive approach, which 

indicates that the focus of the study is to use data in order to test theory. On the other hand, it 

can also be seen as inductive because data can also be used to develop theory. A quantitative 

approach is also used to examine relationships between variables. (Saunders, Lewis & 

Thornhill, 2016) 

The research approach used in this thesis is a quantitative approach with some qualitative 

aspects. A questionnaire will be used in order to collect numerical data which will be 

analyzed with graphs and statistics. However there will be some open ended questions in the 

questionnaire. This will be the qualitative part of the questionnaire, in order to gain 

information which might not be possible with numbers or multiple choices. Further this thesis 

uses a quantitative approach since it is testing existing theory and examining relationships 

between variables.  
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3.3 Research Strategy 

In Saunders et al. (2016) they stated that a strategy is “a plan of action to achieve a goal” (p. 

177). Therefore a research strategy can be defined as “a plan of how a researcher will go 

about answering her or his research questions” (p. 177). According to Saunders et al. (2016) 

there are eight types of research strategies; experiments, survey, archival and documentary 

research, case study, ethnography, action research, grounded theory and narrative theory. The 

first two is solely used in quantitative research, the next two can be used in both quantitative 

and qualitative research, and the last four is only used in qualitative research. (Saunders, 

Lewis & Thornhill, 2016) 

A case study “is an in-depth inquiry into a topic or phenomenon within its real-life setting” 

(Saunders et al., 2016, p. 184). A key factor in a case study research is to choose the case to 

be studied and what the boundaries of the case study are. In this thesis the case is Luleå and 

the boundaries is to investigate destination personality in connection to self-congruity and 

tourist-destination identification, as well as how it connects to promotional behavior and 

behavioral intentions. A case study is used in order to “understand the dynamics of the topic 

being studied within its setting or context” (Saunders et al., 2016, p. 184). Through the use of 

a case study, insights can be generated from the use of intensive and in-depth research by 

studying the phenomenon in its real-life context. Through the use of in-depth inquiry, what is 

happening and why it is happening can be identified. Thereby the effects of the situation and 

perhaps implications for actions can be understood. In order to reach this insight, case studies 

use quantitative or qualitative research. Often a mix of the two approaches is used in order to 

fully understand the dynamics of the case. (Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill, 2016) 

According to Yin (2014) there are five types of research methods; experiment, survey, 

archival records, history and case study. Furthermore he states that the choice of research 

strategy is dependent on the research questions. If the research questions are trying to explain 

some sort of present circumstance, such as how or why a social phenomenon works, a case 

study is a relevant choice. Yin (2014) defines the scope of a case study such as; “A case study 

is an empirical inquiry that investigates a contemporary phenomenon (the “case”) in depth 

and within its real-world context, especially when the boundaries between phenomenon and 

context may not be clearly evident.” (p. 16). When defining ‘the case’ in a case study it 

usually focuses on an individual person as a case. However a case can also be a city, where 
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the research questions and data collection has its focus on tourism, politics, or government in 

the city. (Yin, 2014)   

Yin (2014) provides three conditions that have an impact on what research method that will 

be used. These three conditions are; “the type of research question posed, the extent of control 

a researcher has over actual behavioral events, and the degree of focus on contemporary as 

opposed to entirely historical events” (Yin, 2014, p. 9). He further provides a table (see table 

3) that shows how these conditions relate to the five research strategies.  

Table 3: Relevant Situations for Different Research Methods (adapted from Yin, 2014, p. 9) 

METHOD Form of Research 

Question 

Requires Control of 

Behavioral Events? 

Focuses on 

Contemporary 

Events? 

Experiment How, why? Yes Yes 

Survey Who, what, where, 

how much, how 

many? 

No Yes 

Archival Analysis Who, what, where, 

how much, how 

many? 

No Yes/No 

History How, why? No  No  

Case Study How, why? No  Yes 

 

When looking at the type of research question used, if the research questions are ‘what’ 

focuses they can either be exploratory. Or they can be a ‘what’ question in the form of how 

much or how many and then surveys or archival methods are more suitable. On the other hand 

‘how’ and ‘why’ questions are more explanatory, in most cases then result in the use of a case 
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study, history or experiment method. A case study is also the preferred research strategy when 

investigating contemporary events when there is no control of behavioral events. (Yin, 2014)     

The research strategy used in this thesis is a case study, because insight into the topic is a 

wanted, the research questions are what and how based, there is no control of behavioral 

events, and a contemporary event is under investigation. The case is being studies in-depth, in 

its real-world context. 

3.3.1 Case Study Research Design 

In traditional case studies the use of a formal design is not commonly performed, however 

using one can provide strength and perhaps make the study easier to perform. According to 

Yin (2014) there are four types of designs for case studies; holistic single-case designs, 

holistic multiple-case designs, embedded single-case designs, and embedded multiple-case 

designs. (Yin, 2014) 

If a single-case study is appropriate or not appropriate to use can be determent by five 

rationales; critical-, unusual-, common-, revelatory-, or longitudinal case. Using a critical case 

rational indicates that it would be critical for “the theory or theoretical propositions” (Yin, 

2014, p. 50). Through that assuming that the theory used “should have a clear set of 

circumstances within which its propositions are believed to be true” (Yin, 2014, p. 50). By 

using a single-case this proposition can then be determined to be correct or indicate if an 

alternative explanation would be more appropriate. Using a single case has been determent to 

provide “significant contribution to knowledge and theory building by confirming, 

challenging, or extending the theory” (Yin, 2014, p. 50), or change the focus of an entire field 

of study. Something that needs to be considered with multiple-cases is that they are not the 

same thing as multiple respondents to a survey. In this thesis the single-case design will be 

applied. The reason for this is that a large part of the research is based on critically assess the 

theory and through that confirming, challenging, or extending the theory. (Yin, 2014) 

A single-case study can “involve units of analysis at more than one level” (Yin, 2014, p. 53). 

This can happen when the focus of the study is also on subunits within the main case. That 

sort of study would then be referred to as an embedded case study design. The design used in 

this thesis is an embedded single-case design, because within the main focus there are 

subunits under investigation in order to answer the research questions. (Yin, 2014) 



Matchmaking in Luleå: The importance of destination personality and tourist/visitor personality fit 

31 | P a g e  

 

3.4 Data Collection 

According to Yin (2014) there are six sources of evidence when conducting a case study, they 

are; documentation, archival records, interviews, direct observations, participant observation, 

and physical artifacts. He also states that documentation “is likely to be relevant to every case 

study topic” (Yin, 2014, p. 105). Documentations could include written reports of events, 

administrative documents, such as proposals, progress reports, or other internal records, 

formal studies or evaluations related to the case that is being studied. Interviews are one of the 

most important sources of evidence when it comes to case studies. (Yin, 2014)  

In table 4 below the strengths and weaknesses of using interviews will be presented; 

Table 4: Sources of Evidence: Strengths and Weaknesses (adapted from Yin, 2014, p. 106) 

Sources of Evidence Strengths Weaknesses 

Interviews  Targeted-focuses 

directly on case study 

topics. 

 Insightful-provides 

explanations as well 

as personal views 

(e.h., perceptions, 

attitudes, and 

meanings). 

 Bias due to poorly 

articulated questions. 

 Response bias. 

 Inaccuracies due to 

poor recall. 

 Reflexivity-

interviewee gives 

what interviewer 

wants to hear. 

 

The weaknesses of using interviews have in this thesis tried to be resolved by using questions 

used in previous research. The questionnaire was anonymous and the purpose of the research 

was not explained to the participants. However the weakness of poor recall can be an issue if 

it was a long time ago since the respondents visited Luleå.  

According to Yin (2014) there are three types of interviews; prolonged interviews, shorter 

interviews, and survey interviews. Both prolonged and shorter interviews are face-to-face 

interviews. A survey interview is an interview conducted through a structured questionnaire. 

Survey interview is the type of interviews that will be used in this thesis in order to gather as 
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much data as possible in order to be able to test theory and investigate the case in-depth. 

There will also be some reliance on other sources of evidence such as documents when it 

comes to recommendations for marketers. (Yin, 2014) 

3.4.1 Principles of Data Collection 

According to Yin (2014) there are four principles of data collection, which can help maximize 

the benefits of the six sources of evidence. If used correctly the principles can also assist in 

establishing construct validity and reliability of the evidence. The four principles of data 

collection are; use multiple sources of evidence, create a case study database, maintain a chain 

of evidence, and exercise care when using data from electronic sources.  

In this thesis the four principles of data collection has all been fulfilled to some extent. 

Multiple sources of evidence has been used in some ways, however the focus of the main data 

collection used to answer the research questions have only used one source of evidence, 

interviews. But in order to draw final conclusions and recommendations for marketers, other 

sources of evidence has been used to some extent in order to assist the findings from the 

collected data through the survey interviews. A case study database has been created in order 

to organize and document raw data and information used in the case study process. 

Maintaining a chain of evidence has been done through a structured report layout, citing all 

sources used in the report and case study process, presenting the data collection instrument 

and how it connects to the research questions and from which reference the measurements 

have been taken, and using a methodology in order to guide the work. Exercise care when 

using data from electronic sources has been done by using a database for the research articles 

which is focused on business articles, also making sure that the articles were peer reviewed. 

Constructing the questionnaire was done by using a website that Luleå University of 

Technology subscribe to, with a survey program called Qualtrics to build and conduct the 

online survey interviews. Social media and emails have been used in order to collect data 

through a link to the online survey interview. Therefore it needs to be considered that some of 

the collected data could be misleading or not accurate, also that some people might have 

responded to the questionnaire that does not fit the description of the kind of people that are 

being sampled for this study.  
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3.4.2 Sample Selection 

Because of time limits, money or access it might be impossible to collect data and analyze it 

in connection to all available cases, groups or sources. Therefore a sampling method has to be 

used to select the sample targeted within the case study conducted. In some cases there might 

be a possibility to generalize the responses for a whole population, in other cases this is not 

possible, because the people interviewed only represent a group and not a whole population. 

(Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill, 2016) 

It is important to identify the population that the research questions are related to, and then 

identify a subset of people that can be targeted, known as the target population. However it 

might be difficult to reach all people within the target population, therefore a sample will be 

selected from the target population. In this thesis the population is tourists/visitors, the target 

population are Swedish or international tourists/visitors and the sample is tourists/visitors that 

have visited the city Luleå in Sweden. (Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill, 2016) 

When selecting a sample there are two ways to go about according to Saunders et al. (2016). 

The first is probability or representative sampling and the other is non-probability sampling. 

With probability sampling, the probability of a case being selected from the target group is 

known and in most cases equal. Non-probability sampling on the other hand is used when 

each case used is not known. Generalizations can be made with non-probability sampling 

about the target population, however not on statistical grounds. In this thesis non-probability 

sampling will be used because each person in the sample is not known to the researcher. 

(Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill, 2016) 

According to Saunders et al. (2016) there are four groups of non-probability sampling; quota, 

purposive, volunteer, and haphazard. Within these groups there are a couple of techniques to 

choose from. This thesis will rely on sampling techniques from the two groups purposive and 

volunteer sampling. In the purposive group, the sample has been selected because the choice 

of sample has been based on judgment on what case that will be most suitable to answer the 

research questions. The technique used from this group is heterogeneous or maximum 

variation sampling. This technique is used to choose participants which are judged to provide 

the maximum variation in diverse characteristics of participants. (Saunders, Lewis & 

Thornhill, 2016) 
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In the group volunteer sampling both techniques will be used, snowball sampling and self-

selection sampling. Snowball sampling is when cases identified help in identifying new cases 

for the sample. An issue to consider with this technique is that it can cause bias since people 

will most likely identify cases similar to themselves creating a homogeneous sample. 

However in this thesis that issue will to some extent be avoided by the type of respondents 

needed for the study, since the respondents can be anyone that does not live in Luleå but has 

visited the city and is over 18 years old. The snowball effect occurred on Facebook for this 

thesis. Self-selection sampling is when the case individually can decide if they want to 

participate in the study. The researcher publicise their need for cases, either through and 

advertisement or asking people to participate. Then collect the data from those whom respond. 

The collection of data and sampling was done in this thesis through advertising on Facebook 

at VisitLuleå’s official Facebook page and through emails, the majority of the email addresses 

were collected at LTUs International office. (Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill, 2016)  

3.4.3 Questionnaire 

The data collected for this thesis is primary data, which is new data collected specifically for 

the purpose of the study, compared to secondary data which is data that was collected by 

someone else for some other purpose. The method used to collect the primary data in this 

thesis is through a questionnaire. A questionnaire is usually the method of a survey research, 

however they can also be used in experiment- and case studies research. (Saunders, Lewis & 

Thornhill, 2016) 

The questionnaire was constructed out of questions from previous research of Hultman et al.’s 

(2015) and Kilic and Sop (2012), which study that has been used for which concept in this 

study is showcased in table 2: Frame of reference summery. The respondents were given the 

option to answer neither agree, nor disagree on the scale based questions, this is in line with 

Murphy et al.’s (2007) study where they could answer not sure, in order to see if there were 

certain personality traits that the respondents found hard to associate with the destination, 

thereby perhaps not being applicable for describing destinations.  

3.4.4 Pilot Study 

Conducting a pilot case study will assist in refining the research instrument in regards to 

content and procedures to follow (Yin, 2014). In line with Hultman et al.’s (2015) study, a 

pilot study was conducted with thirteen people whom were asked to respond to an initial 
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questionnaire in order to “ensure effective semantic design and instrument format” (Hultman 

et al., 2015, p. 2229). The pilot study was conducted in order to find out the average time 

spent responding to the questionnaire, find out if anything was unclear about the questions or 

what the respondents were asked to do. The pilot study provided no significant changes to the 

questionnaire, the researcher only received comments from two people, one said that the 

annual household income question was a bit busy, and another said that it was hard to think of 

themselves in connection to the destination personality. However all the questions seemed to 

be understood by the respondents, and the average time spent responding to the questionnaire 

was 5-6 minutes.  

3.5 Data Analysis 

According to Yin (2014) there are four types of strategies to consider when analyzing data in 

case studies and five techniques to use. These strategies are not excluding one another, they 

can be mixed and used together. The four strategies to consider are; relying on theoretical 

propositions, working your data from the ‘ground up’, developing a case description, and 

examining plausible rival explanations. The first strategy entails “to follow the theoretical 

propositions that lead to your case study” (Yin, 2014, p. 136). Meaning that theoretical 

orientations should guide the analysis, where the propositions are “pointing to relevant 

contextual conditions to be described as well as explanations to be examined” (Yin, 2014, p. 

136). In this thesis the strategy used is relying on theoretical propositions, since a reference 

framework has been establish on previous research and theory in order to guide the research 

instrument for the data collection. In the literature review there have been some contextual 

conditions identified and theoretical propositions which will guide the analysis in this thesis. 

(Yin, 2014) 

The five techniques appropriate for case studies according to Yin (2014) are; pattern 

matching, explanation building, time-series analysis, logic models, and cross-case synthesis. 

In pattern matching predetermined patterns identified before the data collection will be 

compared with empirically bases patterns. If they seem to be similar this can help in 

strengthening the internal validity of the case study. If it is an explanatory research the 

patterns can either relate “to the dependent or independent variables of the study” (Yin, 2014, 

p. 143). Explanation building is a sort of pattern matching, though the difference is that in this 

technique the data is analyzed through “building an explanation about the case” (Yin, 2014, p. 
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147). The technique used will be pattern matching, and to some extent explanation building 

since some explanations will be presented in connection to the case. (Yin, 2014) 

3.5.1 Analysis of Quantitative data 

In order for quantitative data to be useful it needs to be processed and analyzed in order to 

make sense. Analysis techniques used in connection to quantitative data can be tables, graphs 

and statistics. Through the use of these techniques data can be explored, presented, described, 

as well as “examine relationships and trends within the data” (Saunders et al., 2016, p. 496). 

By using these techniques it enables the researches to showcase frequencies through table and 

graphs, and statistics can be used to establish statistical relationships between variables. When 

handling quantitative data analysis software are useful tools when trying to make sense out of 

the raw data collected. Such analysis software could be Excel, Minitab, IBM SPSS Statistics, 

or “specialized survey design and analysis packages such as Qualtrics” (Saunders et al., 2016, 

p. 497). In this thesis Qualtrics was used in order to create the research instrument, the 

questionnaire distributed to the respondents. The analysis software Qualtrics and IBM SPSS 

Statistics was used in order to process and analyze the numerical data through frequencies, 

cross-tabulations and linear regressions. This in order to showcase frequencies in the collected 

data to see patterns, cross tabulations were used in order to see how the collected data 

connected to each other, the linear regressions were used in order to see if there were any 

statistical casual relationships between the variables in the collected data. (Saunders, Lewis & 

Thornhill, 2016) 

3.5.1.1 Variables 

When doing statistical quantitative analysis there needs to be considered which variable that is 

the dependent, independent, or mediating variable in relations to the outcome. The dependent 

variable is a variable that change as a response to changes in other variables. An independent 

variable is the variable that causes the change in the dependent variable. Finally a mediating 

variable is a variable that “transmits the effects of an independent variable to a dependent 

variable” (Saunders et al., 2016, p. 445). In this thesis the dependent variable is the 

promotional behavior or behavioral intentions, and the independent variable is destination 

personality, self-congruity, or tourist-destination identification. (Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill, 

2016) 
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3.5.1.2 Statistically Significant 

When doing statistical analyses in quantitative research, observed differences are statistically 

significant when considers having a p level equal to or of less than 0.5, and thereby speak for 

more robust findings. This is used in order to interpret the statistical significance of the 

findings in this study. (Yin, 2014) 

3.5.1.3 Missing Data 

Conducting a quantitative study can also result in missing data, due to questions not answered 

by the respondents. When this happens the missing data needs to be coded, because all 

variables in the data set needs to have a code. The choice of code is up to the person analysis 

the data. There were no patterns identified in the missing data of this thesis. Due to this the 

missing data will be coded as 4, since this value in the questionnaire represents neither agree 

nor disagree. The researcher believes this will have the least impact on the results, since this 

value was used in the questionnaire to see if there would be some questions that were hard to 

answer or that would show to be irrelevant for the case under investigation. (Saunders, Lewis 

& Thornhill, 2016) 

3.5.2 Analysis of Qualitative data 

According to Miles and Huberman (1994) there are three flows to consider in data analysis. 

Data Reduction is the first flow where the data is sorted and organized, thereby deciding on 

what can be left out when drawing conclusions. The next step is data display where the 

information selected is organized in a summarized manner, in order to make it easier to draw 

conclusions based on the entire data collected. It is also helpful to have a good display of data 

when validating a qualitative analysis. The last step is conclusion drawing and verification, 

where the data is analyzed in order to bring meaning to the collected data in order to see if 

there are patterns and consistencies or some sort of explanation in the data. At this stage an 

open mind and a hint of skepticism needs to be kept when drawing conclusions. Since there 

are some open questions in the research instrument there is a need to consider this type of 

analysis in this thesis. (Miles & Huberman, 1994) 

3.6 Quality Standards 

According to Yin (2014) a research design “is supposed to represent a logical set of 

statements” (Yin, 2014, p. 45). Further that the quality of the design can be judged with a 

certain set of logical tests. Concepts that these test include are “trustworthiness, credibility, 
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and data dependability” (Yin, 2014, p. 45). In connection to empirical social research four 

types of test are commonly used in order to establish the quality. The four tests can also be 

applied to case study research because it is a part of social research. In table 5 below the four 

tests will be presented as well as the recommended case study tactic, and when in the research 

it should be utilized.  

Table 5: Case Study Tactics for Four Design Tests (adapted from Yin, 2014, p. 45) 

TESTS Case Study Tactic Phase of Research in which 

Tactic Occurs 

Construct validity  Use multiple sources 

of evidence. 

 Establish chain of 

evidence. 

 Have key informant 

review draft case 

study report. 

 Data collection 

 Data collection 

 Composition 

 

Internal validity  Do pattern matching. 

 Do explanation 

building. 

 Address rival 

explanations. 

 Use logic models. 

 Data analysis 

 Data analysis 

 Data analysis 

 Data analysis 

External validity  Use theory in single-

case studies. 

 Use replication logic 

in multiple-case 

studies. 

 Research design 

 Research design 

Reliability  Use case study 

protocol. 

 Develop case study 

database. 

 Data collection 

 Data collection 
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Construct validity “identify correct operational measures for the concepts being studied” (Yin, 

2014, p. 46). This test is a bit challenging for a case study research, since it has been critiqued 

that case study research does not create sufficiently operational measures. Also that subjective 

judgement might be an issue since the judgment seems to confirm the preconceived notions of 

the researchers. Thereby the observations made in the case study could be bias in relations to 

the researches own impressions of the happenings. In order to meet the requirements of the 

test the problem or case needs to be defined in terms of specific concepts, and make sure they 

relate to the objectives originally stated in the study. The next step is to “identify operational 

measures that match the concepts” (Yin, 2014, p. 46), it is preferred if the matches are cited in 

relations to previous published studies that have made the same matches. In this thesis this 

test has been met by defining the case as the city Luleå in the concepts of destination 

personality, visitor’s self-congruity and tourism-destination identification, as well as 

promotional behavior and behavioral intentions. Thereafter measurements have been 

identified that match these concepts from previously published studies, which have been cited 

and referenced in the literature review as well in connection to the research instrument and 

thereby validating the use of these measurements for this study. (Yin, 2014) 

Internal validity is used in explanatory studies only and is “seeking to establish a causal 

relationship, whereby certain conditions are believed to lead to other conditions, as 

distinguished from spurious relationships” (Yin, 2014, p. 46). This means that the researcher 

needs to know and be able to explain “how and why event x lead to event y” (Yin, 2014, p. 

47), because if the researcher does not know that x has led to y then threat to the internal 

validity has failed to be handled by the research design. Internal validity will be sought out 

during the statistical data analysis of this thesis. (Yin, 2014) 

External validity is about “defining the domain to which a study’s findings can be 

generalizable” (Yin, 2014, p. 46). In other words external validity is used in order to assess if 

findings made in the study can be generalizable “beyond the immediate study” (Yin, 2014, p. 

48). Indicating that refereeing to statistical generalization in regards “to sample and 

populations would be misguided” (Yin, 2014, p. 48). Dealing with the problem of 

generalization and external validity can be everted if looking at the research questions. If the 

majority of the questions are what based in order to document the trends in neighborhood, city 

or county generalization is hard to accomplish through analysis. In this thesis the sample are 

people that have visited Luleå and the case is centered around Luleå, therefore external 
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validity and generalization is not a goal of this study by asking mainly what based research 

questions. (Yin, 2014) 

Reliability is “demonstrating that the operations of a study-suchas the data collection 

procedures-can be repeated, with the same results” (Yin, 2014, p. 46). In other words the 

study should be able to be performed by a later researcher if he/she “follows the same 

procedures as described by an earlier researcher and conducts the same study over again, the 

later investigator should arrive at the same findings and conclusions” (Yin, 2014, p. 48). 

However the emphasis of reliability is the possibility of doing the same case over again, not 

having the results replicated through another case study. The essential goal of a reliability test 

is to ensure that errors and biases are minimized. In order to ensure reliability of this study a 

clear methodology has been presented, the thesis report has a clear and multi layered layout, 

and all sources used have been cited in order to be able to do a follow up check of the 

information used, and the research instrument and analysis have been thoroughly presented 

and referenced in the appendixes. Due to this another researcher should be able to do the same 

case over again. (Yin, 2014) 
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4. Collected Data 

This chapter will present the data collected through the survey interview questionnaire. First 

there will be a general presentation of the questionnaires collected from the respondents, in 

order to see if all questionnaires collected are valid for analysis and if there is any data 

missing. As well see if any trends can be detected without statistical analysis. Furthermore a 

profile of the respondents and travel information in relations to Luleå will be presented.  

4.1 The Questionnaires 

There were 121 questionnaires collected, all were viable for analysis. On Facebook the 

questionnaire was viewed by 10 409 people, the questionnaire was emailed to 160 people, 

thereby the questionnaire had a response rate of 1.14 percent. There was some missing data in 

some of the questionnaires, however at random. In two of the responded questionnaires a 

whole section of the questionnaire was not answered. In the first of those two questionnaires, 

respondent ID 89.82.92.23 did not respond to the four questions in the promotional behavior 

section and respondent ID 195.196.62.48 did not respond to the three questions in the tourist-

destination identification section. Perhaps they did not understand the meaning of these 

questions or they just missed answering them. However they responded to the rest of the 

questions in the questionnaire. Therefore in order to be able to still use these questionnaires in 

the analysis the missing data will be replaced with the value neither agree nor disagree. This 

value was chosen in order to have as little of an effect on the data as possible, and because 

that value has been used in the questionnaire in to see if some personality traits or statements 

are not applicable in connection to Luleå. 

When going through the questionnaires, trends could be seen that if the respondents identified 

themselves and thought that they have similar personalities to Luleå, they were more inclined 

to want to revisit, recommend or provide positive word-of-mouth about the city. It could also 

be seen that the opposite seems to be consistent, if the respondent did not identify with or 

thought their personality was similar to Luleås, and then they would not want to revisit, 

recommend or provide positive word-of-mouth. Of course there were exceptions where they 

would revisit, recommend or provide positive word-of-mouth even if they did not find 

connections between themselves and Luleå, and vice versa for some of those that did find 

connections. Something else that could be detective by going through the questionnaires was 

that some responded neither agree nor disagree on the self-congruity questions. This could 

indicate that they might have had a hard time understanding what the questions were asking 
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for, or that they just neither agreed nor disagreed with the statements. When it came to the 

personality characteristics of Luleå, there were a lot of responses on neither agree nor disagree 

on some of the questionnaires. This could indicate that these characteristics were hard to place 

in connection to a destination, or just in connection to Luleå. However the data needs to be 

analyzed in order to see if these trends are merit statistically, but on a first glance this was 

what the collected data showed.  

4.1.1 Questions Asked in Questionnaire 

The questionnaire was divided into six sections. The first section was used in order to see if 

the respondents ascribed Luleå with characteristic traits and if they agreed or disagreed that 

they described Luleå’s personality. The second section was to check the tourist-destination 

identification. The third section was intended to measure the self-congruity, and the forth to 

see how likely it was that the respondents would revisit or recommend Luleå. The fifth 

section was about providing positive word-of-mouth about Luleå. And the last section was a 

number of demographic and travel related questions.  

4.2 Profile of Respondents 

The respondents got to answer a number of demographic related questions, which were used 

in order to profile the respondents and thereby the type of people that would visit Luleå. This 

information will not be used to analyze the data. It is used in order to provide VisitLuleå with 

a profile of the type of people that are visiting Luleå. Thereby enable them to assess if their 

marketing efforts are achieving the goals that they have set out for visitors. The profile of the 

respondents is presented in table 6 on the next page; 
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Table 6: Profile of Respondents 

Demographics Answer  Percentage  

Gender Male 

Female 

other 

35 % 

64 % 

2 % 

Age 18-29 

30-39 

40-49 

50-59 

60-64 

65+ 

51 % 

15 % 

15 % 

11 % 

4 % 

4 % 

Marital Status Married 

Single 

Other 

34 % 

47 % 

19 % 

Country of residence  Sweden 

International  

57 % 

43 % 

If you responded 

international, in which 

country do you live? 

50 responded on country of 

residence 

U.S.A 

Germany  

France  

Finland  

England 

Spain 

UK 

Scotland 

Malta 

Australia  

Norway 

India 

Hungary 

Ireland 

Canada  

Czech Republic 

Italy  

Turkey 

Slovenia 

18 % 

14 % 

10 % 

8 % 

8 % 

6 % 

4 % 

2 % 

2 % 

2 % 

2 % 

2 % 

2 % 

2 % 

2 % 

2 % 

2 % 

2 % 

2 % 
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South Korea 

Mexico 

Croatia 

2 % 

2 % 

2 % 

Number of dependent 

children (118 responses) 

0 

1-2 

3+ 

70 % 

25 % 

5 % 

Education level  

 

Primary school 

High school 

Vocational school (Swedish 

translation; yrkesskola) 

Some university (university 

courses, started studying a 

program) 

Bachelor Degree 

Master 

PhD 

1 % 

12 % 

5 % 

25 % 

 

38 % 

18 % 

2 % 

Annual Household income  

119 responses 

Less than 19 500 € (179 790 

Swedish Crowns; Exchange rate 

1 € is 9,22 Swedish crowns 

12/04-16) 

19 500 € - 39 999 € (179 790-

368 791Swedish Crowns)  

40 000 € - 49 999 € (368 800-

460 999 Swedish Crowns) 

50 000 € - 59 999 € (461 000-

553 191 Swedish Crowns) 

60 000 € or more (553 200 

Swedish Crowns or more) 

29 % 

 

 

26 % 

 

12 % 

 

8 % 

 

25 % 
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4.3 Travel Information 

Some of the questions in the questionnaire also collected data about the respondents in 

connection to their travels to Luleå. The information has been summarized in table 7 below; 

Table 7: Travel Information 

Question Answer Percentage  

Traveling with whom 

 

Alone 

Spouse/Partner 

Family/Relatives 

Friends 

Tour Group 

34 % 

25 % 

29 % 

12 % 

0 % 

Reason for visiting Luleå  

 

Vacation 

Visit Family 

Visit Friend 

Business/Work 

Education 

Other 

7 % 

40 % 

8 % 

8 % 

28 % 

7 % 

Previously visited Luleå  

 

Yes 

No 

74 % 

26 % 

If you answered Yes, how 

many times? 

1 

2-3 

4-5 

6+ 

16 % 

15 % 

8 % 

62 % 

Planning to visit Luleå again  

120 responses 

Yes 

Maybe 

No 

 

76 % 

19 % 

5 % 
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5. Data Analysis 

In this chapter the collected data will be analyzed in order to be able to present the findings 

and thereafter draw conclusions. First the quantitative data will be analyzed in connection to 

the research questions, starting with frequencies and cross-tabulations, thereafter through 

linear regression analysis. The data will also be analyzed in regards to test the stated 

hypothesizes and see if they are statistically significant. The data will further be analyzed in 

regards to the theoretical propositions and frame of reference, this in order to determine if 

the existing propositions are valid, if they can be supported, extended or possibly rejected. 

Furthermore there will be some analyses done in regards to Swedish or International 

respondents, Profile of Respondents and Travel Information. Analysis will also be conducted 

of the qualitative questions asked in the questionnaire through Miles & Huberman’s (1994) 

three flows of data analysis.   

5.1 Research Question I 

- What is the perceived personality of the destination Luleå, and how does it connect to self-

congruity and behavioral intentions? 

5.1.1 Destination Personality 

Through the frequencies analysis in Appendix 3 it could be seen that the respondents did 

ascribe Luleå with characteristic traits. The traits that had the highest mean value, and thereby 

describe Luleå the best, were; Charming with a mean of 5.37, Unique 5.17, Active 5.35, 

Reliable 5.53, Responsible 5.20, Stable 5.53, Sincere 5.12 and Honest 5.27. There were also 

some traits that the respondents though described Luleå somewhat, these were; Original 4.99, 

Dynamic 4.80, and Warm 4.86. The traits that had the highest number of responses on 

strongly agree that the trait was describing Luleå were; active, reliable and stable. The traits 

that had the lowest mean value, thereby not as descriptive of Luleå, were; Upper-class 3.49, 

Glamorous 3.23, Elegant 3.60, Sophisticated 3.94, Rugged 3.73, and Bold 3.94. The traits 

with the highest number of responses on strongly disagree that they were describing Luleå 

were; glamorous, elegant, sophisticated, tough, rugged, and bold.  

There were also a lot of respondents that have answered neither agree nor disagree on all 

characteristic traits. This could indicate that they do not think that these traits can be used to 

describe personalities of destinations, or it could be that they do not think that they can be 

used to describe Luleå’s personality. The characteristic traits that had the highest number of 

neither agree nor disagree responses were; imaginative, spirited, upper-class, sophisticated, 

funny, tough, rugged and bold.  
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5.1.1.1 Hypothesis 1 

H1: Destination personality and behavioral outcomes (intention to revisit, recommendation) 

are positively related.  

In the frequencies analysis on all of the characteristic traits that described Luleå, the majority 

of the respondents that answered that they agreed or strongly agreed that it described Luleå, 

were also extremely likely to revisit and recommend Luleå. On the other hand it could also be 

seen that for the characteristics with the lower scores the majority of the respondents would 

also revisit or recommend Luleå. This was not in line with the suggested connection of 

destination personality and behavioral intentions.  

In the linear regression analysis in Appendix 6; 6.1 Destination personality and behavioral 

intentions, it could be seen that the personality trait charming and behavioral intention to 

revisit Luleå has a low correlation, it has a very low percentage on explaining the outcome of 

behavioral intentions to revisit, only 2.6 percent. It is not statistically significant in predicting 

the outcome variable, or provides statistical significance to the model when it comes to 

behavioral intention to revisit Luleå. On the other hand the scatterplot showed a slight positive 

connection between the independent and dependent variable. When it came to intention to 

recommend it could be seen that the personality trait charming and behavioral intention to 

recommend Luleå has a higher correlation, as well as a higher percentage on explaining the 

outcome of behavioral intentions to recommend, of 20.7 percent. It is statistically significant 

in predicting the outcome variable, and provides statistical significance to the model when it 

comes to behavioral intention to recommend Luleå. The scatterplot also showed a more 

positive connection between the independent and dependent variable when it came to the 

intention to recommend compared to the intention to revisit.  

The same trend could be seen for the traits unique, reliable, sincere, honest, and original. The 

traits responsible and stable were not viable in relations to behavioral intention to revisit or 

recommend. On the other hand the trait active was statistically significant in connection to 

behavioral intentions to revisit and recommend, and the outcome to revisit was explained to 

5.3 percent by the trait, and 20.5 percent for intention to recommend. Dynamic was also 

viable for both behavioral intention to revisit and recommend, statistically significant on 

intention to revisit and recommend, and was explained by destination personality by 6.2 

percent for revisit, and 17.5 percent for recommend. The same for the trait warm, which was 
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explained at 6.3 percent for intention to revisit and 28.2 percent for recommend. The 

scatterplots on all of the destination personality traits had a positive diagonally upward 

leaning straight regression line, but in some cases it was so small that the line was almost 

horizontal. Due to this it seems as though destination personality alone cannot fully explain 

the outcome of behavioral intentions, but it does connect positively to behavioral intentions. 

But it might need a mediator in order to fully explain the connection, self-congruity has in 

literature been mentioned as a mediator between destination personality and behavioral 

intentions (Usakli and Baloglu, 2011). 

5.1.2 Theoretical Propositions; Destination Personality & H1 

When reviewing the literature it was propositioned that by personally experiencing a place 

and its characteristics, visitors are inclined to ascribe the destination with characteristic traits 

(Pino et al., 2015). It is stated that tourists ascribe destinations with personality characteristics 

(Ekinici & Hosany, 2006; Usakli & Baloglu, 2011; Kilic & Sop 2012). The study by Ekinici 

and Hosany (2006) proved that tourists ascribe destinations with personality characteristics, 

thereby providing support that brand personality scales can be used in the context of tourism 

destinations (Usakli & Baloglu, 2011; Kilic & Sop, 2012). It has also been stated that when 

users’ ascribe personality characteristics to destinations this creates a unique brand 

personality, thereby a place can become differentiated compared to competitors, as well as 

provide users with an identification link between themselves and the place (Pino et al., 2015).  

The fact that the brand personality scale of Aaker (1997) was designed to assess brand 

personality of product brands, and not places, resulted in criticism that the scale might not 

completely assess the personality characteristics of places (Pino et al., 2015). There has been 

an argument in the literature review that Aaker’s (1997) BPS cannot fully be used for tourism 

destinations, and that a specific destination scale is needed for investigating the personality of 

a destination. On the other hand the research of Pino et al. (2015) showed that when assessing 

place personality, the Big Five Model is valid to use. Kilic and Sop (2012) results were in line 

with, and supported Ekinci and Hosany’s (2006) as well as Murphy, Benckendorff et al.’s 

(2007a) studies. Those studies stated that Aaker’s (1997) brand personality scale could be 

applied to tourism destinations if some shifts within dimensions were conducted, as well as 

the use of new dimensions, also that tourists ascribe personality characteristics to destinations. 

Usakli and Baloglu’s (2011) findings also supported the notion that Aaker’s (1997) brand 

personality framework was applicable for tourism destinations. 
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The theoretical proposition has been supported by this thesis. The respondents of the 

questionnaire ascribed Luleå with personality characteristics, thereby using an adapted 

version of Aaker’s (1997) BPS was valid to use in order to assess the personality of a 

destination. On the other hand this study also provide support to the cretic that there is a need 

for a specific scale that measure destination personality, because some of the brand 

characteristics used might not be applicable onto destinations. This is based on the fact that a 

lot of the respondents in this study replied neither agree nor disagree.  

Usakli and Baloglu’s (2011) study suggested that destination personality is a better indication 

of the intention to recommend then the intention to revisit. On the other hand, all the 

destination personality dimensions investigated showed a positive effect of destination 

personality on intention to revisit. Furthermore that destination personality is going to have a 

positive influence on both intentions to revisit and recommend the destination to others. The 

findings of this thesis support the assumption that destination personality and behavioral 

intentions are positively connected. The data also showed that intention to recommend was 

more connected to destination personality then intention to revisit.   

5.1.3 Self-Congruity 

By going through the data collected and assessing the frequencies in Appendix 3, it can be 

seen that the majority of the respondents thought that the perceived self-congruity was 

somewhat or in line with Luleå’s personality. All four statements had a mean on the agree 

side of the scale. Actual self-congruity with the statement, the personality of Luleå is 

consistent with my own personality characteristics, had a mean of 4.38. The ideal self-

congruity statement, Luleå has some of the personality characteristics that I would like to 

have myself, had a mean of 4.55. The social self-congruity statement, the way I see it, Luleå 

and I are perceived as being similar in terms of personality by the people around me, had a 

mean of 4.18. Finally the ideal social self-congruity statement, I would like to be perceived as 

having a similar personality to the personality of Luleå, had a mean of 4.19. This indicated 

that there is a perceived self-congruity in the case of Luleå, and that the self-congruity 

dimension that was the most connected to the visitors of Luleå is ideal self-congruity, 

followed by actual self-congruity. On the other hand it could also be seen that all statements 

had responses on each number of the scale from 1 strongly disagree all the way to 7 strongly 

agree.  
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5.1.3.1 Hypothesis 2 

H2: Self-congruity and behavioral outcomes (intention to revisit, recommendation) are 

positively related.  

When looking at a cross-tabulation of the self-congruity statements and the likelihood of 

revisiting Luleå in Appendix 4. It could be seen for actual self-congruity that the majority of 

the respondents whom said that they somewhat agreed, agreed or strongly agreed to the 

statement, the personality of Luleå is consistent with my own personality characteristics, also 

thought it was extremely likely that they would revisit Luleå again within the next two years. 

The same trend could be seen for all four of the self-congruity statements. Another trend that 

could be seen was that out of the people with low scores on the self-congruity statements, the 

majority had also responded extremely likely that they would revisit within the next two 

years.  

Considering the likelihood of recommending Luleå to others, in connection to self-congruity 

dimension scores, a trend could again be identified. That the majority of the people that said 

that they somewhat agreed, agreed or strongly agreed to the self-congruity statement would 

extremely likely recommend it to others. When it came to the respondents with low scores on 

self-congruity, the people that responded strongly disagree were more inclined to not 

recommend Luleå. However the people that responded disagree and somewhat disagree, 

would slightly- or moderately likely recommend Luleå. On the other hand, some respondents 

on the social self-congruity dimension with the score disagree were even extremely likely to 

recommend Luleå to others. All of the self-congruity statements were statistically significant 

in connection to the intention to recommend Luleå, with a p-value of 0.00. However when it 

came to the self-congruity statements in connection to intentions to revisit Luleå, three of the 

statements were statistically significant with a p-value equal to or less than 0.05. But the first 

statement actual self-congruity was not statistically significant at a p-value of 0.14, which is 

not consistent with theoretical propositions. 

In the linear regression analysis in Appendix 6; 6.2 Self-congruity and behavioral intentions it 

could be seen that for actual self-congruity and behavioral intention to revisit Luleå, there is a 

correlation to some extent, and it has a percentage on explaining the outcome of behavioral 

intentions to revisit at 13.8 percent. It is statistically significant in predicting the outcome 

variable, and provides statistical significance to the model when it comes to behavioral 
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intention to revisit Luleå. Furthermore the scatterplot showed a positive connection between 

the independent and dependent variable. When it came to intention to recommend it could be 

seen that the actual self-congruity dimension explained intention to recommend with again 

13.8 percent. It is statistically significant in predicting the outcome variable, and provides 

statistical significance to the model when it comes to behavioral intention to recommend 

Luleå. However the scatterplot showed a more positive connection between the independent 

and dependent variable when it came to the intention to recommend compared to the intention 

to revisit. 

For the remaining dimensions all were statistically significant in predicting the outcome 

variable in connection to intention to revisit, and provides statistical significance to the model 

when it comes to behavioral intention to revisit Luleå. The scatterplots also showed a positive 

connection between the independent and dependent variable. The dimensions were explaining 

the outcome of behavioral intentions to revisit at 6.8 percent for ideal self-congruity, 8.5 

percent for social self-congruity and 7.9 for ideal social self-congruity. When it came to 

intention to recommend it could be seen that it was statistically significant in predicting the 

outcome variable, and provides statistical significance to the model when it comes to 

behavioral intention to recommend Luleå. Furthermore the scatterplots showed a more 

positive connection between the independent and dependent variable when it came to the 

intention to recommend compared to the intention to revisit. The dimensions explained 

intention to recommend with a higher percentage than intention to revisit at 24.5 percent for 

ideal self-congruity, 25.5 percent for social self-congruity and 28.6 percent for ideal social 

self-congruity.  

As can be seen in the linear regression analysis in Appendix 6.2 of self-congruity, there is a 

positive relationship between the level of how much people perceive that the self-congruity 

dimensions fit them and their behavioral intentions to revisit or recommend Luleå. However 

there has also been seen that the people with low scores on self-congruity dimensions will 

have a behavioral intentions to revisit or recommend. Due to this there cannot be a straight 

line in the connection between self-congruity dimensions and behavioral intentions, on the 

other hand there is still a positive connection.   
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5.1.4 Theoretical Propositions; Self-congruity & H2 

The literature review provided the notion that self-congruity is defined when a tourist is 

comparing their own personality with the characteristics of a destination (Kilic & Sop, 2012). 

That the basis of the self-congruity theory is that consumer’s driving force for preferring a 

brand is that their own personality is congruent with the personality of the brand (Aaker, 

1995). The basic notion of the self-congruity theory has also been referred to the notion that 

brands or products are chosen by consumers based on their self-concept. This notion suggests 

that the prospect of intention to purchase is increased with the degree of convergence (Usakli 

& Baloglu, 2011). The study of Usakli and Baloglu (2011) supported the theory of self-

congruity in a tourism destination context, because their findings indicating that actual self-

congruity and ideal self-congruity have positive effect on behavioral intentions.  

Kilic and Sop’s (2012) study showed that actual self-congruity and ideal self-congruity had a 

positive impact on the intention to revisit. That finding was supported by this thesis data 

analysis, as well that the other two dimensions had a positive connection to behavioral 

intentions of revisit as well as recommend. Usakli and Baloglu (2011) came to the assumption 

that actual self-congruity had the largest effect on intention to revisit the destination, and that 

ideal self-congruity had a larger effect on intention to recommend. This was questioned to 

some extent in this thesis based on that actual self-congruity was the only dimension that was 

not statistically significant with a p-value equal to or less than 0.05 on the cross tabulation 

analysis. The analysis did support the second finding that ideal self-congruity had the largest 

effect on intention to recommend in the cross tabulation analysis. However when it came to 

the linear regression analysis actual self-congruity had the highest percentage out of the four 

dimensions in explaining intention to revisit at 13.8 percent, thereby supporting the finding of 

Usakli and Baloglu (2011). On the other hand ideal self-congruity seemed to have the most 

effect on intention to recommend the destination to others in the cross tabulation analysis. But 

in the linear regression analysis ideal social self-congruity had the highest percentage of 

explaining behavioral intentions to recommend at 28.6 percent.  

At a first assessment of this thesis’s data it can be seen that the respondent seem to think that 

to some extent their self-congruity is congruent with Luleå’s personality. Thereby this should 

indicate a positive behavioral intention from their part, which this thesis supports. Therefore 

hypothesis H2 is supported by this analysis. The data also support the notion that self-

congruity theory can be used in the context of tourism.  
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5.1.5 Self-Congruity and Word-of-Mouth 

This is a new contribution from this thesis to the literature about self-congruity, since no 

studies on self-congruity in connection to promotional behavior of word-of-mouth was 

detected during the literature review. Thereby this analysis is extending the literature on self-

congruity to some extent. When looking at the cross tabulation analysis of the self-congruity 

statements and the promotional behavior questions, trends could be detected in the data. It 

could be seen that the majority of the respondents that answered agree or strongly agree to the 

self-congruity statements, also responded agree or strongly agree on the promotional 

statements. Many of the people that responded somewhat agree to the self-congruity 

statements also responded agree and strongly agree to the promotional behavior, but the 

majority almost always answered somewhat agree. Again many of the respondents that had 

low scores of disagree or somewhat disagreed on the self-congruity statements responded that 

they somewhat agreed or agreed on the promotional questions. Since there is no theoretical 

proposition to compare this data to, only assumptions can be made based on this data. 

Therefore the findings cannot be verified in connection to existing theory, however it can 

inspire new studies on this topic. But all of the self-congruity statements were statistically 

significant in connection to the promotional behavior questions with a p-value of 0.00. 

Looking at the linear regression analysis of self-congruity and promotional behavior it shows 

that there is correlation. It is statistically significant in predicting the outcome variable, and 

provides statistical significance to the model when it comes to promotional behavior in 

connection to Luleå. Furthermore the scatterplots showed a positive connection between the 

independent and dependent variable. This is the case for all four of the promotional behaviors 

in connection to actual self-congruity, ideal self-congruity, social self-congruity, and ideal 

social self-congruity. Thereby it could be assumed that there is a connection between self-

congruity dimensions and promotional behavior that have a positive outcome. Due to this it is 

an area that should be investigated more in the context of tourism literature.  

5.2 Research Question II 

- What is the perceived tourist-destination identification in the case of Luleå, and how does it 

connect to destination personality, promotional behavior and behavioral intentions? 

5.2.1 Tourist-Destination Identification 

The tourist-destination identification was in general a bit higher in mean scores in the 

frequencies analysis in Appendix 3 compared to the self-congruity. For the statement, I feel 
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that Luleå fits me and my personality well, the mean score was 4.63. The next statement, I 

strongly identify with Luleå, received a mean of 4.53. The last statement, I feel attached to 

Luleå, had a mean score of 5.07. This could indicate that the respondents identify better with 

Luleå at a more general spectrum. But when it comes to a closer look at their personality, 

there might not be as close of a fit between themselves and Luleå, or in relations to their 

personalities. As mentioned in chapter 4: Collected Data of this thesis, there were a lot of 

respondents, 18-25 percent, that answered neither agree nor disagree on the self-congruity 

questions. That could indicate that they had a harder time understanding those statements 

compared to the tourist-destination identification statements, that had a rate of 10-13 percent 

and in one of the statements 18 percent that responded neither agree nor disagree.  

5.2.1.1 Hypothesis 3 

H3: Tourist-destination identification, promotional behavior and behavioral outcomes (word 

of mouth and intention to revisit) are positively related.  

Looking at the tourist-destination identification statements in connection to the promotional 

behavior in Appendix 4, a trend could be seen again that the majority of the respondents that 

answered somewhat agree, agree or strongly agree to the tourist identification statements of; I 

feel that Luleå fits me and my personality well; I strongly identify with Luleå; and I feel 

attached to Luleå, also responded agree or strongly agree to the promotional behavior 

questions of; I bring up Luleå in a positive way in conversations I have with friends and 

acquaintances; I talk up Luleå to people I know; I talk about Luleå in a way that makes it 

seem better to others; and In a social situation, I often speak favorably about Luleå. When it 

came to the respondents with low scores on the tourist-destination identification, the 

respondents that said they strongly disagreed to I feel that Luleå fits me and my personality 

well also strongly disagreed, disagreed or somewhat disagreed to the behavior statements. But 

the majority of those that disagreed or somewhat disagreed would somewhat agree or agree to 

the promotional behavior statements. For the other two tourist-destination identification 

statements, there were on some occasions where the majority was on the low score and others 

on the high score when it came to the promotional behavior statements. All of the tourist-

destination identification statements were statistically significant in connection to the 

promotional behavior questions with a p-value of 0.00. 
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When going through the linear regression analysis in Appendix 6 part 6.3 tourist-destination 

identification and promotional behavior, it could be seen that in connection to the first tourist-

destination identification statements and all four promotional behaviors there is correlation. It 

is statistically significant in predicting the outcome variable, and provides statistical 

significance to the model. Furthermore the scatterplots showed a positive connection between 

the independent and dependent variable. It has an explaining percentage of the outcome for 

promotional behavior to bring up Luleå in a positive way, at 28.1 percent in connection to the 

first tourist-destination identification statement, talk up Luleå at 39.1 percent for the second, 

to talk about Luleå in a way that makes it seem better at 14.3 percent for the third and speak 

favorable about Luleå in a social setting at 32.4 percent for the forth. In connection to 

behavioral intentions to revisit Luleå and the first tourist-destination identification statement it 

had an explanation percentage of only 9.4 percent. It was statistically significant in predicting 

the outcome variable, and provides statistical significance to the model when it comes to 

behavioral intention to revisit Luleå. The scatterplot shows a slight positive connection 

between the independent and dependent variable. 

For the second tourist-destination identification statement there is correlation for all four 

promotional behaviors. It is statistically significant in predicting the outcome variable, and 

provides statistical significance to the model. Furthermore the scatterplots showed a positive 

connection between the independent and dependent variable. It has an explaining percentage 

of the outcome for promotional behavior to bring up Luleå in a positive way, at 41.3 percent 

in connection to the first tourist-destination identification statement, talk up Luleå at 58.7 

percent for the second, to talk about Luleå in a way that makes it seem better at 25 percent for 

the third and speak favorable about Luleå in a social setting at 48.1 percent for the forth. In 

connection to behavioral intentions to revisit Luleå and the second tourist-destination 

identification statement it had an explanation percentage of 26.7 percent. It is statistically 

significant in predicting the outcome variable, and provides statistical significance to the 

model when it comes to behavioral intention to revisit Luleå. The scatterplot shows a slight 

positive connection between the independent and dependent variable. 

In connection to the third tourist-destination statement and all four promotional behaviors 

there is correlation. It is statistically significant in predicting the outcome variable, and 

provides statistical significance to the model. Furthermore the scatterplots showed a positive 

connection between the independent and dependent variable. It has an explaining percentage 
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of the outcome for promotional behavior to bring up Luleå in a positive way, at 42.3 percent 

in connection to the first tourist-destination identification statement, talk up Luleå at 55.1 

percent for the second, to talk about Luleå in a way that makes it seem better at 27.1 percent 

for the third and speak favorable about Luleå in a social setting at 45.8 percent for the forth. 

In connection to behavioral intentions to revisit Luleå and the third tourist-destination 

identification statement it had an explanation percentage of 25.9 percent. It was statistically 

significant in predicting the outcome variable, and provides statistical significance to the 

model when it comes to behavioral intention to revisit Luleå. The scatterplot shows a slight 

positive connection between the independent and dependent variable. 

Through the linear regression analysis it can be stated that tourist-destination identification, 

promotional behavior and intention to revisit are positively related and that hypothesis 3 is 

supported by the data. The tourist-destination identification statement that had the largest 

connection to the first positive promotional behavior, I bring up Luleå in a positive way in 

conversations I have with friends and acquaintances, was the third one, I feel attached to 

Luleå. For the second promotional behavior, I talk up Luleå to people I know, it was the 

second tourist-destination identification statement, I strongly identify with Luleå. In 

connection to the third promotional behavior, I talk about Luleå in a way that makes it seem 

better to others, the third statement, I feel attached to Luleå, had the largest percent of 

explaining the outcome. For the last promotional behavior, In a social situation, I often speak 

favorably about Luleå, the second tourist-destination behavior, I strongly identify with Luleå, 

had the largest connection. For intention to revisit Luleå the second statement, I strongly 

identify with Luleå, had the highest explanation percentage.  

5.2.1.3 Behavioral Intentions (Revisit and Recommend) 

Tourist-destination identification was mentioned in the literature in connection to intentions to 

revisit, however intention to recommend was not explicitly mention in connection to it. This 

might be because a recommendation could be seen as related to promotional behavior of 

word-of-mouth. The trends that can be seen through the cross-tabulation analysis in Appendix 

4, was that the majority of the people that answered somewhat agree, agree, or strongly agree 

to the tourist-destination statements in connection to likelihood of revisiting answered 

moderately likely and extremely likely, in two of the statements, I feel that Luleå fits me and 

my personality well and I strongly identify with Luleå, all who responded strongly agree to the 

tourist-destination statements responded extremely likely to revisit. When it came to the 
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intention to recommend, again a trend could be seen that the respondents with high scores on 

tourist-destination identification had high scores on likely to recommend. When looking at the 

respondents with low tourist-destination identification scores, about half of them where 

extremely likely to revisit, and to some extent recommend Luleå. This raises the question 

what would make them revisit and recommend. All of the tourist-destination identification 

statements were statistically significant in connection to the behavioral intentions of revisit or 

recommend, with a p-value of 0.00. 

In the linear regression analysis in Appendix 6, part 6.5 of tourist-destination identification 

and the behavioral intention to recommend Luleå, it can be seen that there is high correlation. 

With a percentage of 37.3 percent of the outcome explained by the first tourist-destination 

identification statement, 38.5 percent for the second, and 38.6 percent for the third. All 

statements are statistically significant in predicting the outcome variable, and provide 

statistical significance to the model when it comes to behavioral intention to recommend 

Luleå. The scatterplots shows a positive connection between the independent and dependent 

variable. Therefore it could be assumed that tourist-destination identification and behavioral 

intentions to recommend are positively connected.  

5.2.2 Theoretical Propositions; Tourist-Destination Identification, H3 & Behavioral 

Intentions 

In the literature it can be seen that if a tourist feels connected to a place and if they define 

themselves in line with that feeling, it is considered as tourist identification with a destination 

(Hultman et al., 2015). The data of this thesis confirms that to some extent there is tourist-

destination identification in the case of Luleå and its visitors. The findings of Hultman et al.’s 

(2015) study indicated that destination personality could lead to “tourist satisfaction, tourist-

destination identification, positive word-of-mouth, and revisit intentions; satisfaction 

encourages identification and word-of-mouth; and identification enhances word-of-mouth and 

revisit intentions” (p. 2227). Through their analysis they could also conclude that all the 

proposed links in the model were significant. They also state that a tourist-destination 

identification provides beneficial outcomes, when tourists have a strong psychological 

attachment to a destination they both intend to revisit it and become “goodwill ambassadors” 

(p. 2231) for that destination via their promotion behavior. Through this master thesis it can 

be concluded that tourist-destination identification and promotional behavior of word-of-

mouth and revisit intentions were positively related. Thereby supporting the assumption made 
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in the theoretical propositions. Furthermore all the statements of the tourist-destination 

identification are statistically significant in this study in connection to promotional behavior 

and behavioral intentions.  

5.3 Majority of Respondents 

The frequencies analysis, Appendix 3, of the data provides information about what the 

majority of the respondents answered on the questions in the questionnaire. When it came to 

destination personality we have already established that the respondents did ascribe Luleå 

with characteristic traits, and that the traits that received the majority of the high scores were; 

Charming with a mean of 5.37, Unique 5.17, Active 5.35, Reliable 5.53, Responsible 5.20, 

Stable 5.53, Sincere 5.12 and Honest 5.27. When it comes to the tourist-destination 

identification statements, the majority of the respondents answered that they agreed to all 

three statements, with a mean of 4.63 for I feel that Luleå fits me and my personality well, 

4.53 for I strongly identify with Luleå, and 5.07 for I feel attached to Luleå. This indicates that 

there is tourist-destination identification to some degree in connection to Luleå.  

For the self-congruity statements, the majority of the respondents answered for actual self-

congruity that they somewhat agreed, for the ideal self-congruity they neither agreed nor 

disagreed, with social self-congruity statement they somewhat agreed, and finally with the 

ideal social self-congruity they neither agreed nor disagreed. However the mean score for all 

four self-congruity dimensions where above four. Actual self-congruity and ideal-social self-

congruity had the highest mean closer to 5 then the other two dimensions, but the majority of 

the respondents agreed to some degree to the self-congruity statements. The self-congruity 

mean scores were; actual self-congruity 4.38, ideal self-congruity 4.55, social self-congruity 

4.18, and ideal social self-congruity 4.19. The fact that the majority of the respondents 

answered neither agree nor disagree to two of the self-congruity statements, both connected to 

ideal self, could indicate that the respondents thought that these statements were hard to 

answer, especially if they connected to what kind of personality they would like to have.  

In connection to behavioral intentions to revisit or recommend, the majority of the 

respondents strongly agreed to both the statements, with a mean for revisiting of 5.80 and a 

mean of recommending at 5.75. Indicating that Luleå is a place people want to revisit and 

recommend to others. When it comes to the promotional behavior of the respondents, the 

majority of them strongly agreed to the first statement; I bring up Luleå in a positive way in 
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conversations I have with friends and acquaintances, with a mean of 5.84. For the other four 

statements they answered agree, with a mean of 5.44, 4.83 and 5.25. The data thereby suggest 

that the majority of the respondents have positive word-of-mouth about Luleå. 

5.3.1 Theoretical Propositions; Majority Analysis 

The literature state that by having a strong destination personality, places can induce tourist-

destination identification if they reflect the tourist’s desired self-concept. This also indicates 

that tourist-destination identification, destination personality and self-concept, through an 

extension self-congruity, are related. Furthermore the literature suggests that when it comes to 

destination personality it has been a source of differentiation, which can lead to attitudes and 

behaviors among consumers that are positive towards the brand in question. Because of this 

connection, a place that has a distinct and favorable character is likely to evoke tourists to 

revisit, speak favorably about, and single out that destination. (Hultman, Skarmeas, Oghazi & 

Beheshti, 2015) 

Usakli and Baloglu’s (2011) results also supported the notion that the greater the fit between a 

tourist self-concept and the destination personality, it is very likely that this will have a 

favorable impact on their attitude towards a destination. Thereby impacting their intention to 

revisit or recommend the destination to others.  

Through the data it can be seen that both tourist-destination identification and self-congruity 

have positive results, both of these measurements are connected to Luleå and its destination 

personality. It can also be seen that both promotional behaviors of word-of-mouth and 

behavioral intentions of revisit or recommend Luleå have positive results. The assumptions 

made in the literature review are that destination personality, tourist-destination identification, 

self-congruity, word-of-mouth and behavioral intentions of revisit or recommend are related 

and provide positive outcomes. The majority analyses as well as previous mentioned cross-

tabulations, and linear regression analysis support these assumptions.  
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5.4 Swedish or International 

In this part of the data analysis it will be assessed if the perceptions differ among Swedish 

and International visitors when it comes to Luleå’s personality, self-congruity and tourist-

destination identification, as well as promotional behavior of word-of-mouth and behavioral 

intentions to revisit or recommend Luleå? 

5.4.1 Swedish Visitors 

The first part of the frequencies analysis based on nationality, Appendix 5, part 5.1, is to look 

at destination personality, starting with Swedish visitors. The personality characteristics that 

received the majority of the responses on agree or strongly agree scores were; charming, 

exciting, active, reliable, and funny. For somewhat agree: original, imaginative, unique, 

trendy, dynamic, lively, stable, sincere, honest, and warm. The majority of responses on 

neither agree nor disagree, thereby indicating that they might not be suitable for describing 

destinations or Luleå, were; spirited, upper-class, sophisticated, energetic, responsible, 

cheerful, tough, rugged, and bold.  

For the self-congruity the majority of the respondents answered somewhat agree on the actual 

self-congruity, ideal self-congruity, social self-congruity, and neither agree nor disagree on 

ideal social self-congruity. When looking at tourist destination identification the majority 

answered somewhat agree on the first statement, I feel that Luleå fits me and my personality 

well, agree on the second statement , I strongly identify with Luleå, and strongly agree on the 

last statement, I feel attached to Luleå. 

When it came to intention to revisit or recommend, the majority responded extremely likely 

on both the intention to revisit and recommend. For the promotional behavior the majority 

responded strongly agree on the first two statements, I bring up Luleå in a positive way in 

conversations I have with friends and acquaintances and I talk up Luleå to people I know. The 

majority responded agree to the last two statements, I talk about Luleå in a way that makes it 

seem better to others and In a social situation, I often speak favorably about Luleå. 

5.4.2 International Visitors 

When looking at the frequencies analysis, Appendix 5, part 5.2, in connection to destination 

characteristics for the international visitors it can be seen that the characteristic traits that got 

the majority of the responses on agree or strongly agree scores were; charming, original, 

unique, active, dynamic, reliable, responsible, stable, sincere, and honest. For somewhat 
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agree; sophisticated, exciting, trendy, energetic, lively, warm, and cheerful. The majority on 

neither agree nor disagree were; imaginative, spirited, glamorous, funny, tough, rugged, and 

bold. 

For self-congruity the majority of the respondents answered somewhat agree on the actual 

self-congruity, social self-congruity, ideal social self-congruity, and neither agree nor disagree 

on ideal self-congruity. When looking at tourist destination identification the majority 

answered somewhat agree on the first statement, I strongly identify with Luleå, and agree on 

the other two statements, I feel that Luleå fits me and my personality well, and I feel attached 

to Luleå. 

When it came to intention to revisit or recommend, the majority responded extremely likely 

on both the intention to revisit and recommend. For the promotional behavior the majority 

responded strongly agree on the first statement, I bring up Luleå in a positive way in 

conversations I have with friends and acquaintances. The majority responded agree to the 

other statements, I talk up Luleå to people I know, I talk about Luleå in a way that makes it 

seem better to others, and In a social situation, I often speak favorably about Luleå. 

5.4.3 Comparison and Theoretical Propositions 

Comparing the responses of Swedish and international respondents it can be seen that there 

are some differences. Sahin and Baloglu’s (2009) study showed that there occurred some 

differences in perception from people with different nationalities when it came to the 

destination personality dimensions, and this thesis can support that finding. There were 

differences in what characteristics traits the different samples though described Luleå the best, 

the differences have been highlighted with italics in the above sections about Swedish and 

international respondents. There were also differences to what degree the samples agreed to 

the other statements asked in the questionnaire about self-congruity, tourist-destination 

identification, intention to revisit and recommend, as well as promotional behavior of word-

of-mouth. However the trends mentioned earlier in this thesis analysis about how these 

concepts connect to each other are still supported for both Swedish and international visitors. 

But it needs to be considered that there were differences between the two samples, which 

could affect marketing efforts directed towards visitors dependent on nationality.  
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5.5 Profile of Respondents and Travel Information 

The average respondent of the questionnaire is female, between the age of 18-29, single, from 

Sweden, have no children, have a bachelor degree, and has an annual income of 19 500 € -

39 999 € (179 790-368 791Swedish Crowns) and travels alone. Due to this it could be 

assumed that the average visitor of Luleå should also fit this profile. When it comes to the 

international visitors of Luleå the majority comes from the U.S. with 18 percent out of the 

international respondents, 14 percent from Germany, 10 percent from France, 8 percent from 

England, as well as 8 percent from Finland, finally 6 percent from Spain. The main reason for 

visiting Luleå according to the frequencies analysis performed on the respondents 

demographic and travel information was to visit family and thereafter education. 

5.5.1 Qualitative Analysis 

According to Miles and Huberman (1994) there are three flows to consider in data analysis: 

Data Reduction, Data Display and Conclusion drawing and Verification. Data reduction was 

conducted by going through all the qualitative responses in the questionnaire. Thereafter 

multiple responses about the same thing were sorted out leaving one left to represent all 

responses about it, as well as taking out responses that were uncomplete or not relevant for 

drawing conclusions. The main response will also be presented in order to make it easier to 

analyze and reduce the data additionally when drawing conclusions. The next step, data 

display will be performed in tables 8-11 below; 

Table 8: If you responded other, what was the reason for your visit? 

Question Respondents answers (10 responses) 

Reason for visiting Luleå 

Main reason: Friends and Family 

 Education and feeling Swedish 

culture  

 Education and work  

 Friends  

 Family 

 Business  

 Vacation 

 Exchange program  

 Shopping 

 Airport  

 Wanted to discover the coldness and 

the nature in and around 

Luleå/Sweden 
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Table 9 will cover the reason for a revisit to Luleå; 

Table 9: If you responded Yes, what is the reason for a revisit to Luleå? 

Question Respondents answer (78 responses) 

Reason for revisit 

Main reason: family, friends and relatives 

 Snow and winter activities 

 Great time here 

 the nature in the north 

 Relatives  

 Work 

 Leisure time and shopping  

 Partner, friends and Family 

 Holiday/vocation 

 Cheer for Luleå hockey and Luleå Basket 

 Love the light in the north during 

summer and love Luleå Archipelago 

 Recreation 

 Beautiful city around the sea 

 Special events and vacations 

 Nature 

 We want to see Luleå in the summer 

 Nostalgia 

 Everything is so beautiful 

 Education  

 Explore more 

 Love this place. 

Table 10 will cover the reason for a possible revisit to Luleå; 

Table 10: If you responded Maybe, what is the reason for a possible revisit to Luleå? 

Question Respondents answer (22 responses) 

Reason for possible revisit 

Main reason: visit friends and family, and see 

the summer and other nature aspects. 

 To go into more northern parts 

 Friends and family 

 Mid-summer sun and northern lights 

 Nature and people 

 Winter activities 

 To see more of Sweden at another time 

of year 

 Atmosphere 

 I like my time here 

 Reminiscence of student years 

 Because it’s cool, and have absolutely 

unique experiences 

 Want to see the Swedish summer 

 Recreational reasons. 
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Table 11 will cover the reason for not revisiting Luleå; 

Table 11: If you responded No, what is the reason for not revisiting Luleå? 

Questions Responses answer (5 responses) 

Reason for not revisiting 

Main reason: a reason to visit 

 It’s too far from my country 

 Have no work or studies here 

 It’s boring,  

 Have no reason to visit 

 I think there are so many other places 

to discover in the world before Luleå. 

 

From the data display it can now be seen that the main reason for visiting, revisit or a possible 

revisit is family, friends and other relatives, as well as the nature and unique lights Luleå have 

during different times of the year. That reasons for not revisiting are proximity to where the 

visitors are, other places, and have nothing to do in Luleå.   
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6. Findings and Conclusions 

In the final chapter of this master thesis, both general findings and findings connected to each 

research questions will be presented, followed by conclusions, Swedish and International 

responses, and implications for theory, as well as recommendations for future research and 

for marketers, ending with limitations of this Master thesis study.  

6.1 General Findings 

The general findings of this thesis work support the assumption that destination personality, 

self-congruity and tourist-destination identification, as well as promotional behavior and 

behavior intentions of revisit or recommend a destination are related concepts. Furthermore 

that destination personality, self-congruity and tourist-destination identification are positively 

related to promotional behavior and behavioral intentions. On the other hand general findings 

also suggested that even if the respondents did not perceive a connection between themselves 

and the destination personality, the majority still had positive promotional behavior and 

behavioral intentions of revisit or recommend Luleå. This study also helped support the 

notion that the concepts of this thesis can be investigated in relations to the context of tourism.  

Compared to the self-congruity dimensions the tourist-destination identification statements 

had a more straight linear regression line in connection to positive outcome for both 

promotional behavior and behavioral intentions. This could indicate that tourist-destination 

identification is more connected to these concepts compared to self-congruity. Tourist-

destination identification might therefore be a better way of connecting destination personality 

to promotional behavior and behavioral intentions. Thereby supporting Hultman et al.’s 

(2015) suggestion that identification has the ability to fulfil “a self-definitional need” (p. 

2231) as well as providing the tourist with “emotional returns” (p. 2231). Therefore tourism 

scholars should see this connection and thereby understand that identification can provide a 

more vast understanding of tourism behavior (ibid).  

6.1.1 Research Question I 

- What is the perceived personality of the destination Luleå, and how does it connect to self-

congruity and behavioral intentions? 

Through the literature review a suggestion could be identified that tourists ascribe destinations 

with personality characteristics (Ekinici & Hosany, 2006; Usakli & Baloglu, 2011; Kilic & 

Sop 2012). Further in the literature review it can be seen that if there is a fit between the 

destination personality and the tourist’s self-congruity, it will have a positive effect on their 
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behavioral intentions to revisit or recommend a destination to others (Kilic & Sop, 2012). 

These are the assumptions made in the literature and this thesis supports these assumptions. 

Because the data collected and analyzed show that the respondents ascribed Luleå with 

personality characteristics. The perceived personality characteristics of Luleå are; charming, 

unique, active, reliable, responsible, stable, sincere, and honest. To some degree the 

respondents also perceived Luleå’s personality as original, dynamic, and warm. Thereby 

indicate what Luleå’s personality is perceived to be by visitors of Luleå. Furthermore the 

collected data and the data analysis indicated that there is a perceived fit between the majority 

of the respondents and Luleå’s personality, resulting in a perceived self-congruity in relations 

to Luleå. It could also be identified that destination personality and self-congruity are 

positively connected to behavioral intentions, and also promotional behavior. However it 

needs to be mentioned that individual destination personality traits had a very low connection 

to behavioral intentions of visitors. Thereby destination personality alone cannot fully explain 

the connection to behavioral intentions, there might be a need for a mediator such as self-

congruity. When it came to intention to revisit or recommend, intention to recommend was 

more related to destination personality then intention to revisit. Actual self-congruity has the 

highest percentage in explaining outcomes of behavioral intentions to revisit Luleå. Whereas 

ideal self-congruity had the majority response in the cross-tabulation, but ideal social self-

congruity was the dimension that had the highest percentage in explaining outcomes of 

behavioral intentions to recommend Luleå. This is supporting the theoretical propositions 

identified in this thesis, with some minor criticism. 

6.1.2 Research Question II 

- What is the perceived tourist-destination identification in the case of Luleå, and how does it 

connect to destination personality, promotional behavior and behavioral intentions? 

In literature it has been stated that if there is a noticeable destination personality this can lead 

to tourist-destination identification if it reflect the tourist self-concept, extended to self-

congruity. If a tourist feels connected to a place, identifies themselves with the brand and then 

defines themselves in line with that feeling, this is the basis of tourist-destination 

identification. If there is a strong psychological attachment to a destination this will lead to 

both an intention to revisit and promotional behavior such as positive word-of-mouth. This 

indicates how tourist-destination identification, destination personality, promotional behavior 

and behavioral intentions are connected. (Hultman, Skarmeas, Oghazi & Beheshti, 2015) 



Matchmaking in Luleå: The importance of destination personality and tourist/visitor personality fit 

67 | P a g e  

 

Through the collected data and data analyzed it can be seen that the perceived tourist-

destination identification in the case of Luleå is positive for the majority of the respondents, 

indicating that there is tourist-destination identification in the case of Luleå. Furthermore the 

data shows that there are positive connections between the tourist-destination identification of 

Luleå and promotional behaviors of word-of-mouth, as well as behavioral intentions to revisit 

or recommend Luleå. The analysis show that tourist-destination identification has a more 

clear connection to promotional behavior and behavioral intentions, as well as a higher 

percentage in explaining the outcome in almost all the linear regression analyzes performed. 

Due to that this thesis is agreeing with Hultman et al.’s (2015) suggestion, that tourist-

destination identification can provide a more vast understanding of tourism behavior.  

6.2 Conclusions 

When reviewing this master thesis it can be seen that the concept under investigation are 

related and have positive outcomes. Indicating that having a destination personality is 

beneficial for a destination in order to be successful in differentiating themselves as well as 

having positive promotional behavior and behavioral intentions. Furthermore it shows that 

there are many things to consider when trying to reach visitors, getting them to come to Luleå 

or recommending the city to other, and thereby reach new visitors. This thesis also helps to 

show the importance of tourist-destination identification and self-congruity both in practice 

and literature, indicating that they are concepts that could benefit from further investigation. 

This thesis supports existing assumptions in literature; that destination personality, tourist-

destination identification, self-congruity, and promotional behavior as well as behavior 

intentions of revisit or recommend a destination are related concepts. That if there is a 

noticeable destination personality, this can lead to tourist-destination identification if it reflect 

the tourist self-concept, extended to self-congruity. If a destination personality manages to 

differentiate the destination, and has a distinct and favorable character, it is likely to evoke 

tourists to revisit, speak favorably about, and single out that destination. (Hultman, Skarmeas, 

Oghazi & Beheshti, 2015) 

This thesis also extends the literature on the concepts under investigation to some extent 

through the data analysis. Especially in connection to promotional behavior in connection to 

destination personality, self-congruity and tourist-destination identification, this had not been 

studied to a full extent and therefore benefited from further investigation. This based on the 

notion that consumer identification of brand personality is considered essential for marketers 
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to understand, because they use marketing tools to communicate the brand personality 

towards consumers. Through that consumers with varying personality traits can trust as well 

as identify themselves in connection to the brand personality. This also enables consumer 

personality to relate to the brand personality and thereby have an impact on their word-of-

mouth communication. Liao et al. (2015) saw that brand personality was to some extent a 

moderator between consumer personality and word-of-mouth, that brand personality has the 

ability to affect word-of-mouth. Promotional behavior of word-of-mouth is an area that was 

not investigated that much in the previous literature. Considering that promotional behavior in 

the analysis of this thesis has the most positive outcomes in connection to the independent 

variables, it is an area that should be investigated more in literature in the context of tourism. 

(Liao, Chung & Lin, 2015)  

There has also been some criticism made on the existing assumption in the literature review 

about the connections. This due to the respondents with low scores on tourist-destination 

identification and self-congruity has high scores on promotional behavior and behavioral 

intentions. Therefore there needs to be further investigations made on these concepts, as well 

as to why and for what reason respondents would like to provide positive word-of-mouth 

about Luleå, revisit or recommend it to others. Since the findings of this thesis cannot be 

generalized over a population, there should also be investigations made on a larger scale in 

order to try and generalize assumptions on these concepts, thereby helping marketers and 

extend existing literature. 

Finally the respondents perceived that the destination personality of Luleå contains the 

personality characteristics; charming, unique, active, reliable, responsible, stable, sincere, and 

honest. To some degree the respondents also perceived Luleå’s personality as original, 

dynamic, and warm. These traits can now be used by the marketers of Luleå to try and create 

a destination personality that is differentiated from other cities, as well as connect to their 

previous visitors and attract new ones. Additionally create positive word-of-mouth about 

Luleå, since brand personality has the ability to affect word-of-mouth. If a brand personality 

is attractive to the consumer it influences the effect of positive word-of-mouth directly. Word-

of-mouth, if positive is also stated to have had a vital effect on brand loyalty. Furthermore if 

the destination personality is in line with the self-congruity of the visitors, this could result in 

positive behavioral intentions to revisit or recommend Luleå to others. (Liao et al., 2015) 
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6.2.1 Swedish and International Respondents 

Some differences when it comes to how Swedish and International visitors perceive Luleå 

were also identified. In terms of destination personality, level of self-congruity, tourist-

destination identification, and their promotional behavior as well as behavioral intentions. By 

analyzing the collected data in connection to the Swedish and international sample, it can be 

seen that the concepts of destination personality, tourist-destination identification and self-

congruity, promotional behavior of word-of-mouth as well as behavioral intentions to revisit 

or recommend Luleå are still positively related. However there was identified some 

differences in perceptions regarding the different characteristic traits, and the other concepts 

investigate. Thereby indicating that there are differences in perception when it comes to 

Swedish and international visitors of Luleå.   

This is an indication that the findings cannot be generalized over the visitor population, as 

well that nationality could have an impact on how visitors perceive a destinations personality, 

their self-congruity, tourist-destination identification, and promotional behavior as well as 

behavioral intentions. Therefore nationality in connection to the concepts investigated in this 

thesis could benefit from further research for different nationalities and different countries. 

6.3 Implications for Theory 

The findings of this thesis suggest that the assumptions made in the frame of reference are 

supported by this thesis study. Thereby this thesis supports the notion that visitors ascribe 

destinations with characteristic traits, that destination personality, self-congruity and tourist-

destination identification, as well as promotional behavior of word-of-mouth and behavioral 

intentions to revisit or recommend a destination are related concepts. Furthermore the 

concepts destination personality, tourist-destination identification and self-congruity have 

positive outcomes on promotional behavior of word-of-mouth and behavioral intentions to 

revisit or recommend a destination.  

New contributions to the field of tourist-destination identification and self-congruity in 

connection to promotional behavior of word-of-mouth as well as behavioral intentions to 

revisit or recommend a destination, has been achieved to some extent in this thesis in the 

context of tourism literature. Analysis was conducted of tourist-destination identification and 

intention to recommend, and self-congruity was analyzed in connection to promotional 

behavior of word-of-mouth. Positive outcomes of these data analyzes were seen for both 
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concepts. This was an analysis that was not seen performed in the literature review and 

therefore there is no theoretical ground for these assumptions. But it was an interesting 

finding that could be further investigated. Further it shows that tourist-destination 

identification has the most positive connection to all concepts under investigation compared 

to self-congruity. Therefore indicating that tourist-destination identification might be a better 

way to connect the destination personality to the visitors and thereby achieve more positive 

promotional behavior and behavioral intentions. Due to that should be a concept investigated 

more in the context of tourism. 

However some findings were detected that were not in line with the assumptions made in the 

literature review. Even if the respondents answered low scores of somewhat disagree or 

disagree on personality traits, self-congruity and tourist-destination identification, they still 

responded high scores on promotional behavior as well as behavioral intentions. Therefore the 

findings of this thesis criticize the theoretical assumptions made to some extent. Based on that 

suggest that further investigations is needed into what makes a person provide positive word-

of-mouth, revisit or recommend a destination, and why.  

6.4 Recommendations for Further Research 

This study agrees with Hultman et al. (2015) that there needs to be further research conducted 

in order to be able to generalize the constructs investigated in this thesis for other populations 

and countries, over a wider sample and setting. There is also a need to develop a personality 

measurement scale that is made especially for destinations, which would require further 

research to develop.   

In the literature review it could be seen that many studies talked about personality fit, 

however there was only one of the reviewed research studies (Liao, et al., 2015) that looked at 

tourists’ individual personality. Initially this study was going to look into this aspect, but due 

to time limitations and questionnaire length, this part was removed from the study. However 

this is an area that could benefit from further research, therefore I recommend that future 

research studies should consider the impact of tourists’ individual personality in connection to 

destination personality and how this could affect promotional behavior and behavioral 

intentions.  
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When it came to self-congruity and revisit intentions it could be seen that there was a 

mismatch with the theory that the stronger the self-congruity the likelier it was it would result 

in a revisit. The data showed that even people that did not score high on self-congruity were 

extremely likely to revisit Luleå. This trend of low scores on agreeing to self-congruity or 

destination personality and then high scores on promotional behavior of word-of-mouth as 

well as behavioral intentions of revisit or recommend, could be seen in all analyzes done in 

this thesis. Because of this I suggest that future research needs to take into consideration the 

reason for visiting in the first place, since this could affect the likelihood of a revisit even if 

the self-congruity and destination personality fit is low. As this was also the case when it 

came to spread word-of-mouth and recommend Luleå to others, further research could benefit 

from investigating the reasons for positive word-of-mouth and recommending a destination as 

well.  

In connections to the tourist-destination identification and promotional behavior (word-of-

mouth) there were also some positive outcomes even though there was no tourist-destination 

identification between the respondents and the destination. However promotional behavior 

had the most positive outcome in connection to tourist-destination identification and self-

congruity compared to behavioral intentions to revisit or recommend. Due to that, and the fact 

that tourism-destination identification is not that toughly investigated in literature, I 

recommend that tourist-destination identification and promotional behavior of word-of-mouth 

needs to be further investigated in the context of tourism.  

Since differences can be detected between the Swedish and international visitors, I believe 

that literature could benefit from further research into how nationality could affect the 

perception of visitors when it comes to destinations personality, their self-congruity, tourist-

destination identification, and promotional behavior as well as behavioral intentions. 

I would recommend that the study conducted in this thesis should also be conducted with a 

qualitative research approach. The reason for this is to find out specific characteristic traits 

that the visitors of Luleå think are describing Luleå’s personality. As well as being able to ask 

why they think that and not just what they think. The reason for this is that there were a lot of 

neither agree nor disagree responses to the questions asked in the questionnaire. Also the fact 

that even though personality characteristics, self-congruity and tourist-destination 

identification statements had low scores of somewhat disagree to strongly disagree, there were 
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a trend of high scores on promotional behaviors of word-of-mouth and behavioral intentions 

of revisit or recommend. This was not in line with the theoretical proposition, therefore I 

believe there needs to be further investigations into what makes a visitor want to revisit or 

recommend a destination. A qualitative research could be a good way of investigating that 

further. This study should also be performed at a larger scale, in multiple cities and multiple 

countries, this in order to see if the findings can be generalized over the visitor population as a 

whole. Through that extend literature and provide marketers with valuable information.  

6.5 Recommendations for Marketers 

In order to understand the behavior of tourist, destination management organizations can use 

the dimensions of destination personality. They should also strive towards creating a fit 

between personality of the destination and the self-congruity of the tourists. Since this can 

lead to a loyal tourist base and preserve the competitiveness in their future endeavors. (Kilic 

& Sop, 2012) 

One reason why individual personality traits have been moved around in different research 

studies (Hosany et al., 2006; Murphy et al., 2007; Usakli & Baloglu, 2011; Kilic & Sop, 

2012) could be brand-adjective interactions, that some words might have a different meaning 

dependent on the type of product that it is used to describe. Due to this the destination 

marketers should have in mind tourism-specific personality traits when they are developing a 

destination personality. (Hultman, Skarmeas, Oghazi & Beheshti, 2015)  

In the case of Luleå the marketers should use the characteristic traits identified in the 

frequencies analysis of this thesis. Through the frequencies analysis performed in this thesis, 

we can see that the characteristics that are perceived by the visitors to describe Luleå the best 

are; Charming, Unique, Active, Reliable, Responsible, Stable, Sincere, and Honest. To some 

degree these characteristics also describe Luleå’s personality; Original, Dynamic, and Warm.  

In order to have an effective product positioning in the competitive environment of today’s 

market, there is need to create and manage an “appropriate destination image (brand image) 

and destination personality (brand personality)” (Hosany et al., 2006, p. 641). Due to this in 

order to be successful, the focus should be on a distinctive personality of the destination, 

which is utilizing the destination image’s emotional components, when the destination 

marketers are going to develop promotional campaigns. (Hosany, Ekinci & Uysal, 2006) 
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Hultman et al.’s (2015) study indicated that destination personality is a good encourager that 

tourist-destination identification is a finding that is of importance in the field. Based on this 

marketers should have this parameter, tourist-destination identification, in mind when 

working with destination personalities that are designed to attract the targeted market 

segments. In the marketing and management literature there are three statements that are 

commonly supported: that it is good business to keep customers, the most effective promotion 

is positive word-of-mouth, and consumer satisfaction is a factor that highly influences future 

consumer behavior. This is even more evident in tourism since it is hard to evaluate before it 

has been consumed. The role of positive word-of-mouth is very important for destination 

marketers since it does not entail any expenses, and when it comes to other consumers it is 

considered as more credible than promotions traditionally used in marketing. Positive word-

of-mouth has also been connected to destination personality and tourist-destination 

identification, thereby working with these concepts could lead to positive word-of-mouth for 

Luleå. (Hultman, Skarmeas, Oghazi & Beheshti, 2015)  

VisitSweden have identified a population as the global traveler, which is travelers that go 

abroad more than the average, they seek new travel destinations and experiences, and have 

some disposable income. A large part of the marketing areas of VisitSweden around the globe 

are populated with global travelers. The population global traveler has been divided into three 

types of target audience that come to Sweden. These target audiences are; The curious 

travelers that want to experience the Swedish culture and lifestyle. The outdoor enthusiasts 

that has an interest for the nature, wants to be active but still feel the serenity of the nature. 

The holiday hedonists that want to relax and get away from the daily routines. They enjoy 

good food and beverages, want to have fun and experience new things with their traveling 

companion. (VisitSweden, 2015) 

If we look at the destination personality characteristics that have been identified for Luleå in 

this study, we can see that they can be related to the three types of global travelers. For 

example the curious traveler could respond to the traits unique, original and dynamic. 

Whereas the outdoor enthusiasts could be in line with the traits active, warm, reliable, 

responsible, stable, sincere, unique and honest. The holiday hedonists could connect to warm, 

dynamic, unique and reliable. Therefore VisitLuleå could consider all three types of global 

travelers for their marketing efforts and consider which personality traits that should be 

highlight in their marketing campaigns. Furthermore consider what the international tourists 
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of Sweden are looking for and what do Luleå have to offer out of that. Then decide if all three 

groups will be targeted or not. 

In the profile analysis of the respondents in this thesis it could be seen that the average 

respondent of the questionnaire is female, between the age of 18-29, single, from Sweden, 

have no children, have a bachelor degree, and has an annual income of 19 500 € -39 999 € 

(179 790-368 791 Swedish Crowns), the majority of the visitors of Luleå was also traveling 

alone. It could be assumed that the average visitor of Luleå should also fit this profile. 

Connecting this to the global traveler types, it could be assumed that the average visitor of 

Luleå fit the curious traveler or the outdoor enthusiast profile the best. However it needs to be 

considered that the food and beverage businesses in Luleå have really been developed this 

past year, and could therefore become a city that the holiday hedonists wants to travel to.  

When it comes to the international visitors of Luleå the majority comes from the U.S. with 18 

percent out of the international respondents, 14 percent from Germany, 10 percent from 

France, 8 percent from England, as well as 8 percent from Finland, finally 6 percent from 

Spain. This is an indication of where VisitLuleå should put the main focus of their marketing 

efforts. However if they want the main target to be one of the countries with a lower 

percentage, this is also an indication if they are reaching the target groups of their marketing 

efforts or not and if they need to reconsider their strategies and marketing efforts.  

The main reason for visiting Luleå according to the frequencies analysis performed on the 

respondents demographic and travel information in this thesis was to visit family and 

thereafter education. This indicates that it could be beneficial to market activates and 

experiences that are targeting families. Additionally that VisitLuleå and other businesses in 

the city could benefit from cooperating with LTU, in order to attract more visitors interested 

in education. Also that the city could benefit from a cooperation with LTU in order to get 

visiting students more involved in the city center and other activities the city has to offer as a 

whole. If these groups (visiting family and education) is not the main target of VisitLuleå, 

then they need to consider how to reach the target groups more efficiently and with what 

offerings, as well as consider what the personality of these target groups are and how this 

connects to Luleå and Luleå’s own personality. 
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6.6 Limitations 

Some limitations with this thesis need to be acknowledged, in line with Hosany et al.’s 

(2006); Ekinici & Hosany (2006); Usakli & Baloglu (2011); Kilic & Sop (2012); Hultman et 

al. (2015) studies, destination personality was measured in this thesis with a scale (Hultman et 

al., 2015) based on Aaker’s (1997) BPS, which was constructed to measure brand 

personalities and not destinations. Due to this the traits in the scale might not be fully accurate 

in measuring destinations personality characteristics (Hosany et al., 2006). In order to address 

this limitation, the newest scale used to measure destination personality from the literature 

review was selected for this thesis.  

Another limitation with this thesis is the sample size, due to this the findings cannot be 

generalized over the tourist population as a whole, nor other product categories (Hosany et al., 

2006). This study only focused on people that have visited Luleå, therefore the findings can 

only be generalized to some extent about that target population. Furthermore the way of 

collecting data needs to be addressed. Since the questionnaire was distributed online it needs 

to be considered that the data might be misleading or inaccurate. One reason for this could be 

that people that do not fit the sample selected for this thesis might have responded to the 

questionnaire. This was tried to be avoided by providing a description of the people needed. 

A possible limitation of this thesis work could also be that there is only one author. This could 

lead to bias opinions based on the authors own perceptions and opinions, as well as only one 

perspective on the information and data gathered. This limitation has been dealt with by 

having a supervisor that have gone through all parts of the thesis, providing guidance and 

suggestions on areas that might need some further work. Fellow students, friends and family 

have also reviewed the thesis in order to assess the content and structure. Through this the 

author has received feedback and other perceptions, opinions and perspectives, which have 

helped in finalizing this thesis. 

Furthermore the knowledge level of the author needs to be considered. The author is a master 

student that have conducted three research studies before, however this is the first research 

study at this level and size conducted by the researcher. Therefore there might be some areas 

missed or that could need further work in order for this thesis to reach the required standard.  
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Appendix 1: Questionnaire Guide 

 

Thank you for accepting to participate in this study, all responses are 

anonymous and responses cannot be traced to a particular individual. Your 

answers are essential to the analysis of Luleå’s destination personality and 

tourism, and will help in drawing final conclusions and recommendations in 

this study.   

___________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Destination personality traits (Hultman et al., 2015) 

___________________________________________________________________________ 

Rate each of the below items on how much you agree that it is describing Luleå’s 

personality, think of Luleå as if it was a person. 

Scale description 

1 (Strongly disagree), 2 (Disagree), 3 (Somewhat disagree), 4 (Neither agree nor disagree),   

5 (Somewhat agree), 6 (Agree), 7 (Strongly agree) 

         Strongly disagree             Strongly agree     

Charming  1              2         3             4            5            6             7                     

Original  1              2         3             4            5            6             7                     

Imaginative 1              2         3             4            5            6             7                    

Exciting  1              2         3             4            5            6             7                     

Unique 1              2         3             4            5            6             7                     

Spirited 1              2         3             4            5            6             7                     

Upper-class  1              2         3             4            5            6             7                     

Glamorous 1              2         3             4            5            6             7                     

Elegant 1              2         3             4            5            6             7                     

Sophisticated  1              2         3             4            5            6             7                     

Trendy  1              2         3             4            5            6             7                     
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Energetic 1              2         3             4            5            6             7                     

Active  1              2         3             4            5            6             7                     

Dynamic  1              2         3             4            5            6             7                     

Lively  1              2         3             4            5            6             7                     

Reliable  1              2         3             4            5            6             7                     

Responsible  1              2         3             4            5            6             7                     

Stable  1              2         3             4            5            6             7                     

Sincere 1              2         3             4            5            6             7                     

Honest  1              2         3             4            5            6             7                     

Funny  1              2         3             4            5            6             7                     

Warm 1              2         3             4            5            6             7                     

Cheerful  1              2         3             4            5            6             7                     

Tough  1              2         3             4            5            6             7                     

Rugged  1              2         3             4            5            6             7                     

Bold 1              2         3             4            5            6             7                     

___________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Tourist-destination identification and self-congruity. 

___________________________________________________________________________ 

Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe how you see yourself  

(Hultman et al., 2015) 

Luleå fits well to me. 

         Strongly disagree             Strongly agree     

 1              2         3             4            5            6             7                     
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I strongly identify with Luleå. 

         Strongly disagree             Strongly agree     

 1              2         3             4            5            6             7                     

 

I feel attached to Luleå. 

         Strongly disagree             Strongly agree     

 1              2         3             4            5            6             7                     

 

(Kilic and Sop, 2012) 

The personality of Luleå is consistent with my personality characteristics. 

         Strongly disagree             Strongly agree     

 1              2         3             4            5            6             7                     

Luleå has some of the personality characteristics that I would like to see on me. 

         Strongly disagree             Strongly agree     

 1              2         3             4            5            6             7                     

As I see, Luleå and I are perceived as similar in terms of personality by the people around 

me. 

         Strongly disagree             Strongly agree     

 1              2         3             4            5            6             7                     

I would like to be perceived as similar to the personality of Luleå. 

         Strongly disagree             Strongly agree     

 1              2         3             4            5            6             7                     
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___________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Behavioral intentions and Promotional behavior 

___________________________________________________________________________ 

Answer the below mentioned questions by rating on how likely it is that you would 

perform them. 

(Kilic and Spo, 2012) 

Do you intend to revisit Luleå within two years? 

       Extremely unlikely             Extremely likely    

 1              2         3             4            5            6             7                     

Would you recommend Luleå to your friends or the people around you? 

       Extremely unlikely                   Extremely likely 

 1              2         3             4            5            6             7                     

 

Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe your behavior. (Hultman et al., 

2015) 

1 (Strongly disagree), 2 (Disagree), 3 (Somewhat disagree), 4 (Neither agree nor disagree),   

5 (Somewhat agree), 6 (Agree), 7 (Strongly agree) 

 

I bring up Luleå in a positive way in conversations I have with friends and acquaintances. 

         Strongly disagree             Strongly agree     

 1              2         3             4            5            6             7                     

I talk up Luleå to people I know. 

         Strongly disagree             Strongly agree     

 1              2         3             4            5            6             7                     

 



Matchmaking in Luleå: The importance of destination personality and tourist/visitor personality fit 

83 | P a g e  

 

 

In a social situation, I often speak favorably about Luleå. 

         Strongly disagree             Strongly agree     

 1              2         3             4            5            6             7                     

 

___________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Demographic Profile of Respondents (Adapted from Kilic and Sop, 2012) 

___________________________________________________________________________ 

Gender 

Male  

Female 

Other 

Age 

18-29 

30-39 

40-49 

50-59 

60-64 

65+ 

 

Marital Status 

Married 

Single 

Other 
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Country of residence (Adapted from Murphy et al., 2007) 

Sweden 

International  

 

If you responded international, in which country do you live? 

Open ended question 

 

Number of dependent children 

0 

1-2 

3+ 

 

Education level (Adapted from Kilic and Sop, 2012; Baloglu et al., 2014) 

Primary school 

High school 

Vocational school (Swedish translation; yrkesskola) 

Some university 

University  

Master 

PhD 
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Annual Household income (Adapted from Kilic and Sop, 2012; Baloglu et al., 2014) 

Less than 19 500 € (Exchange rate 1 € is 9,22 Swedish crowns 12/04-16) 

19 500 € - 39 999 € 

40 000 € - 49 999 € 

50 000 € - 59 999 € 

60 000 € or more 

 

Traveling with whom 

Alone 

Spouse/Partner 

Family/Relatives 

Friends 

Tour Group 

 

Reason for visit Luleå (My own contribution) 

Vacation 

Visit Family 

Visit Friend 

Business/Work 

Education 

Other 
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If you responded other, what was the reason for your visit? 

Open ended question 

 

Previously visited Luleå (Adapted from Murphy et al., 2007) 

Yes 

No 

 

If you answered Yes, how many times? 

1 

2-3 

4-5 

6+ 

 

Planning to visit Luleå again (Adapted from Murphy et al., 2007) 

Yes 

No 

 

If you responded Yes, what is the reason for a revisit to Luleå? (My own contribution) 

Open ended question 

If you responded No, what is the reason for not revisiting Luleå? (Adapted from Murphy et 

al., 2007) 

Open ended question  
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Appendix 2: Questionnaire for Respondents 
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Appendix 3: Frequencies Analysis 

The frequencies analysis performed in this thesis was based on the numbers presented in this 

appendix.  

3.1 Destination Personality 

 

3.2 Self-Congruity 

 

3.3 Tourist-Destination Identification 
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3.4 Promotional Behavior 

3.5 Behavioral Intentions 
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Appendix 4: Cross-Tabulations 

The Cross-tabulation analysis performed in this thesis was based on the numbers presented in 

this appendix.  

4.1 Destination Personality & Behavioral Intentions 
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4.2 Self-Congruity & Behavioral Intentions 
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4.3 Self-Congruity & Promotional Behavior 
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4.4 Tourist-Destination Identification & Promotional Behavior 
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4.5 Tourist-Destination Identification & Behavioral Intentions 
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Appendix 5: International or Swedish 

The analysis made in order to see if there were any differences in the perception of 

International or Swedish visitors of Luleå was done using these numbers.  

5.1 Destination Personality & International or Swedish  
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5.2 Self-Congruity & International or Swedish 
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5.3 Tourist-Destination Identification & International or Swedish 
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5.4 Promotional Behavior & International or Swedish 

 

 

5.5 Behavioral Intentions & International or Swedish 
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Appendix 6: Linear Regression Analysis 

The regression analyses were performed in IBM SPSS Statistics, the statistical analysis of the 

data was conducted on these bases; the regression type used was linear regression analysis, 

which is used when a value of a variable is predicted based on the value of another value. The 

dependent variable is the one that is trying to be predicted, otherwise known as the outcome 

variable. The variable that is used to predict the value of the dependent variable is known as 

the independent variable, also known as the predictor. The model of summery provides 

information about correlation between the variables (R) and how much the total variation of 

the dependent variable is explained by the independent variable, in percent (R Square). The 

ANOVA table shows how the level on which the regression equation fits the data, thereby 

predicts the dependent variable, by looking at the Sig. value we can see if the fit is significant. 

If the Sig. value is P < 0.05 then the model is statistically significant in predicting the 

outcome variable. The coefficients table can provide information on how to predict 

promotional behavior or behavioral intentions from self-congruity, tourist-destination 

identification or destination personality. Furthermore it shows if the independent variable 

provides statistical significant to the model. 
1
 

A scatterplot is a good way to showcase the connection between two variables, it can also 

show if there are any data that stands out a lot. Scatterplots also makes it easier to see the 

connection between variables the pure numbers, however if there are too many data points it 

can be hard to read out a connection in a scatterplot. In order to make it easier to see the 

connections, a regression line can be added to the scatterplot. If the regression line is pointing 

diagonally upwards there is a positive connection between the two variables. If there is a 

diagonally downward pointing line there is a negative connection. 
2
 All of the scatterplots but 

one showed a positive connection whit a straight regression line, however in this Appendix a 

loess line was chosen in order to show a more accurate connection of the independent and 

dependent variables.  

 

  

                                                 
1 https://statistics.laerd.com/spss-tutorials/linear-regression-using-spss-statistics.php  (2016-05-21) 
2 https://spssakuten.wordpress.com/2010/01/12/scatterplots/ (2016-05-21) 

https://statistics.laerd.com/spss-tutorials/linear-regression-using-spss-statistics.php
https://spssakuten.wordpress.com/2010/01/12/scatterplots/
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6.1 Destination Personality and Behavioral Intentions 

This section covers the regression analysis of destination personalit and how it connects to 

behavioral intentions to revisit or recommend Luleå. The analysis is conducted on each of the 

traits that were identified as describing Luleå the best. 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,161
a
 ,026 ,018 1,762 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Rate each of the below items on how much 

you agree that they are describing Luleå’s personality,...-1 Charming 

 

ANOVA
a
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 9,881 1 9,881 3,183 ,077
b
 

Residual 369,359 119 3,104   

Total 379,240 120    

a. Dependent Variable: Answer the below mentioned questions by rating on how likely it is that you 

would perform them.-Do you intend to revisit Luleå within the next two years? 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Rate each of the below items on how much you agree that they are 

describing Luleå’s personality,...-1 Charming 

 

Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 4,620 ,681  6,782 ,000 

Rate each of the below 

items on how much you 

agree that they are 

describing Luleå’s 

personality,...-1 Charming 

,220 ,123 ,161 1,784 ,077 

a. Dependent Variable: Answer the below mentioned questions by rating on how likely it is that you would perform 

them.-Do you intend to revisit Luleå within the next two years? 
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Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,455
a
 ,207 ,200 1,245 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Rate each of the below items on how much 

you agree that they are describing Luleå’s personality,...-1 Charming 

 

ANOVA
a
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 48,134 1 48,134 31,058 ,000
b
 

Residual 184,428 119 1,550   

Total 232,562 120    

a. Dependent Variable: Answer the below mentioned questions by rating on how likely it is that you 

would perform them.-Would you recommend Luleå to your friends or the people around you? 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Rate each of the below items on how much you agree that they are 

describing Luleå’s personality,...-1 Charming 

 

 



Matchmaking in Luleå: The importance of destination personality and tourist/visitor personality fit 

110 | P a g e  

 

 

 

Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 3,144 ,481  6,532 ,000 

Rate each of the below 

items on how much you 

agree that they are 

describing Luleå’s 

personality,...-1 Charming 

,485 ,087 ,455 5,573 ,000 

a. Dependent Variable: Answer the below mentioned questions by rating on how likely it is that you would perform 

them.-Would you recommend Luleå to your friends or the people around you? 

 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,080
a
 ,006 -,002 1,780 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Rate each of the below items on how much 

you agree that they are describing Luleå’s personality,...-5 Unique 



Matchmaking in Luleå: The importance of destination personality and tourist/visitor personality fit 

111 | P a g e  

 

ANOVA
a
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 2,400 1 2,400 ,758 ,386
b
 

Residual 376,840 119 3,167   

Total 379,240 120    

a. Dependent Variable: Answer the below mentioned questions by rating on how likely it is that you 

would perform them.-Do you intend to revisit Luleå within the next two years? 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Rate each of the below items on how much you agree that they are 

describing Luleå’s personality,...-5 Unique 

Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 5,288 ,612  8,641 ,000 

Rate each of the below 

items on how much you 

agree that they are 

describing Luleå’s 

personality,...-5 Unique 

,099 ,114 ,080 ,870 ,386 

a. Dependent Variable: Answer the below mentioned questions by rating on how likely it is that you would perform 

them.-Do you intend to revisit Luleå within the next two years? 
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Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,375
a
 ,141 ,133 1,296 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Rate each of the below items on how much 

you agree that they are describing Luleå’s personality,...-5 Unique 

ANOVA
a
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 32,700 1 32,700 19,470 ,000
b
 

Residual 199,862 119 1,680   

Total 232,562 120    

a. Dependent Variable: Answer the below mentioned questions by rating on how likely it is that you 

would perform them.-Would you recommend Luleå to your friends or the people around you? 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Rate each of the below items on how much you agree that they are 

describing Luleå’s personality,...-5 Unique 

 

Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 3,856 ,446  8,652 ,000 

Rate each of the below 

items on how much you 

agree that they are 

describing Luleå’s 

personality,...-5 Unique 

,367 ,083 ,375 4,413 ,000 

a. Dependent Variable: Answer the below mentioned questions by rating on how likely it is that you would perform 

them.-Would you recommend Luleå to your friends or the people around you? 
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Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,231
a
 ,053 ,045 1,737 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Rate each of the below items on how much 

you agree that they are describing Luleå’s personality,...-13 Active 

 

ANOVA
a
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 20,246 1 20,246 6,711 ,011
b
 

Residual 358,994 119 3,017   

Total 379,240 120    

a. Dependent Variable: Answer the below mentioned questions by rating on how likely it is that you 

would perform them.-Do you intend to revisit Luleå within the next two years? 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Rate each of the below items on how much you agree that they are 

describing Luleå’s personality,...-13 Active 
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Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 4,240 ,623  6,805 ,000 

Rate each of the below 

items on how much you 

agree that they are 

describing Luleå’s 

personality,...-13 Active 

,292 ,113 ,231 2,591 ,011 

a. Dependent Variable: Answer the below mentioned questions by rating on how likely it is that you would perform 

them.-Do you intend to revisit Luleå within the next two years? 

 

 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,453
a
 ,205 ,198 1,246 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Rate each of the below items on how much 

you agree that they are describing Luleå’s personality,...-13 Active 
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ANOVA
a
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 47,695 1 47,695 30,701 ,000
b
 

Residual 184,867 119 1,554   

Total 232,562 120    

a. Dependent Variable: Answer the below mentioned questions by rating on how likely it is that you 

would perform them.-Would you recommend Luleå to your friends or the people around you? 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Rate each of the below items on how much you agree that they are 

describing Luleå’s personality,...-13 Active 

 

Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 3,355 ,447  7,505 ,000 

Rate each of the below 

items on how much you 

agree that they are 

describing Luleå’s 

personality,...-13 Active 

,448 ,081 ,453 5,541 ,000 

a. Dependent Variable: Answer the below mentioned questions by rating on how likely it is that you would perform 

them.-Would you recommend Luleå to your friends or the people around you? 
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Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,070
a
 ,005 -,003 1,781 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Rate each of the below items on how much 

you agree that they are describing Luleå’s personality,...-16 Reliable 

 

ANOVA
a
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 1,884 1 1,884 ,594 ,442
b
 

Residual 377,355 119 3,171   

Total 379,240 120    

a. Dependent Variable: Answer the below mentioned questions by rating on how likely it is that you 

would perform them.-Do you intend to revisit Luleå within the next two years? 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Rate each of the below items on how much you agree that they are 

describing Luleå’s personality,...-16 Reliable 

 

Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 5,213 ,781  6,676 ,000 

Rate each of the below 

items on how much you 

agree that they are 

describing Luleå’s 

personality,...-16 Reliable 

,106 ,138 ,070 ,771 ,442 

a. Dependent Variable: Answer the below mentioned questions by rating on how likely it is that you would perform 

them.-Do you intend to revisit Luleå within the next two years? 
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Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,289
a
 ,084 ,076 1,338 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Rate each of the below items on how much 

you agree that they are describing Luleå’s personality,...-16 Reliable 

 

 

 

ANOVA
a
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 19,464 1 19,464 10,869 ,001
b
 

Residual 213,098 119 1,791   

Total 232,562 120    

a. Dependent Variable: Answer the below mentioned questions by rating on how likely it is that you 

would perform them.-Would you recommend Luleå to your friends or the people around you? 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Rate each of the below items on how much you agree that they are 

describing Luleå’s personality,...-16 Reliable 
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Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 3,860 ,587  6,578 ,000 

Rate each of the below 

items on how much you 

agree that they are 

describing Luleå’s 

personality,...-16 Reliable 

,342 ,104 ,289 3,297 ,001 

a. Dependent Variable: Answer the below mentioned questions by rating on how likely it is that you would perform 

them.-Would you recommend Luleå to your friends or the people around you? 

 

 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,002
a
 ,000 -,008 1,785 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Rate each of the below items on how much 

you agree that they are describing Luleå’s personality,...-17 

Responsible 
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ANOVA
a
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression ,002 1 ,002 ,001 ,980
b
 

Residual 379,238 119 3,187   

Total 379,240 120    

a. Dependent Variable: Answer the below mentioned questions by rating on how likely it is that you 

would perform them.-Do you intend to revisit Luleå within the next two years? 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Rate each of the below items on how much you agree that they are 

describing Luleå’s personality,...-17 Responsible 

 

Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 5,818 ,674  8,633 ,000 

Rate each of the below 

items on how much you 

agree that they are 

describing Luleå’s 

personality,...-17 

Responsible 

-,003 ,126 -,002 -,025 ,980 

a. Dependent Variable: Answer the below mentioned questions by rating on how likely it is that you would perform 

them.-Do you intend to revisit Luleå within the next two years? 
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Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,150
a
 ,023 ,014 1,382 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Rate each of the below items on how much 

you agree that they are describing Luleå’s personality,...-17 

Responsible 

 

ANOVA
a
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 5,266 1 5,266 2,757 ,099
b
 

Residual 227,295 119 1,910   

Total 232,562 120    

a. Dependent Variable: Answer the below mentioned questions by rating on how likely it is that you 

would perform them.-Would you recommend Luleå to your friends or the people around you? 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Rate each of the below items on how much you agree that they are 

describing Luleå’s personality,...-17 Responsible 
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Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 4,911 ,522  9,413 ,000 

Rate each of the below 

items on how much you 

agree that they are 

describing Luleå’s 

personality,...-17 

Responsible 

,162 ,098 ,150 1,660 ,099 

a. Dependent Variable: Answer the below mentioned questions by rating on how likely it is that you would perform 

them.-Would you recommend Luleå to your friends or the people around you? 

 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,031
a
 ,001 -,007 1,784 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Rate each of the below items on how much 

you agree that they are describing Luleå’s personality,...-18 Stable 
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ANOVA
a
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression ,355 1 ,355 ,112 ,739
b
 

Residual 378,884 119 3,184   

Total 379,240 120    

a. Dependent Variable: Answer the below mentioned questions by rating on how likely it is that you 

would perform them.-Do you intend to revisit Luleå within the next two years? 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Rate each of the below items on how much you agree that they are 

describing Luleå’s personality,...-18 Stable 

Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 6,071 ,821  7,392 ,000 

Rate each of the below 

items on how much you 

agree that they are 

describing Luleå’s 

personality,...-18 Stable 

-,049 ,146 -,031 -,334 ,739 

a. Dependent Variable: Answer the below mentioned questions by rating on how likely it is that you would perform 

them.-Do you intend to revisit Luleå within the next two years? 

 

 



Matchmaking in Luleå: The importance of destination personality and tourist/visitor personality fit 

123 | P a g e  

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,069
a
 ,005 -,004 1,395 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Rate each of the below items on how much 

you agree that they are describing Luleå’s personality,...-18 Stable 

 

ANOVA
a
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 1,103 1 1,103 ,567 ,453
b
 

Residual 231,459 119 1,945   

Total 232,562 120    

a. Dependent Variable: Answer the below mentioned questions by rating on how likely it is that you 

would perform them.-Would you recommend Luleå to your friends or the people around you? 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Rate each of the below items on how much you agree that they are 

describing Luleå’s personality,...-18 Stable 

 

Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 5,278 ,642  8,223 ,000 

Rate each of the below 

items on how much you 

agree that they are 

describing Luleå’s 

personality,...-18 Stable 

,086 ,114 ,069 ,753 ,453 

a. Dependent Variable: Answer the below mentioned questions by rating on how likely it is that you would perform 

them.-Would you recommend Luleå to your friends or the people around you? 
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Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,068
a
 ,005 -,004 1,781 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Rate each of the below items on how much 

you agree that they are describing Luleå’s personality,...-19 Sincere 

 

ANOVA
a
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 1,730 1 1,730 ,545 ,462
b
 

Residual 377,510 119 3,172   

Total 379,240 120    

a. Dependent Variable: Answer the below mentioned questions by rating on how likely it is that you 

would perform them.-Do you intend to revisit Luleå within the next two years? 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Rate each of the below items on how much you agree that they are 

describing Luleå’s personality,...-19 Sincere 
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Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 5,350 ,632  8,463 ,000 

Rate each of the below 

items on how much you 

agree that they are 

describing Luleå’s 

personality,...-19 Sincere 

,088 ,120 ,068 ,738 ,462 

a. Dependent Variable: Answer the below mentioned questions by rating on how likely it is that you would perform 

them.-Do you intend to revisit Luleå within the next two years? 

 

 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,204
a
 ,041 ,033 1,369 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Rate each of the below items on how much 

you agree that they are describing Luleå’s personality,...-19 Sincere 
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ANOVA
a
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 9,641 1 9,641 5,147 ,025
b
 

Residual 222,921 119 1,873   

Total 232,562 120    

a. Dependent Variable: Answer the below mentioned questions by rating on how likely it is that you 

would perform them.-Would you recommend Luleå to your friends or the people around you? 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Rate each of the below items on how much you agree that they are 

describing Luleå’s personality,...-19 Sincere 

Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 4,687 ,486  9,648 ,000 

Rate each of the below 

items on how much you 

agree that they are 

describing Luleå’s 

personality,...-19 Sincere 

,209 ,092 ,204 2,269 ,025 

a. Dependent Variable: Answer the below mentioned questions by rating on how likely it is that you would perform 

them.-Would you recommend Luleå to your friends or the people around you? 
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Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,148
a
 ,022 ,014 1,765 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Rate each of the below items on how much 

you agree that they are describing Luleå’s personality,...-20 Honest 

 

ANOVA
a
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 8,318 1 8,318 2,669 ,105
b
 

Residual 370,921 119 3,117   

Total 379,240 120    

a. Dependent Variable: Answer the below mentioned questions by rating on how likely it is that you 

would perform them.-Do you intend to revisit Luleå within the next two years? 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Rate each of the below items on how much you agree that they are 

describing Luleå’s personality,...-20 Honest 

 

Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 4,693 ,698  6,726 ,000 

Rate each of the below 

items on how much you 

agree that they are 

describing Luleå’s 

personality,...-20 Honest 

,210 ,129 ,148 1,634 ,105 

a. Dependent Variable: Answer the below mentioned questions by rating on how likely it is that you would perform 

them.-Do you intend to revisit Luleå within the next two years? 
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Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,278
a
 ,077 ,070 1,343 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Rate each of the below items on how much 

you agree that they are describing Luleå’s personality,...-20 Honest 

 

ANOVA
a
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 18,006 1 18,006 9,987 ,002
b
 

Residual 214,556 119 1,803   

Total 232,562 120    

a. Dependent Variable: Answer the below mentioned questions by rating on how likely it is that you 

would perform them.-Would you recommend Luleå to your friends or the people around you? 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Rate each of the below items on how much you agree that they are 

describing Luleå’s personality,...-20 Honest 
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Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 4,120 ,531  7,765 ,000 

Rate each of the below 

items on how much you 

agree that they are 

describing Luleå’s 

personality,...-20 Honest 

,309 ,098 ,278 3,160 ,002 

a. Dependent Variable: Answer the below mentioned questions by rating on how likely it is that you would perform 

them.-Would you recommend Luleå to your friends or the people around you? 

 

 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,064
a
 ,004 -,004 1,782 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Rate each of the below items on how much 

you agree that they are describing Luleå’s personality,...-2 Original 
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ANOVA
a
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 1,540 1 1,540 ,485 ,487
b
 

Residual 377,699 119 3,174   

Total 379,240 120    

a. Dependent Variable: Answer the below mentioned questions by rating on how likely it is that you 

would perform them.-Do you intend to revisit Luleå within the next two years? 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Rate each of the below items on how much you agree that they are 

describing Luleå’s personality,...-2 Original 

Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 6,224 ,628  9,915 ,000 

Rate each of the below 

items on how much you 

agree that they are 

describing Luleå’s 

personality,...-2 Original 

-,085 ,122 -,064 -,697 ,487 

a. Dependent Variable: Answer the below mentioned questions by rating on how likely it is that you would perform 

them.-Do you intend to revisit Luleå within the next two years? First one with a down leaning line. 
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Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,223
a
 ,050 ,042 1,363 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Rate each of the below items on how much 

you agree that they are describing Luleå’s personality,...-2 Original 

 

ANOVA
a
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 11,513 1 11,513 6,198 ,014
b
 

Residual 221,049 119 1,858   

Total 232,562 120    

a. Dependent Variable: Answer the below mentioned questions by rating on how likely it is that you 

would perform them.-Would you recommend Luleå to your friends or the people around you? 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Rate each of the below items on how much you agree that they are 

describing Luleå’s personality,...-2 Original 

 

Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 4,597 ,480  9,572 ,000 

Rate each of the below 

items on how much you 

agree that they are 

describing Luleå’s 

personality,...-2 Original 

,231 ,093 ,223 2,490 ,014 

a. Dependent Variable: Answer the below mentioned questions by rating on how likely it is that you would perform 

them.-Would you recommend Luleå to your friends or the people around you? 
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Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,249
a
 ,062 ,054 1,729 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Rate each of the below items on how much 

you agree that they are describing Luleå’s personality,...-14 Dynamic 

 

ANOVA
a
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 23,480 1 23,480 7,854 ,006
b
 

Residual 355,760 119 2,990   

Total 379,240 120    

a. Dependent Variable: Answer the below mentioned questions by rating on how likely it is that you 

would perform them.-Do you intend to revisit Luleå within the next two years? 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Rate each of the below items on how much you agree that they are 

describing Luleå’s personality,...-14 Dynamic 
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Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 4,302 ,558  7,713 ,000 

Rate each of the below 

items on how much you 

agree that they are 

describing Luleå’s 

personality,...-14 Dynamic 

,313 ,112 ,249 2,802 ,006 

a. Dependent Variable: Answer the below mentioned questions by rating on how likely it is that you would perform 

them.-Do you intend to revisit Luleå within the next two years? 

 

 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,418
a
 ,175 ,168 1,270 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Rate each of the below items on how much 

you agree that they are describing Luleå’s personality,...-14 Dynamic 
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ANOVA
a
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 40,702 1 40,702 25,245 ,000
b
 

Residual 191,860 119 1,612   

Total 232,562 120    

a. Dependent Variable: Answer the below mentioned questions by rating on how likely it is that you 

would perform them.-Would you recommend Luleå to your friends or the people around you? 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Rate each of the below items on how much you agree that they are 

describing Luleå’s personality,...-14 Dynamic 

Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 3,777 ,410  9,222 ,000 

Rate each of the below 

items on how much you 

agree that they are 

describing Luleå’s 

personality,...-14 Dynamic 

,412 ,082 ,418 5,024 ,000 

a. Dependent Variable: Answer the below mentioned questions by rating on how likely it is that you would perform 

them.-Would you recommend Luleå to your friends or the people around you? 

 

 



Matchmaking in Luleå: The importance of destination personality and tourist/visitor personality fit 

135 | P a g e  

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,251
a
 ,063 ,055 1,728 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Rate each of the below items on how much 

you agree that they are describing Luleå’s personality,...-22 Warm 

 

ANOVA
a
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 23,914 1 23,914 8,009 ,005
b
 

Residual 355,326 119 2,986   

Total 379,240 120    

a. Dependent Variable: Answer the below mentioned questions by rating on how likely it is that you 

would perform them.-Do you intend to revisit Luleå within the next two years? 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Rate each of the below items on how much you agree that they are 

describing Luleå’s personality,...-22 Warm 

 

Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 4,445 ,505  8,808 ,000 

Rate each of the below 

items on how much you 

agree that they are 

describing Luleå’s 

personality,...-22 Warm 

,279 ,099 ,251 2,830 ,005 

a. Dependent Variable: Answer the below mentioned questions by rating on how likely it is that you would perform 

them.-Do you intend to revisit Luleå within the next two years? 
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Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,531
a
 ,282 ,276 1,185 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Rate each of the below items on how much 

you agree that they are describing Luleå’s personality,...-22 Warm 

 

 

ANOVA
a
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 65,565 1 65,565 46,721 ,000
b
 

Residual 166,997 119 1,403   

Total 232,562 120    

a. Dependent Variable: Answer the below mentioned questions by rating on how likely it is that you 

would perform them.-Would you recommend Luleå to your friends or the people around you? 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Rate each of the below items on how much you agree that they are 

describing Luleå’s personality,...-22 Warm 
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Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 3,505 ,346  10,131 ,000 

Rate each of the below 

items on how much you 

agree that they are 

describing Luleå’s 

personality,...-22 Warm 

,462 ,068 ,531 6,835 ,000 

a. Dependent Variable: Answer the below mentioned questions by rating on how likely it is that you would perform 

them.-Would you recommend Luleå to your friends or the people around you? 
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6.2 Self-Congruity and Behavioral Intentions 

This section covers the regression analysis of self-congruity and how it connects to behavioral 

intentions to revisit or recommend Luleå. The analysis is conducted on each of the four self-

congruity dimensions; Actual self-congruity, Ideal self-congruity, social self-congruity, and 

Ideal social self-congruity. 

 

6.2.1 Actual Self-Congruity 

This section covers the behavioral intentions to revisit or recommend Luleå in connection to 

actual self-congruity. 

Intention to revisit Luleå 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,371
a
 ,138 ,131 1,657 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned 

statements describe how you see yourself.-The personality of Luleå 

is consistent with my own personality characteristics. 

 

ANOVA
a
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 52,313 1 52,313 19,042 ,000
b
 

Residual 326,927 119 2,747   

Total 379,240 120    

a. Dependent Variable: Answer the below mentioned questions by rating on how likely it is that you would 

perform them.-Do you intend to revisit Luleå within the next two years?  

b. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe how you see yourself.-The 

personality of Luleå is consistent with my own personality characteristics. 
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Coefficients
a 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 3,956 ,449  8,808 ,000 

Rate how well the below 

mentioned statements 

describe how you see 

yourself.-The personality of 

Luleå is consistent with my 

own personality 

characteristics. 

,421 ,097 ,371 4,364 ,000 

a. Dependent Variable: Answer the below mentioned questions by rating on how likely it is that you would perform 

them.-Do you intend to revisit Luleå within the next two years? 
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Intention to recommend Luleå 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,371
a
 ,138 ,131 1,657 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned 

statements describe how you see yourself.-The personality of Luleå is 

consistent with my own personality characteristics. 

ANOVA
a
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 85,199 1 85,199 68,801 ,000
b
 

Residual 147,363 119 1,238   

Total 232,562 120    

a. Dependent Variable: Answer the below mentioned questions by rating on how likely it is that you 

would perform them.-Would you recommend Luleå to your friends or the people around you? 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe how you see 

yourself.-The personality of Luleå is consistent with my own personality characteristics. 

 

Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 3,396 ,302  11,264 ,000 

Rate how well the below 

mentioned statements 

describe how you see 

yourself.-The personality of 

Luleå is consistent with my 

own personality 

characteristics. 

,538 ,065 ,605 8,295 ,000 

a. Dependent Variable: Answer the below mentioned questions by rating on how likely it is that you would perform 

them.-Would you recommend Luleå to your friends or the people around you? 
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6.2.2 Ideal Self-Congruity 

This section covers the behavioral intentions to revisit or recommend Luleå in connection to 

ideal self-congruity. 

Intention to revisit Luleå 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,261
a
 ,068 ,060 1,723 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned 

statements describe how you see yourself.-Luleå has some of the 

personality characteristics that I would like to have myself. 
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ANOVA
a
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 25,804 1 25,804 8,688 ,004
b
 

Residual 353,435 119 2,970   

Total 379,240 120    

a. Dependent Variable: Answer the below mentioned questions by rating on how likely it is that you 

would perform them.-Do you intend to revisit Luleå within the next two years? 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe how you see 

yourself.-Luleå has some of the personality characteristics that I would like to have myself. 

Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 4,424 ,493  8,974 ,000 

Rate how well the below 

mentioned statements 

describe how you see 

yourself.-Luleå has some of 

the personality 

characteristics that I would 

like to have myself. 

,303 ,103 ,261 2,948 ,004 

a. Dependent Variable: Answer the below mentioned questions by rating on how likely it is that you would perform 

them.-Do you intend to revisit Luleå within the next two years? 
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Intention to recommend Luleå 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,494
a
 ,245 ,238 1,215 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned 

statements describe how you see yourself.-Luleå has some of the 

personality characteristics that I would like to have myself. 

 

ANOVA
a
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 56,866 1 56,866 38,515 ,000
b
 

Residual 175,696 119 1,476   

Total 232,562 120    

a. Dependent Variable: Answer the below mentioned questions by rating on how likely it is that you 

would perform them.-Would you recommend Luleå to your friends or the people around you? 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe how you see 

yourself.-Luleå has some of the personality characteristics that I would like to have myself. 
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Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 3,707 ,348  10,665 ,000 

Rate how well the below 

mentioned statements 

describe how you see 

yourself.-Luleå has some of 

the personality 

characteristics that I would 

like to have myself. 

,449 ,072 ,494 6,206 ,000 

a. Dependent Variable: Answer the below mentioned questions by rating on how likely it is that you would perform 

them.-Would you recommend Luleå to your friends or the people around you? 
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6.2.3 Social Self-Congruity 

This section covers the behavioral intentions to revisit or recommend Luleå in connection to 

social self-congruity. 

Intention to revisit Luleå 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,291
a
 ,085 ,077 1,708 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned 

statements describe how you see yourself.-The way I see it, Luleå and I 

are perceived as being similar in terms of personality by the people 

around me. 

 

ANOVA
a
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 32,191 1 32,191 11,038 ,001
b
 

Residual 347,049 119 2,916   

Total 379,240 120    

a. Dependent Variable: Answer the below mentioned questions by rating on how likely it is that you 

would perform them.-Do you intend to revisit Luleå within the next two years? 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe how you see 

yourself.-The way I see it, Luleå and I are perceived as being similar in terms of personality by the 

people around me. 
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Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 4,433 ,440  10,070 ,000 

Rate how well the below 

mentioned statements 

describe how you see 

yourself.-The way I see it, 

Luleå and I are perceived as 

being similar in terms of 

personality by the people 

around me. 

,328 ,099 ,291 3,322 ,001 

a. Dependent Variable: Answer the below mentioned questions by rating on how likely it is that you would perform 

them.-Do you intend to revisit Luleå within the next two years? 
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Intention to recommend Luleå 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,505
a
 ,255 ,249 1,207 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned 

statements describe how you see yourself.-The way I see it, Luleå and I 

are perceived as being similar in terms of personality by the people 

around me. 

 

 

ANOVA
a
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 59,274 1 59,274 40,705 ,000
b
 

Residual 173,288 119 1,456   

Total 232,562 120    

a. Dependent Variable: Answer the below mentioned questions by rating on how likely it is that you 

would perform them.-Would you recommend Luleå to your friends or the people around you? 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe how you see 

yourself.-The way I see it, Luleå and I are perceived as being similar in terms of personality by the 

people around me. 
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Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 3,895 ,311  12,521 ,000 

Rate how well the below 

mentioned statements 

describe how you see 

yourself.-The way I see it, 

Luleå and I are perceived as 

being similar in terms of 

personality by the people 

around me. 

,445 ,070 ,505 6,380 ,000 

a. Dependent Variable: Answer the below mentioned questions by rating on how likely it is that you would perform 

them.-Would you recommend Luleå to your friends or the people around you? 
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6.2.4 Ideal Social Self-Congruity 

This section covers the behavioral intentions to revisit or recommend Luleå in connection to 

ideal social self-congruity. 

Intention to revisit Luleå 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,281
a
 ,079 ,071 1,713 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned 

statements describe how you see yourself.-I would like to be perceived 

as having a similar personality to the personality of Luleå. 

 

 

ANOVA
a
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 30,041 1 30,041 10,237 ,002
b
 

Residual 349,198 119 2,934   

Total 379,240 120    

a. Dependent Variable: Answer the below mentioned questions by rating on how likely it is that you 

would perform them.-Do you intend to revisit Luleå within the next two years? 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe how you see 

yourself.-I would like to be perceived as having a similar personality to the personality of Luleå. 
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Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 4,550 ,421  10,806 ,000 

Rate how well the below 

mentioned statements 

describe how you see 

yourself.-I would like to be 

perceived as having a 

similar personality to the 

personality of Luleå. 

,299 ,093 ,281 3,200 ,002 

a. Dependent Variable: Answer the below mentioned questions by rating on how likely it is that you would perform 

them.-Do you intend to revisit Luleå within the next two years? 
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Intention to recommend Luleå 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,535
a
 ,286 ,280 1,181 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned 

statements describe how you see yourself.-I would like to be perceived 

as having a similar personality to the personality of Luleå. 

ANOVA
a
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 66,574 1 66,574 47,729 ,000
b
 

Residual 165,988 119 1,395   

Total 232,562 120    

a. Dependent Variable: Answer the below mentioned questions by rating on how likely it is that you 

would perform them.-Would you recommend Luleå to your friends or the people around you? 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe how you see 

yourself.-I would like to be perceived as having a similar personality to the personality of Luleå. 

 

Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 3,889 ,290  13,395 ,000 

Rate how well the below 

mentioned statements 

describe how you see 

yourself.-I would like to be 

perceived as having a 

similar personality to the 

personality of Luleå. 

,445 ,064 ,535 6,909 ,000 

a. Dependent Variable: Answer the below mentioned questions by rating on how likely it is that you would perform 

them.-Would you recommend Luleå to your friends or the people around you? 
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6.3 Tourist-Destination Identification and Promotional behavior 

This section covers the regression analysis of tourist-destination identification and how it 

connects to promotional behavior of word of mouth and behavioral intentions to revisit Luleå. 

6.3.1 Tourist-Destination Identification 1 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,530
a
 ,281 ,275 1,086 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned 

statements describe how you see yourself.-I feel that Luleå fits me and 

my personality well. 

ANOVA
a
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 54,961 1 54,961 46,586 ,000
b
 

Residual 140,394 119 1,180   

Total 195,355 120    

a. Dependent Variable: Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe your behavior. -I 

bring up Luleå in a positive way in conversations I have with friends and acquaintances. 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe how you see 

yourself.-I feel that Luleå fits me and my personality well. 
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Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 4,001 ,285  14,033 ,000 

Rate how well the below 

mentioned statements 

describe how you see 

yourself.-I feel that Luleå fits 

me and my personality well. 

,396 ,058 ,530 6,825 ,000 

a. Dependent Variable: Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe your behavior. -I bring up Luleå in a 

positive way in conversations I have with friends and acquaintances. 

 

 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,625
a
 ,391 ,386 1,144 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned 

statements describe how you see yourself.-I feel that Luleå fits me and 

my personality well. 
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ANOVA
a
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 99,911 1 99,911 76,341 ,000
b
 

Residual 155,742 119 1,309   

Total 255,653 120    

a. Dependent Variable: Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe your behavior. -I 

talk up Luleå to people I know. 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe how you see 

yourself.-I feel that Luleå fits me and my personality well. 

Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 2,968 ,300  9,886 ,000 

Rate how well the below 

mentioned statements 

describe how you see 

yourself.-I feel that Luleå fits 

me and my personality well. 

,534 ,061 ,625 8,737 ,000 

a. Dependent Variable: Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe your behavior. -I talk up Luleå to 

people I know. 
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Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,378
a
 ,143 ,136 1,483 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned 

statements describe how you see yourself.-I feel that Luleå fits me and 

my personality well. 

ANOVA
a
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 43,727 1 43,727 19,889 ,000
b
 

Residual 261,628 119 2,199   

Total 305,355 120    

a. Dependent Variable: Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe your behavior. -I 

talk about Luleå in a way that makes it seem better to others. 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe how you see 

yourself.-I feel that Luleå fits me and my personality well. 

 

Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 3,198 ,389  8,217 ,000 

Rate how well the below 

mentioned statements 

describe how you see 

yourself.-I feel that Luleå fits 

me and my personality well. 

,353 ,079 ,378 4,460 ,000 

a. Dependent Variable: Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe your behavior. -I talk about Luleå in 

a way that makes it seem better to others. 
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Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,569
a
 ,324 ,318 1,262 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned 

statements describe how you see yourself.-I feel that Luleå fits me and 

my personality well. 

 

ANOVA
a
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 90,602 1 90,602 56,911 ,000
b
 

Residual 189,447 119 1,592   

Total 280,050 120    

a. Dependent Variable: Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe your behavior. -In 

a social situation, I often speak favorably about Luleå. 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe how you see 

yourself.-I feel that Luleå fits me and my personality well. 
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Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 2,896 ,331  8,744 ,000 

Rate how well the below 

mentioned statements 

describe how you see 

yourself.-I feel that Luleå fits 

me and my personality well. 

,508 ,067 ,569 7,544 ,000 

a. Dependent Variable: Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe your behavior. -In a social situation, 

I often speak favorably about Luleå. 

 

 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,306
a
 ,094 ,086 1,699 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned 

statements describe how you see yourself.-I feel that Luleå fits me and 

my personality well. 
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ANOVA
a
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 35,558 1 35,558 12,312 ,001
b
 

Residual 343,681 119 2,888   

Total 379,240 120    

a. Dependent Variable: Answer the below mentioned questions by rating on how likely it is that you 

would perform them.-Do you intend to revisit Luleå within the next two years? 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe how you see 

yourself.-I feel that Luleå fits me and my personality well. 

 

 

 

Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 4,333 ,446  9,714 ,000 

Rate how well the below 

mentioned statements 

describe how you see 

yourself.-I feel that Luleå fits 

me and my personality well. 

,318 ,091 ,306 3,509 ,001 

a. Dependent Variable: Answer the below mentioned questions by rating on how likely it is that you would perform 

them.-Do you intend to revisit Luleå within the next two years? 
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6.3.2 Tourist-Destination Identification 2 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,643
a
 ,413 ,408 ,982 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned 

statements describe how you see yourself.-I strongly identify with Luleå. 

ANOVA
a
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 80,663 1 80,663 83,693 ,000
b
 

Residual 114,692 119 ,964   

Total 195,355 120    

a. Dependent Variable: Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe your behavior. -I 

bring up Luleå in a positive way in conversations I have with friends and acquaintances. 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe how you see 

yourself.-I strongly identify with Luleå. 
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Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 3,798 ,239  15,891 ,000 

Rate how well the below 

mentioned statements 

describe how you see 

yourself.-I strongly identify 

with Luleå. 

,448 ,049 ,643 9,148 ,000 

a. Dependent Variable: Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe your behavior. -I bring up Luleå in a 

positive way in conversations I have with friends and acquaintances. 

 

 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,719
a
 ,517 ,513 1,019 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned 

statements describe how you see yourself.-I strongly identify with Luleå. 
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ANOVA
a
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 132,111 1 132,111 127,254 ,000
b
 

Residual 123,542 119 1,038   

Total 255,653 120    

a. Dependent Variable: Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe your behavior. -I 

talk up Luleå to people I know. 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe how you see 

yourself.-I strongly identify with Luleå. 

Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 2,834 ,248  11,425 ,000 

Rate how well the below 

mentioned statements 

describe how you see 

yourself.-I strongly identify 

with Luleå. 

,573 ,051 ,719 11,281 ,000 

a. Dependent Variable: Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe your behavior. -I talk up Luleå to 

people I know. 
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Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,500
a
 ,250 ,243 1,388 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned 

statements describe how you see yourself.-I strongly identify with Luleå. 

 

ANOVA
a
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 76,247 1 76,247 39,603 ,000
b
 

Residual 229,108 119 1,925   

Total 305,355 120    

a. Dependent Variable: Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe your behavior. -I 

talk about Luleå in a way that makes it seem better to others. 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe how you see 

yourself.-I strongly identify with Luleå. 

 

 

Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 2,854 ,338  8,450 ,000 

Rate how well the below 

mentioned statements 

describe how you see 

yourself.-I strongly identify 

with Luleå. 

,435 ,069 ,500 6,293 ,000 

a. Dependent Variable: Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe your behavior. -I talk about Luleå in 

a way that makes it seem better to others. 
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Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,693
a
 ,481 ,476 1,106 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned 

statements describe how you see yourself.-I strongly identify with Luleå. 

 

 

ANOVA
a
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 134,605 1 134,605 110,131 ,000
b
 

Residual 145,445 119 1,222   

Total 280,050 120    

a. Dependent Variable: Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe your behavior. -In 

a social situation, I often speak favorably about Luleå. 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe how you see 

yourself.-I strongly identify with Luleå. 
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Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 2,619 ,269  9,733 ,000 

Rate how well the below 

mentioned statements 

describe how you see 

yourself.-I strongly identify 

with Luleå. 

,579 ,055 ,693 10,494 ,000 

a. Dependent Variable: Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe your behavior. -In a social situation, 

I often speak favorably about Luleå. 

 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,516
a
 ,267 ,261 1,529 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned 

statements describe how you see yourself.-I strongly identify with Luleå. 
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ANOVA
a
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 101,158 1 101,158 43,289 ,000
b
 

Residual 278,082 119 2,337   

Total 379,240 120    

a. Dependent Variable: Answer the below mentioned questions by rating on how likely it is that you 

would perform them.-Do you intend to revisit Luleå within the next two years? 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe how you see 

yourself.-I strongly identify with Luleå. 

Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 3,530 ,372  9,486 ,000 

Rate how well the below 

mentioned statements 

describe how you see 

yourself.-I strongly identify 

with Luleå. 

,502 ,076 ,516 6,579 ,000 

a. Dependent Variable: Answer the below mentioned questions by rating on how likely it is that you would perform 

them.-Do you intend to revisit Luleå within the next two years? 
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6.3.3 Tourist-Destination Identification 3 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,650
a
 ,423 ,418 ,973 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned 

statements describe how you see yourself.-I feel attached to Luleå. 

 

 

ANOVA
a
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 82,652 1 82,652 87,269 ,000
b
 

Residual 112,704 119 ,947   

Total 195,355 120    

a. Dependent Variable: Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe your behavior. -I 

bring up Luleå in a positive way in conversations I have with friends and acquaintances. 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe how you see 

yourself.-I feel attached to Luleå. 

 

 

Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 3,494 ,265  13,189 ,000 

Rate how well the below 

mentioned statements 

describe how you see 

yourself.-I feel attached to 

Luleå. 

,461 ,049 ,650 9,342 ,000 

a. Dependent Variable: Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe your behavior. -I bring up Luleå in a 

positive way in conversations I have with friends and acquaintances. 
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Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,742
a
 ,551 ,547 ,982 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned 

statements describe how you see yourself.-I feel attached to Luleå. 

 

 

ANOVA
a
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 140,898 1 140,898 146,109 ,000
b
 

Residual 114,755 119 ,964   

Total 255,653 120    

a. Dependent Variable: Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe your behavior. -I 

talk up Luleå to people I know. 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe how you see 

yourself.-I feel attached to Luleå. 
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Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 2,384 ,267  8,919 ,000 

Rate how well the below 

mentioned statements 

describe how you see 

yourself.-I feel attached to 

Luleå. 

,602 ,050 ,742 12,088 ,000 

a. Dependent Variable: Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe your behavior. -I talk up Luleå to 

people I know. 

 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,520
a
 ,271 ,265 1,368 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned 

statements describe how you see yourself.-I feel attached to Luleå. 
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ANOVA
a
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 82,652 1 82,652 44,164 ,000
b
 

Residual 222,704 119 1,871   

Total 305,355 120    

a. Dependent Variable: Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe your behavior. -I 

talk about Luleå in a way that makes it seem better to others. 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe how you see 

yourself.-I feel attached to Luleå. 

Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 2,494 ,372  6,697 ,000 

Rate how well the below 

mentioned statements 

describe how you see 

yourself.-I feel attached to 

Luleå. 

,461 ,069 ,520 6,646 ,000 

a. Dependent Variable: Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe your behavior. -I talk about Luleå in 

a way that makes it seem better to others. 
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Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,677
a
 ,458 ,454 1,129 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned 

statements describe how you see yourself.-I feel attached to Luleå. 

 

ANOVA
a
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 128,341 1 128,341 100,671 ,000
b
 

Residual 151,708 119 1,275   

Total 280,050 120    

a. Dependent Variable: Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe your behavior. -In 

a social situation, I often speak favorably about Luleå. 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe how you see 

yourself.-I feel attached to Luleå. 

 

 

 

Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 2,333 ,307  7,591 ,000 

Rate how well the below 

mentioned statements 

describe how you see 

yourself.-I feel attached to 

Luleå. 

,575 ,057 ,677 10,034 ,000 

a. Dependent Variable: Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe your behavior. -In a social situation, 

I often speak favorably about Luleå. 
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Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,509
a
 ,259 ,253 1,537 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned 

statements describe how you see yourself.-I feel attached to Luleå. 

 

 

ANOVA
a
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 98,243 1 98,243 41,605 ,000
b
 

Residual 280,997 119 2,361   

Total 379,240 120    

a. Dependent Variable: Answer the below mentioned questions by rating on how likely it is that you 

would perform them.-Do you intend to revisit Luleå within the next two years? 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe how you see 

yourself.-I feel attached to Luleå. 
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Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 3,259 ,418  7,790 ,000 

Rate how well the below 

mentioned statements 

describe how you see 

yourself.-I feel attached to 

Luleå. 

,503 ,078 ,509 6,450 ,000 

a. Dependent Variable: Answer the below mentioned questions by rating on how likely it is that you would perform 

them.-Do you intend to revisit Luleå within the next two years? 
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6.4 Self-Congruity and Promotional Behavior 

This section covers the regression analysis of self-congruity and how it connects to 

Promotional behavior of word-of-mouth. The analysis is conducted on each of the four self-

congruity dimensions; Actual self-congruity, Ideal self-congruity, social self-congruity, and 

Ideal social self-congruity. 

6.4.1 Actual Self-Congruity 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,592
a
 ,350 ,345 1,033 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned 

statements describe how you see yourself.-The personality of Luleå is 

consistent with my own personality characteristics. 

 

ANOVA
a
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 68,450 1 68,450 64,186 ,000
b
 

Residual 126,906 119 1,066   

Total 195,355 120    

a. Dependent Variable: Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe your behavior. -I 

bring up Luleå in a positive way in conversations I have with friends and acquaintances. 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe how you see 

yourself.-The personality of Luleå is consistent with my own personality characteristics. 
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Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 3,715 ,280  13,277 ,000 

Rate how well the below 

mentioned statements 

describe how you see 

yourself.-The personality of 

Luleå is consistent with my 

own personality 

characteristics. 

,482 ,060 ,592 8,012 ,000 

a. Dependent Variable: Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe your behavior. -I bring up Luleå in a 

positive way in conversations I have with friends and acquaintances. 

 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,617
a
 ,380 ,375 1,154 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned 

statements describe how you see yourself.-The personality of Luleå is 

consistent with my own personality characteristics. 
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ANOVA
a
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 97,243 1 97,243 73,050 ,000
b
 

Residual 158,410 119 1,331   

Total 255,653 120    

a. Dependent Variable: Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe your behavior. -I 

talk up Luleå to people I know. 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe how you see 

yourself.-The personality of Luleå is consistent with my own personality characteristics. 

Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 2,913 ,313  9,318 ,000 

Rate how well the below 

mentioned statements 

describe how you see 

yourself.-The personality of 

Luleå is consistent with my 

own personality 

characteristics. 

,575 ,067 ,617 8,547 ,000 

a. Dependent Variable: Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe your behavior. -I talk up Luleå to 

people I know. 
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Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,400
a
 ,160 ,153 1,468 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned 

statements describe how you see yourself.-The personality of Luleå is 

consistent with my own personality characteristics. 

 

ANOVA
a
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 48,881 1 48,881 22,680 ,000
b
 

Residual 256,474 119 2,155   

Total 305,355 120    

a. Dependent Variable: Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe your behavior. -I 

talk about Luleå in a way that makes it seem better to others. 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe how you see 

yourself.-The personality of Luleå is consistent with my own personality characteristics. 

 

 

Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 3,042 ,398  7,648 ,000 

Rate how well the below 

mentioned statements 

describe how you see 

yourself.-The personality of 

Luleå is consistent with my 

own personality 

characteristics. 

,407 ,086 ,400 4,762 ,000 

a. Dependent Variable: Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe your behavior. -I talk about Luleå in 

a way that makes it seem better to others. 
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Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,554
a
 ,306 ,301 1,278 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned 

statements describe how you see yourself.-The personality of Luleå is 

consistent with my own personality characteristics. 

 

ANOVA
a
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 85,813 1 85,813 52,574 ,000
b
 

Residual 194,236 119 1,632   

Total 280,050 120    

a. Dependent Variable: Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe your behavior. -In 

a social situation, I often speak favorably about Luleå. 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe how you see 

yourself.-The personality of Luleå is consistent with my own personality characteristics. 
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Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 2,875 ,346  8,306 ,000 

Rate how well the below 

mentioned statements 

describe how you see 

yourself.-The personality of 

Luleå is consistent with my 

own personality 

characteristics. 

,540 ,074 ,554 7,251 ,000 

a. Dependent Variable: Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe your behavior. -In a social situation, 

I often speak favorably about Luleå. 
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6.4.2 Ideal Self-Congruity 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,484
a
 ,234 ,228 1,121 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned 

statements describe how you see yourself.-Luleå has some of the 

personality characteristics that I would like to have myself. 

 

ANOVA
a
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 45,801 1 45,801 36,444 ,000
b
 

Residual 149,554 119 1,257   

Total 195,355 120    

a. Dependent Variable: Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe your behavior. -I 

bring up Luleå in a positive way in conversations I have with friends and acquaintances. 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe how you see 

yourself.-Luleå has some of the personality characteristics that I would like to have myself. 

 

Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 3,991 ,321  12,445 ,000 

Rate how well the below 

mentioned statements 

describe how you see 

yourself.-Luleå has some of 

the personality 

characteristics that I would 

like to have myself. 

,403 ,067 ,484 6,037 ,000 

a. Dependent Variable: Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe your behavior. -I bring up Luleå in a 

positive way in conversations I have with friends and acquaintances. 
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Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,608
a
 ,370 ,364 1,164 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned 

statements describe how you see yourself.-Luleå has some of the 

personality characteristics that I would like to have myself. 

 

ANOVA
a
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 94,489 1 94,489 69,768 ,000
b
 

Residual 161,164 119 1,354   

Total 255,653 120    

a. Dependent Variable: Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe your behavior. -I 

talk up Luleå to people I know. 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe how you see 

yourself.-Luleå has some of the personality characteristics that I would like to have myself. 
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Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 2,793 ,333  8,391 ,000 

Rate how well the below 

mentioned statements 

describe how you see 

yourself.-Luleå has some of 

the personality 

characteristics that I would 

like to have myself. 

,579 ,069 ,608 8,353 ,000 

a. Dependent Variable: Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe your behavior. -I talk up Luleå to 

people I know. 

 

 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,472
a
 ,223 ,217 1,412 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned 

statements describe how you see yourself.-Luleå has some of the 

personality characteristics that I would like to have myself. 
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ANOVA
a
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 68,172 1 68,172 34,203 ,000
b
 

Residual 237,183 119 1,993   

Total 305,355 120    

a. Dependent Variable: Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe your behavior. -I 

talk about Luleå in a way that makes it seem better to others. 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe how you see 

yourself.-Luleå has some of the personality characteristics that I would like to have myself. 

Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 2,587 ,404  6,406 ,000 

Rate how well the below 

mentioned statements 

describe how you see 

yourself.-Luleå has some of 

the personality 

characteristics that I would 

like to have myself. 

,492 ,084 ,472 5,848 ,000 

a. Dependent Variable: Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe your behavior. -I talk about Luleå in 

a way that makes it seem better to others. 
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Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,527
a
 ,277 ,271 1,304 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned 

statements describe how you see yourself.-Luleå has some of the 

personality characteristics that I would like to have myself. 

 

ANOVA
a
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 77,640 1 77,640 45,646 ,000
b
 

Residual 202,409 119 1,701   

Total 280,050 120    

a. Dependent Variable: Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe your behavior. -In 

a social situation, I often speak favorably about Luleå. 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe how you see 

yourself.-Luleå has some of the personality characteristics that I would like to have myself. 

 

Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 2,850 ,373  7,639 ,000 

Rate how well the below 

mentioned statements 

describe how you see 

yourself.-Luleå has some of 

the personality 

characteristics that I would 

like to have myself. 

,525 ,078 ,527 6,756 ,000 

a. Dependent Variable: Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe your behavior. -In a social situation, 

I often speak favorably about Luleå. 
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6.4.3 Social Self-Congruity 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,486
a
 ,237 ,230 1,119 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned 

statements describe how you see yourself.-The way I see it, Luleå and I 

are perceived as being similar in terms of personality by the people 

around me. 

ANOVA
a
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 46,234 1 46,234 36,895 ,000
b
 

Residual 149,122 119 1,253   

Total 195,355 120    

a. Dependent Variable: Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe your behavior. -I 

bring up Luleå in a positive way in conversations I have with friends and acquaintances. 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe how you see 

yourself.-The way I see it, Luleå and I are perceived as being similar in terms of personality by the 

people around me. 
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Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 4,186 ,289  14,507 ,000 

Rate how well the below 

mentioned statements 

describe how you see 

yourself.-The way I see it, 

Luleå and I are perceived as 

being similar in terms of 

personality by the people 

around me. 

,393 ,065 ,486 6,074 ,000 

a. Dependent Variable: Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe your behavior. -I bring up Luleå in a 

positive way in conversations I have with friends and acquaintances. 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,578
a
 ,334 ,329 1,196 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned 

statements describe how you see yourself.-The way I see it, Luleå and I 

are perceived as being similar in terms of personality by the people 

around me. 
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ANOVA
a
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 85,491 1 85,491 59,786 ,000
b
 

Residual 170,162 119 1,430   

Total 255,653 120    

a. Dependent Variable: Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe your behavior. -I 

talk up Luleå to people I know. 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe how you see 

yourself.-The way I see it, Luleå and I are perceived as being similar in terms of personality by the 

people around me. 

Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 3,199 ,308  10,379 ,000 

Rate how well the below 

mentioned statements 

describe how you see 

yourself.-The way I see it, 

Luleå and I are perceived as 

being similar in terms of 

personality by the people 

around me. 

,534 ,069 ,578 7,732 ,000 

a. Dependent Variable: Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe your behavior. -I talk up Luleå to 

people I know. 

 



Matchmaking in Luleå: The importance of destination personality and tourist/visitor personality fit 

187 | P a g e  

 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,435
a
 ,190 ,183 1,442 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned 

statements describe how you see yourself.-The way I see it, Luleå and I 

are perceived as being similar in terms of personality by the people 

around me. 

 

ANOVA
a
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 57,892 1 57,892 27,839 ,000
b
 

Residual 247,463 119 2,080   

Total 305,355 120    

a. Dependent Variable: Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe your behavior. -I 

talk about Luleå in a way that makes it seem better to others. 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe how you see 

yourself.-The way I see it, Luleå and I are perceived as being similar in terms of personality by the 

people around me. 

Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 2,991 ,372  8,046 ,000 

Rate how well the below 

mentioned statements 

describe how you see 

yourself.-The way I see it, 

Luleå and I are perceived as 

being similar in terms of 

personality by the people 

around me. 

,440 ,083 ,435 5,276 ,000 

a. Dependent Variable: Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe your behavior. -I talk about Luleå in 

a way that makes it seem better to others. 



Matchmaking in Luleå: The importance of destination personality and tourist/visitor personality fit 

188 | P a g e  

 

 

 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,514
a
 ,265 ,259 1,315 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned 

statements describe how you see yourself.-The way I see it, Luleå and I 

are perceived as being similar in terms of personality by the people 

around me. 

 

ANOVA
a
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 74,130 1 74,130 42,839 ,000
b
 

Residual 205,920 119 1,730   

Total 280,050 120    

a. Dependent Variable: Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe your behavior. -In 

a social situation, I often speak favorably about Luleå. 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe how you see 

yourself.-The way I see it, Luleå and I are perceived as being similar in terms of personality by the 

people around me. 
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Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 3,163 ,339  9,327 ,000 

Rate how well the below 

mentioned statements 

describe how you see 

yourself.-The way I see it, 

Luleå and I are perceived as 

being similar in terms of 

personality by the people 

around me. 

,498 ,076 ,514 6,545 ,000 

a. Dependent Variable: Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe your behavior. -In a social situation, 

I often speak favorably about Luleå. 
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6.4.4 Ideal Social Self-Congruity 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,561
a
 ,315 ,310 1,060 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned 

statements describe how you see yourself.-I would like to be perceived 

as having a similar personality to the personality of Luleå. 

 

ANOVA
a
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 61,592 1 61,592 54,794 ,000
b
 

Residual 133,763 119 1,124   

Total 195,355 120    

a. Dependent Variable: Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe your behavior. -I 

bring up Luleå in a positive way in conversations I have with friends and acquaintances. 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe how you see 

yourself.-I would like to be perceived as having a similar personality to the personality of Luleå. 

 

Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 4,034 ,261  15,480 ,000 

Rate how well the below 

mentioned statements 

describe how you see 

yourself.-I would like to be 

perceived as having a 

similar personality to the 

personality of Luleå. 

,428 ,058 ,561 7,402 ,000 

a. Dependent Variable: Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe your behavior. -I bring up Luleå in a 

positive way in conversations I have with friends and acquaintances. 
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Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,648
a
 ,420 ,415 1,116 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned 

statements describe how you see yourself.-I would like to be perceived 

as having a similar personality to the personality of Luleå. 

 

ANOVA
a
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 107,371 1 107,371 86,167 ,000
b
 

Residual 148,282 119 1,246   

Total 255,653 120    

a. Dependent Variable: Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe your behavior. -I 

talk up Luleå to people I know. 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe how you see 

yourself.-I would like to be perceived as having a similar personality to the personality of Luleå. 
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Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,521
a
 ,271 ,265 1,367 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned 

statements describe how you see yourself.-I would like to be perceived 

as having a similar personality to the personality of Luleå. 

 

ANOVA
a
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 82,840 1 82,840 44,302 ,000
b
 

Residual 222,515 119 1,870   

Total 305,355 120    

a. Dependent Variable: Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe your behavior. -I 

talk about Luleå in a way that makes it seem better to others. 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe how you see 

yourself.-I would like to be perceived as having a similar personality to the personality of Luleå. 

 

 



Matchmaking in Luleå: The importance of destination personality and tourist/visitor personality fit 

193 | P a g e  

 

Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 2,748 ,336  8,175 ,000 

Rate how well the below 

mentioned statements 

describe how you see 

yourself.-I would like to be 

perceived as having a 

similar personality to the 

personality of Luleå. 

,496 ,075 ,521 6,656 ,000 

a. Dependent Variable: Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe your behavior. -I talk about Luleå in 

a way that makes it seem better to others. 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,575
a
 ,330 ,325 1,255 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned 

statements describe how you see yourself.-I would like to be perceived 

as having a similar personality to the personality of Luleå. 
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ANOVA
a
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 92,529 1 92,529 58,719 ,000
b
 

Residual 187,521 119 1,576   

Total 280,050 120    

a. Dependent Variable: Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe your behavior. -In 

a social situation, I often speak favorably about Luleå. 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe how you see 

yourself.-I would like to be perceived as having a similar personality to the personality of Luleå. 

Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 3,043 ,309  9,862 ,000 

Rate how well the below 

mentioned statements 

describe how you see 

yourself.-I would like to be 

perceived as having a 

similar personality to the 

personality of Luleå. 

,524 ,068 ,575 7,663 ,000 

a. Dependent Variable: Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe your behavior. -In a social situation, 

I often speak favorably about Luleå. 
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6.5 Tourist-Destination Identification and Recommendation 

This section covers the regression analysis of tourist-destination identification and how it 

connects to behavioral intentions to recommend Luleå.  

6.5.1 Tourist-Destination Identification 1 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,610
a
 ,373 ,367 1,107 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned 

statements describe how you see yourself.-I feel that Luleå fits me and 

my personality well. 

ANOVA
a
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 86,664 1 86,664 70,687 ,000
b
 

Residual 145,898 119 1,226   

Total 232,562 120    

a. Dependent Variable: Answer the below mentioned questions by rating on how likely it is that you 

would perform them.-Would you recommend Luleå to your friends or the people around you? 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe how you see 

yourself.-I feel that Luleå fits me and my personality well. 

Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 3,460 ,291  11,904 ,000 

Rate how well the below 

mentioned statements 

describe how you see 

yourself.-I feel that Luleå fits 

me and my personality well. 

,497 ,059 ,610 8,408 ,000 

a. Dependent Variable: Answer the below mentioned questions by rating on how likely it is that you would perform 

them.-Would you recommend Luleå to your friends or the people around you? 
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6.5.2 Tourist-Destination Identification 2 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,621
a
 ,385 ,380 1,096 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned 

statements describe how you see yourself.-I strongly identify with Luleå. 

ANOVA
a
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 89,643 1 89,643 74,640 ,000
b
 

Residual 142,919 119 1,201   

Total 232,562 120    

a. Dependent Variable: Answer the below mentioned questions by rating on how likely it is that you 

would perform them.-Would you recommend Luleå to your friends or the people around you? 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe how you see 

yourself.-I strongly identify with Luleå. 

Coefficients
a
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Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 3,614 ,267  13,545 ,000 

Rate how well the below 

mentioned statements 

describe how you see 

yourself.-I strongly identify 

with Luleå. 

,472 ,055 ,621 8,639 ,000 

a. Dependent Variable: Answer the below mentioned questions by rating on how likely it is that you would perform 

them.-Would you recommend Luleå to your friends or the people around you? 
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6.5.3 Tourist-Destination Identification 3 

 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,621
a
 ,386 ,381 1,096 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned 

statements describe how you see yourself.-I feel attached to Luleå. 

ANOVA
a
 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 89,734 1 89,734 74,764 ,000
b
 

Residual 142,828 119 1,200   

Total 232,562 120    

a. Dependent Variable: Answer the below mentioned questions by rating on how likely it is that you 

would perform them.-Would you recommend Luleå to your friends or the people around you? 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Rate how well the below mentioned statements describe how you see 

yourself.-I feel attached to Luleå. 

Coefficients
a
 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 3,322 ,298  11,138 ,000 

Rate how well the below 

mentioned statements 

describe how you see 

yourself.-I feel attached to 

Luleå. 

,481 ,056 ,621 8,647 ,000 

a. Dependent Variable: Answer the below mentioned questions by rating on how likely it is that you would perform 

them.-Would you recommend Luleå to your friends or the people around you? 
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