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Abstract

This study aims to empirically reconceptualise destination consumer-based brand equity (D-
CBBE), which is tourists’ perspective of the band equity of a tourism destination. While
brand equity theory has been heavily researched in the general marketing field, many
questions remain unanswered when applying it to a destination context. Although the vast
majority of relevant studies support the multidimensional nature of D-CBBE, there is a lack
of consensus in the tourism literature as to how many dimensions should be included. More
importantly, while existing studies on D-CBBE have largely followed brand theory from the
general branding area, the differences between destinations and general products have not
been clearly considered. To address the above gaps, the D-CBBE model provided in this
study proposes an evolving causal chain formed by individual building blocks, namely:
Destination-Brand Building Block (BBB), Destination-Brand Understanding Block (BUB)
and Destination-Brand Relationship Block (BRB) which led to the development of a strong
overall destination brand equity (OBE). Using the case of Scotland, this study adopts
sequential mixed-methods approach. This, includes qualitative Study 1, a content-analysis
of tourism websites’ information; qualitative Study 2, semi-structured interviews with
tourists; and quantitative Study 3, an e-survey with tourists. The key findings demonstrate
the development of D-CBBE as a causal chain (BBB-> BUB-> BRB) and detect sufficient
combinations of conditions in each block that lead to the next one and, eventually, to the
development of the OBE. The findings of Study 1 and 2 refine and reinforce this D-CBBE
process model. The key findings in Study 3 provide a fine-grained understanding of the
operationalisation of the model by detecting all the complex, causal patterns within this D-
CBBE process, which successfully lead to the OBE. The study also highlights the use of
fuzzy-set qualitative comparative analysis as a novel and valuable method that is uniquely
suited to the examination of complex and dynamic phenomena in the tourism area. Fruitful
managerial implications are offered allowing an advanced, comprehensive view of tourists’
multiple types of reactions towards a destination brand, such as their perceptions,
understanding and feelings, explaining further how all these are operationalised towards the
achievement of a strong OBE. Specifically, destination marketers could develop strong OBE
by improving a combination of core destination characteristics, such as the natural
environment, infrastructure, brand personality, and nostalgia. High levels of OBE could also
be predicted by focusing on tourists’ understanding towards the destination, which combines
awareness, associations and self-connection as core elements. Alternatively, the relationship
between tourists and destinations, including brand trust, intimacy, relevance and partner-

quality can be improved simultaneously to generate a strong destination brand.
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Chapter 1 : Introduction

1.1 Research focus

Tourism destinations have invested in destination brand-building actions and obtained
significant benefits. For example, investment in destination branding enabled around
12,922,151 international visitors to Vietnam in 2017; this was estimated to reach 20 million
by 2020 (Chi et al., 2020). In Canada, the branding of the city of Toronto contributed to a
26% increase in the number of inboard tourists by 2017 (Souiden et al., 2017). In the UK,
the city of Glasgow invested around 3.3 million UK pounds for destination branding between
2004 and 2007. Subsequently, around 42 million UK pounds and 1,000 full-time jobs were

expected to be earned by investment in Glasgow branding strategies (Souiden et al., 2017).

Collectively, destination branding concerns a brand-building process in which a unique
destination brand is established, based on products and services that differentiate it from
competitors, via marketing activities that serve both the tourist and supply side (Frias-
Jamilena et al., 2018). A destination brand is a cluster of geographic entities
comprehensively providing competitive advantages for suppliers and effectively delivering

tourism products, services or experiences (Buhalis, 2000; Kozak & Buhalis, 2019).

Building destinations as brands is a pressing challenge due to the complex characteristics of
the “destination” as a product itself (Wang & Pizam, 2011). Firstly, destinations, the
primarily evaluated units in tourism, comprise a mix of different geographical entities, such
as countries, cities, districts, regions, resorts, hotels and attraction sites (Buhalis, 2000; 2004;
Wong &Teoh, 2015; Cano Guervos et al., 2020). Usually, the bigger the geographic size,
the more complex it is to manage the destination brand (Wang & Pizam, 2011). Secondly,
many elements of destination brands, such as their names, histories, culture, policies and
flags are the existing capital at hand that are uncontrollable or at least semi-dynamic in terms
of marketing (Tasci & Gartner, 2007 in Wang & Pizam, 2011). Thirdly, multiple
stakeholders contribute to the destination brand-building process, for different or even
conflicting objectives (Buhalis, 2000; 2004). These varied stakeholders can be classified as
the supply and demand side according to their goals. The supply side contains stakeholders
that offer services and products, such as tourism offices, visitor bureaus, tourism

development councils, public sector and government as well as tour operators (e.g., Buhalis
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& Fletcher,1995; Buhalis, 2004), while the demand side mainly includes tourists (Pike,

2009).

Having a successful destination brand is important for both the supply and demand side (Pike,
2009). For suppliers, an outstanding destination brand enhances the competitive advantages
for local DMOs to differentiate the destination against competitors offering similar products
or services (Cano Guervos et al., 2020). Subsequently, destination loyalty can be increased
(Pike & Page, 2014). Significant benefit, such as increased sales and premiums can be
created for local tour operators or tourism businesses (Frias-Jamilena et al., 2018). For
tourists, an excellent destination brand would help with reducing their consumption time,

search cost, and possible risk during their travel decision-making process (Pike, 2009).

Many researchers suggest that although both the supply and demand side are important in a
successful destination brand-building process, tourists’ perceptions or reactions towards
destination brands requires special attention (Pike, 2009; Wang & Pizam, 2011; Pike &
Bianchi, 2016; Cano Guervos et al., 2020). To achieve marketing objectives, destinations
should be aware of tourists’ needs or preferences and satisfy tourists” demands (Kozak &
Buhalis, 2019). Even if destination suppliers put effort into developing competitive
advantages and differentiating the destination from competitors, only when the destination
brand is perceived significant by tourists will all these efforts be viewed as successful
(Dedeoglu et al., 2019).

Thus, decoding destination consumer-based brand equity (D-CBBE) is a priority, since it
captures tourists’ perceptions and reactions towards suppliers’ efforts and, consequently,
destination brand (Cano Guervos et al., 2020; Frias et al., 2020). Understanding and
assessing destination brand from the tourists’ perspective provides destination marketers
valuable insights and performance indicators concerning the effectiveness of their marketing
efforts (Chekalina et al., 2018). Examining D-CBBE provides practical value to destination

stakeholders investing in destination brand development (Bianchi & Pike, 2011).

Existing literature in the destination brand equity area (Pike & Bianchi, 2016; Rodriguez-
Molina et al., 2019) heavily relies on the general branding theory and traditional models of
Consumer-Based Brand Equity (CBBE) (e.g., Aaker, 1991; 1996; Keller, 1993; 2003).
However, this means that they have inherited not only the strengths of the existing theory on

CBBE, but also its weaknesses.
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Specifically, and in line with the literature on CBBE, the majority of tourism studies

conceptualise D-CBBE as a construct including multiple dimensions. Identification of these
dimensions is based exclusively on CBBE conceptualisations (e.g., Aaker, 1991; Keller,
1996; Yoo & Donthu, 2001). Frequently used conceptualisations, such as Aaker (1991;
1996), consider CBBE as a multidimensional construct, containing brand awareness,
associations, perceived quality, loyalty and other brand assets. Yoo et al. (2000) further add

overall brand equity as an outcome of the dimensions of CBBE.

Although researchers agree on the multidimensional nature of D-CBBE, and several studies
further suggest including more dimensions (e.g., Frias-Jamilena et al., 2018; Cano Guervos
etal., 2020) a lack of consensus remains regarding the number or nature of which dimensions

constitute D-CBBE in the destination branding area.

Much research in both destination and general branding focuses on CBBE as a process to
understand its development (e.g., Keller, 2001; Chekalina et al., 2018). However, these are
purely conceptual ideas without sufficient empirical documentation. For example, in the
general branding area, some research (e.g., Teichert & Schontag, 2010; Ozsomer, 2012)
ideally views product branding as a ‘memory-associative network’ or process. Keller (2001)
conceptually considers CBBE as a ‘brand equity pyramid” whereby different brand-building
blocks form a hierarchical process. The achievement of each block depends on the success
of the previous. Similarly, in the tourism destination context, Pike (2007) and Chekalina et
al. (2018) support Keller’s idea of the ‘brand equity pyramid’ in the destination context while

not fully demonstrating a D-CBBE process in their results.

Essentially, possible differences between destinations and general products have not been
fully considered by previous studies adapting traditional CBBE models into the tourism
destination context (e.g., Boo et al., 2009; Bianchi and Pike, 2011; Bianchi et al., 2014). For
example, Bianchi et al. (2014) developed a D-CBBE model which directly draws on Aaker
(1991; 1993) and Keller (2003). Thus, existing D-CBBE models are adapted from CBBE

without clarifying the differences between destinations and general products.

Regardless of the various D-CBBE models in previous literature, researchers agree that D-
CBBE is complex, dynamic and idiosyncratic. Firstly, its complexity. Tourists’ reactions
towards a destination are varied at different levels, which have been embodied by the
multiple dimensions of D-CBBE in previous tourism literature. Secondly, D-CBBE is

dynamic. Studies have detected many elements that can either directly or indirectly



17
contribute to the formation of D-CBBE within a dynamic international environment. Thirdly,

D-CBBE is idiosyncratic in nature. Previous literature, within different destination contexts,
suggests various causal pathways that can lead to strong brand equity (e.g., Im et al., 2012;
Tran et al., 2019). Different tourists usually have idiosyncratic associations with a specific

destination brand.

In contrast, the vast majority of studies (e.g., Chekalina et al., 2018; Cano Guervos et al.,
2020) use regression-based techniques which cannot fully capture the above characteristics
(Fiss, 2011; Frosen et al., 2016; Woodside, 2013; 2014). Firstly, regression analysis focuses
on net effects, meaning that it focuses on the impact of each hypothesised independent
variable on a dependent variable separately, although more than one independent variable is
included in an equation. Thus, either negative or positive relationships are usually found
within each net effect which, however, neglects the reality that ‘not all the cases in the data
support a negative or positive relationship between the independent and dependent variables’
(Woodside, 2013, p. 464). Secondly, regression-based techniques test only symmetrical
relationships, meaning that low/high values of independent variables are associated with
low/high values of dependent variables. However, scholars argue that different combinations
of conditions can lead to high scores in the outcome condition; thus, asymmetrical rather
than symmetrical relationships should be the reality (Fiss, 2011; Woodside, 2013; 2014).

Recent studies embrace the idea of CBBE as a process (Figure 1.1). Chatzipanagiotou et al.
(2016) conceptualise CBBE as an evolving process, formed by three blocks (brand building,
understanding, and relationship block) where overall brand equity is the outcome. The brand
building block captures the outcome of marketing activities; the brand understanding block
collects consumers’ brand understanding and knowledge; the brand relationship block
includes the emotional relationships consumers have with the brand. They use the fuzzy-set
qualitative comparative analysis (fs/fQCA) and adopt complexity theory to decode this
CBBE process. Specifically, three main tenets of complexity theory (Ragin, 2008;
Woodside, 2013; 2014) explain how to capture the complex phenomenon of CBBE. Firstly,
causal complexity, meaning a combination of many dimensions of CBBE can lead to high
levels of brand equity simultaneously, rather than solely focusing on the impact from one
factor to another. Secondly, equifinality, suggesting that multiple dimensions of CBBE
combine as alternative pathways to sufficiently predict the same outcome: simultaneous
strong brand equity. Thirdly, causal asymmetry, meaning if certain dimensions of CBBE

can predict strong brand equity, does not mean that the absence of these dimension leading
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to low levels of brand equity. The combination of factors that lead to weak brand equity

needs extra examination.

Many concrete examples, in multiple research fields, demonstrate that fs/QCA can eliminate
the shortcomings of traditional regression-based methods in explaining complex
mechanisms in various fields (e.g., Basurto, 2013; Blackman, 2013; Stevenson, 2013;
Johansson & Kask, 2017) and in marketing (e.g., Gounaris et al., 2016; Ordanini et al., 2014;
Woodside & Zhang, 2013; Woodside, 2015b). For example, Woodside and Zhang (2013)
demonstrate the configurational influence of cultural factors, such as marketing integration
and large community size, on fairness and punishment in ephemeral exchanges. Basurto
(2013) discovers solutions that combine multiple factors for dealing with conflicts during
the development of new services. Woodside (2015b) detects the limitations of using

regression-based techniques in evaluating business-to-business theory construction.

Although recent studies propose the CBBE process model for general products or service
brands, spanning goods, banks, coffee shops and online retailers, it is not enough to explain
the complex and dynamic characteristics of D-CBBE in the tourism context. Specific
characteristics of a tourism destination brand should be further explored. Subsequently, the
multidimensional and extremely complex nature of D-CBBE requires further examination
regarding the interrelationships within a refined D-CBBE process model. Thus, it is

significant to view the D-CBBE as a process.

1.2 Research purpose and objective

To address the identified research gaps, this research aims to understand destination
consumer-based brand equity (D-CBBE) as a process and identify the evolving stages
(blocks) of this process. Specifically, this research aims at:

(a) conceptualising D-CBBE as a process;

(b) exploring possible dimensions in this process;

(c) detecting the operationalisation of this process;

(d) examining any similarities and difference between visitors’ opinions and non-visitors’

perceptions about the same destination.
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Figure 1.1. Consumer-based brand equity model by Chatzipanagiotou et al. (2016)
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Source: Chatzipanagiotou et al. (2016, p. 5481)
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1.3 Research methodology

To achieve the research aims, exploratory sequential mixed-methods, guided by a post-
positivism paradigm were conducted in the context of Scotland, targeting American tourists.
Scotland is a country occupying the northern side of Great Britain (Scotland is Now, 2019)
and shares a border with England. The selection of Scotland as a research context is because
Scotland not only shares common features with other destinations but also has specific
characteristics distinguishing it from competitors. Reports commissioned by Euromonitor
show that some megatrends in the development of global tourism have stimulated the
Scottish government to put a lot of effort into its tourism industry (Scottish Tourism Alliance,
2019a). Usually, existing destination branding literature would choose samples from a
specific country or several specific cities. According to reports published by VisitScotland,
since 2016, the USA was ranked first in the top 10 inbound non-EU countries to Scotland
(VisitScotland, 2019). Thus, American tourists were selected as the target population.

This research involves three studies: Study 1: Content analysis of Scottish tourism websites’
information for identifying major attributes of Scotland promoted by destination marketers.
Study 1 is important since it provides basic information about Scotland and helps the
researcher become familiarised with the attributes of Scotland highlighted by the supply side.

It also directs the development of the interview guide in Study 2.

Study 2: Semi-structured interviews identify tourists’ perceived attributes, cognitive
reactions (understanding), affective reactions (emotional relationships between tourists and
Scotland), as well as the conative reactions towards Scotland. Study 2 is necessary for
informing the development of the proposed D-CBBE process model and the research

propositions.

Study 3: An e-survey containing two phases of questionnaires. Phase one identified valuable
participants for the second phase. Phase two mainly confirmed the research propositions and
detected the operationalisation of D-CBBE as a process. Questionnaires were distributed
through the MTurk platform to visitors and non-visitors and the fs/ QCA was used for data

analysis.
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1.4 Expected contributions

This research expects to make contributions via three perspectives: Theoretically, it will
contribute to the tourism literature by viewing D-CBBE as a process rather than a construct,
thus supporting the configural nature of D-CBBE. Within the D-CBBE process, it will
comprehensively cover all possible tourist reactions as additional dimensions of D-CBBE
and provide a clear classification of tourist reactions into cognitive, affective and conative
stages. Deviating from prevalent research in the tourism area supporting the “one fits all”
solution this research expects to make a contribution concerning the theoretical causal

‘recipes’ leading to strong destination brands.

Methodologically, the fs/QCA method is a novel, methodological approach to provide
insights into the operationalisation of tourists’ reactions as dimensions within this D-CBBE
process and how tourists’ reactions can be combined together, leading to the development
of OBE. The study further suggests that fs/QCA is uniquely suited for the examination of

complex and dynamic phenomena in tourism.

Managerially, this research will make contributions for destination marketers
familiarisation with tourists’ reactions towards destination brands. Specifically, it will
provide core solutions to predict high levels of understanding among tourists, in terms of
their destination awareness, associations, reputation and self-connection, from configural
combinations of multiple destination attributes. Similarly, this research will offer effective
solutions for leading to high-level relationships between destinations and tourists, in terms
of their destination trust, relevance, intimacy and partner-quality. The solutions can be either
developed from configural combinations of multiple destination attributes or generated from
configural combinations of tourists’ cognitive reactions (understanding). Aggregately, this
research will provide useful solutions for predicting strong brand equity from perceived
destination attributes, tourists’ cognitive or affective reactions (relationships). The additional
analytical results regarding comparisons between visitors and non-visitors will provide

destination marketers with different solutions in targeting different segments.
1.5 Thesis structure
This thesis consists of six chapters: Chapter 1 presents an introduction of the research focus,

gaps, objectives, methodology, expected contribution and thesis structure. Chapter 2

presents a review of literature on destination marketing and branding, brand equity, CBBE
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and D-CBBE, specifically identifying gaps regarding conceptualisation and

operationalisation of D-CBBE and providing ideas to solve such gaps. Chapter 3 outlines
the research’s analytical approach, philosophy, paradigm and overall research design
guiding the three studies, including Study 1: content analysis; Study 2: semi-structured
interview; and, Study 3: e-survey. Chapter 3 also discusses the methodology, including
sample design, participant recruitment plan, data collection methods, data analysis methods,
and the rigour Studies 1-3. Chapter 4 includes four parts. The first concerns the results of
Study 1. Possible attributes of the destination that are perceived by suppliers are identified.
The second presents the results of Study 2, discussing attributes of the destination that are
perceived by tourists, as well as tourists’ cognitive, affective and conative reactions towards
the destination brand. The third outlines the finalised conceptual framework developed based
on the results of the literature review, Study 1 and Study 2. The fourth provides the findings
of Study 3 in which the research propositions are addressed. Subsequently, comparisons
between visitors and non-visitors on this D-CBBE model are generated. Chapter 5 presents
an in-depth discussion of all the findings, connecting with the literature. By comparing the
findings of the three studies and the literature, similarities between the literature and
evidence from Studies 1 to 3 are outlined. Additional results from the studies that add to
existing literature are outlined. Chapter 6 provides a final conclusion of this research,
including its theoretical, methodological and managerial contributions as well as the

limitations.
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Chapter 2 : Literature Review

2.1 Introduction

This chapter reviews the literature on CBBE and D-CBBE. Firstly, a review on the
destination marketing and branding is presented. Brand equity, in a general sense, is
discussed secondly, especially for its importance and the approaches used to perceive brand
equity. Thirdly, CBBE, the most established perspective of brand equity, is reviewed. Then,
comparisons between CBBE and D-CBBE models are collectively discussed to identify
possible shortcomings in existing D-CBBE models. To address the detected shortcomings,
this chapter will provide a section to discuss the necessity of adapting a new idea regarding

CBBE as a process.

2.2 Destination marketing and branding
2.2.1 Understanding the destination

Destination has been defined from different perspectives (e.g., Pike, 2005; Fyall et al., 2006;
Wang & Pizam, 2011; Wong & Teoh, 2015). Pike (2008) defines destination as a
geographical area with tourism resources. When considering the geographic size of
destinations, Tasci suggests, in Wang and Pizam (2011), that destination brands should be
classified in different layers (Figure 2.1), including (1) operational, (2) single-governance
local, (3) multi-governance local, and (4) global destination brands. So that, ‘destination’
covers different kinds of geographic entities, such as places, cities, districts, regions and
countries (Wong & Teoh, 2015; Kladou et al., 2017). Usually, administrating the destination
becomes more difficult as the destination entity increases in geographic size (Wang and
Pizam, 2011). Differently, Wong and Teoh (2015) suggest that destination can be classified
as three types according to political barriers: (1) part of a political boundary, such as the
California and Darling Harbour in Sydney, Australia; (2) a political boundary, such as some
cities and countries; (3) a destination that crosses political boundaries, such as the Alps in

Europe.



Figure 2.1. Different layers of destination brands

Operational level destination brands
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Single-governance local destination brands
(attraction sites, villages, towns, cities, provinces)

Multi-governance local destination brands

(regions, states, countries)

Global destination brands

(countries, multi-country regions, continents)

Source: Tasci mentioned in Wang and Pizam (2011, p. 116)

Some scholars argue that not only the geographic or political barriers, but also
consumer perceptions or the destination’s tourism industry functions should be taken
into consideration when defining a destination (e.g., Buhalis, 2000; Fyall et al., 2006;
Dregde & Jenkins, 2007). From the demanders’ view, a destination is the entity that
tourists travel to, which should be distinguished from the area of their residence
(Dregde & Jenkins, 2007). Buhalis (2000, p. 1) suggests that destination is a perceptual
concept, ‘a defined geographical region which is understood by its visitors as a unique
entity, with a political and legislative framework for tourism marketing and planning’.
Fyall et al. (2006, p. 75) consider destination as ‘an amalgam of products that
collectively provide a tourism experience to consumers’. This supports Cooper et al.
(1998) whereby the definition of destination depends on visitors’ needs. To understand
destination holistically, Buhalis (2000, p. 1) purposes a six-aspects framework
comprising attractions, accessibility, amenities, availability, activities and ancillary
services, that comprehensively combine all the products, services and experiences

offered in a complex destination.

From the tourists’ perspective, destination is a brand that comprehensively contains tourism

products and services (Buhalis, 2000). However, different visitors consider destination
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brands in their minds with different purposes, although they may be in the same geographic

region. For example, when visiting Scotland, some consider the city of Edinburgh as their
destination, others consider attraction sites such as Loch Lomond as their destination. Thus,
in aresearch, a selected destination brand should be an entity that captures the targeted group
of tourists’ overall experiences, impressions or emotional attitudes rather than evaluations
of each element that are managed by each individual stakeholder or certain areas in the

selected destination context.

2.2.2 Multi-stakeholders in the destination

There is a variety of stakeholders within a destination (e.g, Buhalis, 2000; Wang & Pizam,
2011; Kavaratzis & Hatch, 2013). For example, Buhalis (2000, p. 2) suggests ‘indigenous
people, business and investors, tourists, tour operators and intermediaries and interest
groups’. Comprehensively, adapting from Buhalis and Fletcher (1995), Buhalis (2000, p. 4)
purposed a ‘wheel’ of stakeholders in tourism, comprising small and medium tourism
enterprises; host population; tourists; public sector, government and tour operators as the
main stakeholders of the destination. Wang and Pizam (2011, p. 117) list the ‘local
government; tourism offices; departments; visitors bureaus; tourism development councils;
chambers of commerce; and public and private suppliers; associations and organisations of
these suppliers’ and further add ‘news media and private citizens’ as the important

stakeholders.

Stakeholders are significant aspects to be taken into consideration when branding a
destination (e.g., Buhalis, 2000; Wang & Pizam, 2011). Without stakeholders’ effort and
support the destination cannot reach success in marketing activities (Wang & Pizam, 2011).
Managing destinations ultimately aims to bring stakeholder benefits (Buhalis, 2000).
Importantly, each stakeholder is working to enrich their own benefits, which may cause
conflict between them (Buhalis, 2000). Thus, it is necessary to be aware of the involved
stakeholders and their requirements when marketing the destination, to alleviate conflict and

maximise benefits.
2.2.3 Understanding destination marketing and branding
Broadly speaking, destination marketing is defined as the tools and mechanisms for

satisfying stakeholders and balancing their interests of benefits (Buhalis, 2000, p. 3).
Specifically, Buhalis (2000) lists four major objectives of destination marketing according
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to the needs of each stakeholder: ‘(1) enriching the long-term benefits for local people of a

destination; (2) satisfying visitors as much as possible; (3) maximising local enterprises’
benefits and multiplier effects; (4) maintaining sustainable balance between economic
benefits and socio-cultural and environmental costs at a destination.” Collectively, Kozak
and Buhalis (2019, p. 1) highlight that ‘destination marketing must lead to the optimisation

of tourism impacts and the achievement of strategic objectives for all stakeholders’.

Among destination marketing activities, branding comprises a set of tools for differentiating
the destination from competitors and attracting a specific type of stakeholder: visitors
(Morgan et al., 2003). Govers (2013, p. 71) defines destination brands as ‘representations of
place identity, building a favourable internal (public, private and civil society stakeholders)
and external (tourists, investors, traders, migrants) image’. Ashworth and Kavaratzis (2010)
focus on city branding, mentioning that city brands are effective tools for distinguishing
themselves from competitors. Govers (2013) adds that destination branding is mainly about
managing the brand equity of a destination, including many important elements, such as

brand awareness, perceived quality, image and reputation.

Consequently, studies (Kneesel et al., 2010; Wong & Teoh, 2015) have summarised the
objectives of destination banding: ‘1) to support the creation of a name, symbol, logo, word
mark or other graphic that readily identifies and differentiates a destination; 2) to consistently
convey the expectation of a memorable travel experience that is uniquely associated with the
destination; (3) to serve to consolidate and reinforce the emotional connection between the
visitor and the destination; and 4) to reduce consumer search costs and perceived risk’ (Blain
etal., 2005, p. 337). The objectives of destination branding are to differentiate the destination
from competitors by communicating to tourists the special identities of a destination (Qu et
al., 2011). By differentiating from competitors, destination branding helps create a positive
destination image, triggering tourists’ decision-making process (Kneesel et al., 2010). The
core purpose of destination branding is to distinguish the destination from others, by
developing positive associations for the destination (Blain et al., 2005; Koltringer &
Dickinger, 2015; Kladou et al., 2017). Therefore, destination branding is a set of marketing
activities or strategies that create a unique identity and positive image of a destination, to
differentiate it from competitors, improve tourists’ visiting experience and enhance their
emotional connections with tourists (Blain et al., 2005; Kneesel et al., 2010; Qu et al., 2011;
Wong & Teoh, 2015; Zavattaro et al., 2015; Wong, 2018).
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2.2.4 Complexity of destination branding

The complex, dynamic and idiosyncratic nature of destination branding are significantly
highlighted by many scholars (e.g., Buhalis, 2000; Fyall et al., 2006; Pike, 2007; Wang &
Pizam, 2011; Kavaratzis & Hatch, 2013; Kladou et al., 2017; Ruiz-Real et al., 2020). For
instance, Wang and Pizam (2011) and Kladou et al. (2017) mention that destination branding
is extremely complex in nature and needs to be evaluated comprehensively, systematically
and holistically. Its complexity is rooted in the diverse destination products’ ingredients,
operations and stakeholders (Tasic mentioned in Wang and Pizam, 2011). Boo et al (2009)
and Sartori et al (2012) support Pike (2005), comparing destinations with general consumer
goods and suggesting that destinations are far more complex and multi-dimensional. As
highlighted by Pike and Bianchi (2016), branding destinations are more complex than
products. Chekalina et al (2018) support that measuring D-CBBE is more complex than
analysing the brand equity of a general product or service. Fyall et al. (2006) predict that

destination branding will become increasingly more complex.

Studies further explain the reasons behind the complex, dynamic and idiosyncratic nature of
destination branding (e.g., Pike, 2009; 2010; Ferns & Walls, 2012; Wong & Teoh, 2015).
Firstly, diverse markets with a wide range of segments are targeted by different destination
stakeholders (Pike, 2005). Similarly, Gomez et al. (2015) suggest that the involvement of
numerous stakeholders are more dynamic and complex than for general products. Secondly,
the complex feature of relationships among destination stakeholders results in the complex
nature of destination branding (Pike, 2009). Buhalis (2000, p. 2) identifies that destination
is the most difficult entity to manage and market, due to the complex relationships of local
stakeholders. Different stakeholders may work together as partners when targeting some
groups of tourists. Conversely, they may also compete with each other to attract tourists
(Wang & Pizam, 2011). DMOs cannot access all tourists’ contact information; consequently,
it is difficult to monitor whether visitors have strong loyalty to a destination. Thirdly, the
decision-making process regarding the marketing strategies that local destinations conduct
is usually at a governance level, depending on government funding, which makes different
from that for a general product (Pike, 2005; 2010). Fourthly, destinations are risky and
difficult to administer (Wong & Teoh, 2015; Dedeoglu et al., 2019), since no destinations
are the same (Molina et al., 2017). Destination marketers cannot directly govern the
distribution of the brand promised by any tourism communities (Pike, 2005). Destinations
are heterogeneous with multiple attributes (Pike, 2005; 2007; Ferns & Walls, 2012).
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2.2.5 Consumers’ perspective of destination branding

Existing studies focus on destination branding from the tourists’/ consumers’ perspective
(e.g., Oliveira & Panyik, 2014; Séraphin et al., 2016; Kladou et al., 2017). Specifically, this
involves creating a favorable image (Campelo et al., 2014); improving negative images
(Séraphin et al., 2016), reducing perceived risk (Koltringer & Dickinger, 2015) and
communicating the image to tourists (Campelo et al., 2014). Destination branding from the
tourists’ perspective includes linking destination image to tourist self-image (Ekinci, 2003);
developing positive access to tourists’ minds or stimulating emotional connection with
tourists (Koltringer & Dickinger, 2015). All these important elements, together, form the

brand equity of a destination.

Studies have claimed the significance of studying destination branding from the tourists’
perspective (e.g., Morgan et al., 2002; Campelo et al., 2014). Effective destination branding
from this perspective helps with attracting visitors (Cai et al., 2004; Kneesel et al., 2010;
Kladou et al., 2017) and enhancing competitive advantages over competitors (Lee & Arcodia,
2011; Campelo et al., 2014). This point is essential since a variety of destinations are usually
offered to tourists to choose with different unique features that cannot be added to one
destination without a strategy (Qu et al., 2010). Consequently, social and economic
development will be enhanced (Campelo et al., 2014), and issues in a destination can be
identified and addressed strategically (Oliveira & Panyik, 2014). Therefore, destination
branding is crucial in creating positive images, building strong brand equity, attracting

tourists and enhancing competitive advantages for a destination.

2.3 Brand equity in the general and destination marketing literature

Successful destination brands build positive associations, awareness, perceived quality
among tourists, positive relationships with tourists (Ekinci, 2003) and improve destination
performance (Pike, 2010), all of which are important elements included in D-CBBE. Current
studies on D-CBBE have exclusively adapted brand equity from the general branding area,
thus, brand equity is firstly discussed (Blain et al., 2005; Pappu et al., 2007; Buil et al., 2008;
Spry etal., 2011).
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2.3.1 Definition and importance of brand equity

Studies have revealed the significant role of brand equity in measuring the strength of a
brand (e.g., Christodoulides & de Chernatony, 2010; Veloutsou et al., 2013; Davcik et al.,
2015; Iglesias et al., 2019). Definitions of brand equity have shown its importance (Table
2.1). Considering brand equity as ‘added value’ has been primarily agreed, no matter which
entity endows it to the product or service (Farquhar, 1989; Ailawadi et al., 2003; Cai et
al., 2015; Nguyen et al., 2015). For example, Farquhar (1989) views brand equity as an
added value to the product by a brand, which is usually beyond the functional purpose of the
product. Ailawadi et al. (2003, p. 1) suggest the added value should be endowed by its brand
name (mentioned in Christodoulides & de Chernatony, 2010; Nguyen et al., 2015).
Davcik et al. (2015) claim that the value is added by ‘consumer, product and financial
markets’ (p. 5). Although a few studies, such as Srinivasan et al. (2005) use the term of
‘incremental contribution’ to replace ‘added value, it has shown the significant role of brand
equity in capturing the added value or incremental contribution from the brand by the
organisation (French & Smith, 2013).

Table 2.1. Definitions of brand equity in general

Studies Definitions Adapted by
Brand equity in general
Farquhar ‘The added value endowed by the brand.” (p.1) Mahajan et al. (1994); Ailawadi
(1989) et al. (2003); Boukis and

Christodoulides (2018)

Ailawadietal. = ‘The marketing effects or outcomes that accrue to a = Christodoulides and de
(2003) product with its brand name compared with those = Chernatony (2010); Nguyen et
that would accrue if the same product did not have = al. (2015)
the brand name.” (p. 1)

Davcik et al. ‘Value accrued by these markets (consumer, product = N.A.
(2015) and financial markets) may be designated as brand

equity.” (p. 5)

Evaluations regarding what is covered by brand equity explains why brand equity is essential
(e.g., Veloutsou et al., 2013; Davcik et al., 2015; Wang & Sengupta, 2016). For example, in
Pappu et al. (2006), brand equity covers the state of the brand’s health as the essential value
of the brand. According to Krishnan and Hartline (2001, p. 328), brand equity provides

‘quality-laden informational content’ to consumers when they are looking for information
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about the products from a brand. Christodoulides and de Chernatony (2010) and

Veloutsou et al. (2013) add that brand equity creates a bond between a brand and its
stakeholders, which is another crucial intangible asset. Thus, brand equity covers core
strategic assets associated with brand name, symbol, consumer perception, knowledge,
attitude and behaviours (Buil et al., 2008; Veloutsou et al., 2013; Chatzipanagiotou et
al., 2016; 2019) for an organisation (Davcik et al., 2015) as well as the brand’s ability to

create more returns for shareholders (Wang & Sengupta, 2016).

Studies have also implied the significance of brand equity from its outcomes (e.g., Godey et
al., 2016; Wang & Sengupta, 2016). For example, a brand with a high level of brand equity
leads to consumers’ willingness to pay a premium, have stronger consumer loyalty or brand
preference (Christodoulides & de Chernatony, 2010; Godey et al., 2016). French and Smith
(2013) and Ding and Tseng (2015) mention that brand equity facilitates greater consumer
satisfaction, increases consumers’ confidence in purchase decisions, and improves the
efficiency of advertising. Wang and Sengupta (2016) support that strong brand equity
contributes to consumers’ current or further willingness to purchase products from a brand.
Holistically, Nguyen et al. (2015) classify potential contributions of brand equity into three
categories: consumer mindset, product-market, and financial-market outcomes. The
consumer mindset includes consumers’ opinions or reactions to the brand, such as loyalty,
perceived quality, and social value (e.g., Aaker, 1996; Pappu et al., 2005; Buil et al., 2008;
Davcik & Sharma, 2015). Product-market outcomes are related to products directly, such as
price premium, the life cycle of products, market share and volume premium (e.g. Aaker,
1991; Ailawadi et al., 2003). Financial-market outcomes capture aspects such as the residual
market value of a brand, discounted cash flow, or stock values of a brand (e.g., Simon &
Sullivan, 1993; Mahajan et al., 1994).

Brand equity offers brand competitive and differential advantages for marketers (de
Chernatony et al., 2004; Wang & Sengupta, 2016; Raji et al., 2019). As suggested by
Ailawadi et al. (2003, p. 1), brand equity is ‘the marketing effects or outcomes that accrue
to a product with its brand name compared with those that would accrue if the same product
did not have the brand name’. French and Smith (2013) explain that brand equity creates
value for firms to generate barriers to competitive entry and higher perceived quality for the
firm’s products than its competitors. This supports Yoo et al. (2000), that brand equity
increases competitive barriers and strengthens intangible assets. Similarly, Barney (2014)
explains that brand cover competitive advantage since branding a product contributes to the

creation of economic value to the firm in comparison to those products without a brand name.
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Thus, Wang and Sengupta (2016) conclude that brand equity is a form of strategic and

competitive advantage. In Mishra et al. (2014), brand equity was a necessary concept in
generating competitive advantage to differentiate the firm’s products from competitors. In
Liu etal. (2017), brand equity captures significant assets of a brand, which help with creating
competitive advantage for the firm, which helps with differentiating the company’s products

from competitors (Kumar et al., 2018).

2.3.2 Brand equity as approached in the literature

Literature has proposed different perspectives to approach brand equity, such as employer-
based, employee-based, financial-based and consumer-based brand equity based on internal
or external stakeholders’ needs (Table 2.2) (e.g., Buil et al., 2008; Christodoulides & de
Chernatony, 2010; Wang & Sengupta, 2016; Tasci, 2019). Considering internal stakeholders,
employers’ perspectives of brand equity has been named as employer-based brand equity
(e.g., Wilden et al., 2006; Alshathry et al., 2016). Ewing et al. (2002) refer to it as ‘a set of
employment brand assets and liabilities linked to an employment brand, its name and symbol
that add to (or subtract from) the value provided by an organisation to that organisation’s
employees’ (p. 14). Later studies support this definition (Backhaus & Tikoo, 2004; Jiang &
Iles, 2011, Benraiss-Noailles & Viot, 2020). For example, Jiang and lles (2011) refer to it as
‘the value provided by employment to existing or potential employees’ (p. 99). Usually, the
more attractive the firm’s employer is to employees, the stronger the employer-based brand
equity is generated (Jiang & lles, 2011).

Research on employer-based brand equity is usually associated with employees’
perspectives (Wilden et al., 2006; Alshathry et al., 2016). In Wilden et al. (2006), employer
can help with establishing a high identity for the firm and motivating current and potential
employees of the firm, which will lead to the strengthening of the firm's value. Similarly,
Alshathry et al. (2016) suggest that employer-based brand equity is associated with
employees' working experience within a firm as well as their comparison about that firm
with other companies with which they had previous employment experience. Studying
employer-based brand equity is significant for strengthening recruitment, improving
employees' experience and encouraging employees to engage with the firm's culture and
strategy (Balmer & Gray, 2003; Backhaus & Tikoo, 2005). Strong employer-based brand
equity encourages employees to react better to the firm, such as staying within the firm and,

further, making more contributions to the value-increase (Backhaus & Tikoo, 2005).



Table 2.2. Definitions of employer- and employee-based brand equity

Studies

Ewing et al. (2002)

Jiang and lles (2011)

King and Grace (2009)

King et al. (2012)

Tavassoli et al. (2014)

Boukis and
Christodoulides (2018)

Definitions
Employer -based brand equity

‘A set of employment brand assets and
liabilities linked to an employment brand,
its name and symbol that add to (or
subtract from) the value provided by an
organisation to that organisation’s
employees.” (p. 14)

“The value provided by employment to
existing or potential employees.’ (p. 99)

Employee-based brand equity

‘The differential effect that brand
knowledge has on an employee’s
response to their work environment,
requires the translation of the brand
identity in a way that is meaningful to the
employee in the context of their roles and
responsibilities.” (p. 130)

‘The differential effect that brand
knowledge has on an employee’s
response to internal brand management.’
(269)

‘The value a brand provides to a firm
through its effects on the attitudes and
behaviours of its employee- and outline
some of its implications for marketing,
management, and economic.’ (676)

‘The perceived added value that
employees receive as a result of
employee-based brand building efforts.’

(p- 1)

Adapted studies

Backhaus and Tikoo (2004);
Jiang and lles (2011);
Benraiss-Noailles and Viot
(2020)

Verma and Ahmad (2016)

King et al. (2012); King and
So (2015); Tavassoli et al.
(2014); Baalbaki and Guzman
(2016)

Xiong et al. (2013); Poulis and

Wisker (2016)

N.A.

Erkmen (2018)
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Catering to the role of employees in employer-based brand equity has stimulated focuses on

the employee’s perspective to brand equity, named employee-based brand equity (EBBE)
(e.g., King & Grace, 2009; Boukis & Christodoulides, 2018; Iglesias et al., 2019). EBBE

covers brand endorsement, which means the extent to which employees are willing to

provide positive interpretation about the brand; brand-consistent behaviours, which means

employees provide supportive behaviours to the brand; as well as brand allegiance, which

means employees’ willingness to stay within a firm (King & So, 2015; Poulis & Wisker,
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2016). EBBE captures the impact of employees’ brand knowledge on their attitudes and

reactions (Wilden et al., 2006).

The importance of EBBE is shown by its linkage with consumers’ reactions (e.g., King &
Grace, 2008; Piehler et al., 2016). Firstly, employees are essential for the development and
maintenance of the relationship between brands and their customers (King & Grace, 2008).
Employees play essential roles in markets, since they can bring what the brand promises to
consumers (Piehler et al., 2016). Employees are the bridge, which understand what the firm
wants its consumers to know and provide value to consumers for the firm (King & Grace,
2008). Internal branding success of a firm is shown by how the brand is interpreted by its
employees to consumers. Firms need employees to make the brand become meaningful for
its consumers, so that positive consumption behaviours can be obtained (King & Grace,
2009). Thus, if employees are not aligned with the firm, then consumer experience with the
brand can be influenced (Boukis & Christodoulides, 2018). Similarly, in Iglesias et
al. (2019), employees are even considered as the ones that can easily build or break the

particular brand during their interactions with customers.

A considerable volume of studies has turned to approach brand equity from external
consumers (e.g., Aaker, 1991; Buil et al., 2008; Chatzipanagiotou et al., 2016; 2019;
Veloutsou et al., 2020). Comprehensively, CBBE is ‘the value of the brand to consumer’
(Schultz, 2016, p. 507). It measures customers’ beliefs, attitudes, reactions and interactions
associating with the brands (Keller, 1993; Davcik et al., 2015; Veloutsou et al., 2013; 2020)
(Table 2.3). Added value driven by consumers’ needs and behaviours, such as strong brand
awareness, associations, high perceived quality, value, and loyalty is the main focus in those
studies on CBBE (e.g., Aaker, 1991; Buil et al., 2008). CBBE is for creating added long-

term value to meet consumers’ demands or matching their behaviours (Davcik et al., 2015).

Approaching brand equity through the consumer’s perspective is significant (e.g.,
Veloutsou et al., 2013; Davcik et al., 2015; Keller, 2016). Keller (2016) suggests that
consumers, as the heart of marketing, should be studied explicitly for building up strong
brand equity. Lee et al. (2011) and Liu et al. (2017) claim that the value of a brand occurs
mostly when it is relevant to consumers’ favourability or associations about the brand in
their minds. When the brand is analysed with relevance to consumers, consumers will react
more or less to the marketing mix than those unbranded products (Christodoulides & de

Chernatony, 2010). Studying CBBE is essential to leverage purchase intention, keep existing
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consumers, attract new consumers and strengthen consumers’ commitment to a brand (Cable

& Turban, 2003; Davcik et al., 2015).

Table 2.3. Definitions of consumer-based brand equity

Studies
Aaker (1991)

Keller (1993)

Park and Srinivasan

(1994)

Lassar et al. (1995)

Erdem and Swait (1998)

Yoo et al. (2000)

Ambler et al. (2002)

Vazquez et al. (2002)

Definitions
‘A set of assets and liabilities linked
to a brand, its name, and symbol,
that add to or subtract from the value
provided by a product or service to a
firm and/or that firm’s customers.’

(p. 15)

The assets and liabilities include
‘brand awareness, perceived brand
quality, brand image/associations,
and brand loyalty.” (Aaker, 1996, p.
103)

‘The differential effect of brand
knowledge on consumer response to
the marketing of the brand.’ (p. 2)

‘Incremental preference endowed
by the brand to the product as
perceived by an individual
consumer.’ (p. 273)

‘The enhancement in the perceived
utility and desirability a brand name
confers in a product.’(p. 12)

‘The value of a brand signal to
consumers.’ (p. 140)

‘The difference in consumer choice
between the focal branded product
and an unbranded product given the
same level of product features.” (p.
196)

‘What we carry around in our heads
about the brand.” (p. 14)

‘The overall utility that the
consumer associates to the use and
consumption of the brand; including
associations expressing both
functional and symbolic utilities.’

(p. 28)

Adapted studies
Yoo et al. (2000); Vazquez et al.
(2002); Pappu et al. (2006);
Christodoulides et al. (2006);
Christodoulides and de Chernatony
(2010); Buil et al. (2013b); Ding and
Tseng (2015); Mostafa (2015);
Stojanovic et al. (2018); Iglesias et al.
(2019)

Krishnan (1996); Ambler (2000);
Netemeyer et al. (2004); Bauer et al.
(2005); Anantachart (2006);
Christodoulides et al. (2006); Pappu et
al. (2006); Christodoulides and de
Chernatony (2010); French and Smith
(2013); Stojanovic et al. (2018)
Netemeyer et al. (2004); Kocak et al.
(2007); Christodoulides and de
Chernatony (2010); Valette-Florence et
al. (2011)

Bravo et al. (2007); Stojanovic et al.
(2018)

Kocak et al. (2007); Christodoulides et

al. (2006)

Pappu et al. (2006); Bravo et al. (2007);

Ishag and Di Maria (2020)

Ahmad and Thyagaraj
Christodoulides et al. (2015)

(2014);



35

Table 2.3. Definitions of consumer-based brand equity (continue)

Studies Definitions Adapted studies
Pappu et al. (2006) ‘The value consumers associate with a Seri¢ (2017); Nguyen et al.
brand, as reflected in the dimensions of (2015); Sarker et al. (2019)
brand awareness, brand associations,

perceived quality and brand loyalty.’ (p.
698)

Christodoulides and de | ‘A set of perceptions, attitudes, Wang and Sengupta (2016);
Chernatony (2010) knowledge, and behaviours on the part of = Chatzipanagiotou et al.
consumers that results in increased utility = (2016; 2019); Veloutsou et
and allows a brand to earn greater volume | al. (2020)
or greater margins than it could without
the brand name.’ (p. 48)

Iglesias et al. (2019) ‘A relational market-based asset N.A.
generated by means of interactions and
relationships between brands and their
customers.’ (p. 2)

Some studies have suggested FBBE to measure the financial performance of brands to meet
investors' demands (e.g., Simon & Sullivan, 1993; Ailawadi et al., 2003; Davcik & Sharma,
2015). Typically, such short-term profit as stock price, market share, revenues, cash flows,
price and profitability when a product is sold or included on a balance sheet as well as
capitalized value or asset, are the focal points of FBBE (Wang & Sengupta, 2016). Simon
and Sullivan (1993, p.31) view brand equity as 'the capitalized value of the profits that result
from associating that brand's name with particular products or services," which has been
discussed in Ailawadi et al. (2003) and Wang and Sengupta (2016). Ailawadi et al. (2003)
uses the '...price, market share, revenue-premium, and cash flow' that a brand can bring to
the firm to measure brand equity (p.1). Thus, Ailawadi et al. (2003, p.3) explain brand equity
as 'the difference in revenue (e.g., net price x volume) between a branded good and a
corresponding private label’, which was adapted by Wang and Sengupta (2016). Similarly,
Vazquez et al. (2002) adapted Feldwick (1996, p. 2) by viewing brand equity as 'the total
value of the brand that is a separable asset when it is included in a balance sheet' (Table 2.4).



Table 2.4. Definitions of financial-based brand equity

Studies
Simon and Sullivan (1993)

Feldwick (1996)

Definitions
‘The capitalized value of the profits
that result from associating that
brand's name with particular
products or services.” (p. 31)

‘The total value of the brand that is
a separable asset when it is sold or

Adapted studies
Ailawadi et al. (2003); Wang and
Sengupta (2016)

Vazquez et al. (2002); Atilgan et al.

(2005); King and Grace (2009)
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included in a balance sheet.” (p. 2)

Ambler et al. (2002) “The asset that will drive future N.A.
cash flows from the sales of that

brand.’ (p. 23)

Ailawadi et al. (2003) ‘...price, market share, revenue, and

cash flow.” (p. 1).

Wang and Sengupta (2016)

‘The difference in revenue (i.e. net
price x volume) between a branded
good and a corresponding private
label.” (p. 3)

In comparison, FBBE cannot reach the advantages that CBBE has (e.g., Ambler, 2008;
Veloutsou et al., 2013; Davcik et al., 2015; Keller, 2016; Raji et al., 2019). First, if FBBE is
for assessing brand value, then CBBE has its advantage in creating brand value ahead of
FBBE (Keller, 2016). FBBE measures the valuable and financial outcome of brand strategies,
while CBBE provides an insight into the strategic guidelines, since CBBE further evaluates
how much consumers would like to pay for the brand (Keller, 2016; Schultz, 2016). It is
necessary to secure positive attitudes and perceptions from consumers; if they would like to
pay more, then the companies would obtain an excellent achievement regarding financial

performance (Veloutsou et al., 2013).

Second, the financial worth of brands is usually prioritized by performance marketers who
focus on the short-term financial goals, while the long-term value that determines a brand’s
future potential should be created by investigating its consumers (Veloutsou et al., 2013;
Davcik et al., 2015). Although marketing financial valuation is a direct indicator of
performance, it cannot be further predicted in a long-term period without paying attention to

consumers’ opinions on whether they will purchase the specific brands (Davcik et al., 2015).

Third, tangible brand assets are captured by FBBE, while CBBE contributes to the formation
of intangible assets, which cannot be captured by FBBE (Ambler, 2008). When Krishnan
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and Hartline (2001) discuss brand equity in a service industry, they suggest that the key to

success should be a focus on intangible assets and making them the embodiment for
marketers. Keller (1993) even claims that if a firm only focuses on financial value, rather
than paying attention to value for consumers, then their financial value will be considered as
nil, and even inexistent in marketplaces. Similarly, Poulis and Wisker (2016) agree that if
solely focusing on tangible benefits, then the brand cannot be sustainable, while intangible
resources bring sustainable advantage to a firm. Consequently, intangible assets created by
CBBE seem more important for a firm (Mostafa, 2015; Poulis & Wisker, 2016).

Studying CBBE is more important for the service industry (e.g., Krishnan & Hartline, 2001;
Sarker et al., 2019). Krishnan and Hartline (2001) explain the particular significance of
CBBE in the service industry since consumers’ experience and attitude usually dominate the
brand equity of a service. Thus, studies on CBBE can help with making the service tangible
for a firm to manage and lower risks for consumers (Krishnan & Hartline, 2001). Sarker et
al. (2019) focus on brand equity in the airline sector and support Berry (2016), which suggest
that services with a strong intangible nature are more complex and challenging for the firm
to brand when compared with general products. To build a service brand equity, direct
experience is dominant, which is different from the general product industry (Sarker et al.,
2019). Similarly, Kimpakorn and Tocquer (2010) use the example of service contexts, such
as hotels, airlines, and financial services that are difficult to brand since the interaction
between consumers and staff or self-service technologies make consumers’ reactions or

opinions more complex and vital.

2.3.3 Definition and main characteristics of consumer-based brand equity

There is a lack of agreement concerning the definition of CBBE (e.g., Aaker, 1991; Keller,
1993; Yoo et al., 2000; Pappu et al., 2006; Veloutsou et al., 2013) (Table 2.3). For example,
Aaker (1991, p. 15) viewed brand equity as ‘a set of assets and liabilities linked to a brand,
its name, and symbol, that add to or subtract from the value provided by a product or service
to a firm and that firm’s customers’ (p. 15). Later, Aaker (1996, p. 103) explains ‘assets’ and
‘liabilities> as including ‘brand awareness, perceived brand quality, brand
image/associations, and brand loyalty.” After that, many studies have extended Aaker (1991,
1996) in their understanding of brand equity (e.g., Yoo et al., 2000; Ailawadi et al., 2003,
Pappu et al., 2006. Yoo and Donthu (2001, p. 1) refer to CBBE as ‘the difference in

consumer choice between the focal branded product and an unbranded product given the
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same level of product features,” which was adapted in later studies (Ailawadi et al., 2003;

Pappu et al., 2006; Bravo et al., 2007; Cai et al., 2015).

Another frequently adapted definition of CBBE is from Keller (1993, p. 2) is ‘the differential
effect of brand knowledge on consumer response to the marketing of the brand.” Recent
literature, such as Wang and Sengupta (2016), have adopted Keller (1993) directly. Some
other studies extend Keller (1993). For example, Christodoulides and de Chernatony (2010)
change Keller’s (1993) ‘consumer knowledge’ to ‘perceptions, attitudes, and knowledge’ in
their definition of brand equity. Similarly, Ambler et al. (2002, p. 14) view brand equity as
‘what we carry around in our heads about the brand,” which is used in Ishaq and Di Maria
(2020).

More studies combine Aaker (1991; 1996) and Keller (1993) in their understanding of CBBE
(e.g., Pappu et al., 2006; Christodoulides & de Chernatony, 2010). Vazquez et al. (2002, p.
28) suggest brand equity as ‘the overall utility that the consumer associates to the use and
consumption of the brand; including associations expressing both functional and symbolic
utilities,” which has been seen in Ahmad and Thyagaraj (2014) and Christodoulides et
al (2015). Pappu et al. (2006) define brand equity as ‘the value consumers associate with a
brand, as reflected in the dimensions of brand awareness, brand associations, perceived
quality and brand loyalty’ (p. 698), which is adapted by Nguyen et al (2015); Seri¢ (2017)
and Sarker et al. (2019). Christodoulides and de Chernatony (2010, p. 48) define CBBE as
‘a set of perceptions, attitudes, knowledge, and behaviors on the part of consumers that
results in increased utility and allows a brand to earn greater volume or greater margins than
it could without the brand name,” which has recently been adopted in Veloutsou et al. (2020)
and Chatzipanagiotou et al. (2016; 2019).

The destination branding literature has exclusively adapted the definition of CBBE with
small modifications to fit with the destination context (e.g., Molina et al., 2017; Chekalina et
al., 2018; Tasci, 2018). For example, Konecnik and Gartner (2007) claim that D-CBBE
represents the performance and added value of destination brands. Similar to CBBE, D-
CBBE is a tool that helps with understanding tourists' different responses between a focal
destination and an unbranded destination when both have the same level of marketing stimuli
and destination attributes (Im et al., 2012; Lim & Weaver, 2014). Corresponding to CBBE
(Christodoulides & de Chernatony, 2010), D-CBBE is a set of perceptions, attitudes,
knowledge, and behaviours on the part of tourists that results in increased utility and allows

a brand to earn greater volume or higher margins than it could without the branding.
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2.4. Approaches used to capture consumer-based brand equity in the
general marketing literature

2.4.1 Dimensions used to capture consumer-based brand equity

CBBE has been viewed as a static construct without dimensions in general marketing
literature (e.g., Raithel et al., 2016; Seri¢, 2017; Garanti & Kissi, 2019). For example, in
Raithel et al. (2016, p. 3791), CBBE is measured by the ‘BrandIndex provided by YouGov
Group,” including six indicators: perceived brand quality, value, satisfaction,
recommendation, affect, and workplace-reputation. Seri¢ (2017) measures CBBE with
several items, including that it makes sense to visit this hotel; preference for the hotel even
if another has the same features; preference for the hotel even if another is as good; and it is
smarter to visit this hotel. In Garanti and Kissi (2019), CBBE is measured by two items.
Similarly, Iglesias et al. (2019) view CBBE as a construct that includes two items that are
similar to Garanti and Kissi (2019).

Differently, more studies consider CBBE as a second-order construct including different
dimensions (e.g., Aaker, 1991; Keller, 1993; 2001; Buil et al., 2008). Aaker (1991), is the
first, with a far-reaching study in the field that suggests brand awareness, associations,
perceived quality, loyalty, and other proprietary assets, such as patents as dimensions of
CBBE (Figure 2.2). By adopting Aaker (1991), the following four dimensions were
predominantly regarded: brand awareness (e.g., Xi & Hamari, 2020); associations (e.g.,
Buil et al., 2013b); perceived quality (e.g., de Oliveira et al., 2015) and brand loyalty (e.g.,
Ding & Tseng, 2015). For example, Pappu et al. (2006) and Spry et al. (2011) both use brand
awareness, association, perceived quality, and loyalty as dimensions of CBBE. Differently,
Lee et al. (2011) drops brand awareness from those dimensions to measure CBBE, while in
Godey et al. (2016), CBBE is measured by brand awareness and brand image. Sticking with
Aaker (1991), Liu et al. (2017) still apply brand awareness, associations, perceived quality,

value, and loyalty to measure CBBE.
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Figure 2.2. Brand equity model suggested by Aaker (1991)
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Source: Aaker (1991, p. 269-270)

Another popularly adapted conceptualisation is Keller (1993; 2001), in which (Figure 2.3),
CBBE is conceptually suggested as a pyramidic construct formed by four stages: 1) brand
salience is at the bottom, 2) then performance and imagery; 3) judgments and feelings, and
4) finally reach the resonance at the top. Keller’s (2001) pyramidal structure includes six
‘brand-building blocks,” which indicate that brands should accomplish corresponding blocks
at each level/stage in this hierarchical pyramid to create significant brand equity. Comparing
to Aaker (1991), Keller’s brand equity pyramid further conceptually details more possible
dimensions to be included to capture CBBE more holistically. However, Keller’s (1993) idea

has not been empirically captured.
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Figure 2.3. Brand equity pyramid suggested by Keller (2001)
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More studies combine Aaker’s (1991) and Keller’s (1993) dimensionality of CBBE to fit
with their research purpose (e.g., Lassaret al., 1995; de Chernatony et al., 2004;
Netemeyer et al., 2004; Veloutsou et al., 2013; de Oliveira et al., 2015). For example, in
addition to brand image and perceived value, Lassar et al. (1995) suggest performance,
attachment, and trust to fulfil CBBE theory. de Chernatony et al. (2004) suggest adding
reputation and satisfaction to the concept of loyalty in the formation of CBBE, which is
different from those predominantly regarded dimensions of CBBE. Netemeyer et al. (2004)
purpose brand uniqueness to be incorporated with perceived quality and value as dimensions
to measure CBBE. Veloutsou et al. (2013) combine literature with qualitative data and
generated brand associations, personality, heritage, reputation, leadership, quality,
uniqueness, relevance, and trust as significant dimensions of CBBE. de Oliveira et al. (2015)
consider brand personality with brand awareness, associations, perceived quality, perceived
value, and loyalty to understand CBBE. Similar to Veloutsouet al. (2013),
Chatzipanagiotou et al. (2016) empirically use the dimensions of: brand leadership, quality,
heritage, personality, competitive advantage, nostalgia, associations, awareness, reputation,
self-connection, relevance, trust, intimacy and partner quality as dimensions of CBBE,
which was then adapted in Chatzipanagiotou et al. (2019) and Veloutsou et al. (2020) (Table
2.5).
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Table 2.5. Dimensions/sub-dimensions of consumer-based brand equity in the general literature (continue)

Dimensions used in empirical studies on CBBE
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Chatzipanagiotou et al. (2016) * v v oA NN AN A Y N N N
Godey et al. (2016) ~ N
Liuetal. (2017) N N NN
Chatzipanagiotou et al. (2019) * N v o A VoA N v oA v oA N
Veloutsou et al. (2020) * v AN v oA VoA A v AN v N N

Note: * means that the study has included the concept of overall brand equity as an outcome of dimensions of CBBE.

Satisfactions

Attachment

¢4<44¢4<4<¢4L0yalty

Intimacy

<

Preference

Social influence

Sustainability



44

Holistically, some literature has included OBE in understanding CBBE (e.g., Yoo et
al., 2000; Mostafa, 2015; Chatzipanagiotou et al., 2016; 2019; Veloutsou et al., 2020).
Yoo etal. (2000) is the first study to introduce OBE as an aggregated result of those elements
of brand equity. OBE measures an aggregate result of dimensions of CBBE, representing
consumers’ preference to buy the product from a particular brand rather than its competitors
(Yoo et al., 2000). Later studies might name OBE slightly different, such as service brand
equity in Sarker et al. (2019) or brand equity in Bravo et al. (2007) but have followed Yoo et
al.’s (2000) idea to add OBE as an abstracted outcome of consumer perception or attitude in
their CBBE models (Machado et al., 2019; Sarker et al., 2019). For example, Bravo et
al. (2007) include brand equity, measured by OBE. Tong and Hawley (2009) and Cai et
al. (2015) directly use OBE. Recently, Chatzipanagiotou et al. (2016; 2019) and
Veloutsou et al. (2020) have also included OBE as an outcome in their comprehensive
CBBE model.

2.4.2 Relationship between the suggested dimensions and consumer-based

brand equity

Inspired by Keller, that building a successful brand should go through a complicated process,
including creating the identity, meaning, responses and relationships, some literature pays
attention to the interrelationships between those dimensions of CBBE (e.g., Yoo & Donthu,
2001; Mischra et al., 2014). For example, brand loyalty is considered as an outcome of other
dimensions of CBBE in Mischra et al. (2014) (Figure 2.4). Buil et al. (2013a, p. 64) and
Buil et al. (2013Db, p. 117) propose the impact of brand awareness on perceived quality and
brand associations simultaneously. Brand loyalty is then a direct outcome of both perceived
quality and brand associations (Figure 2.5). Stojanovic et al. (2018) evaluate the impact of
brand awareness on brand image, quality, and customer value simultaneously within their
CBBE model.

Previous literature that includes OBE as an abstracted outcome of dimensions of CBBE has
discussed the relationships within the conceptualisation of CBBE as well (e.g., Yoo et al,
2000). Yoo et al. (2000) include OBE as an outcome of each dimension of brand equity,
including perceived quality, brand loyalty, and brand awareness/associations (Figure 2.6).
The direct impact of each dimension on OBE was evaluated. By adopting from Yoo et al.
(2000), Tong and Hawley (2009) include OBE as a direct outcome of perceived quality,

brand awareness, associations, and loyalty separately. Differently, OBE is directly impacted
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by brand loyalty but indirectly influenced by brand image, perceived quality, and brand trust

in Cai et al. (2015). In Buil et al. (2013a), OBE is viewed as a direct outcome of perceived

quality, brand loyalty association, but an indirect outcome of band awareness.

Figure 2.4. Relationship between dimensions of consumer-based brand equity (1)
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Source: Partly from Mischra et al. (2014, p. 336)

Figure 2.5. Relationship between dimensions of consumer-based brand equity (2)
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Source: Partly from Buil et al. (2013a, p. 64) & Buil et al. (2013b, p. 117)

Figure 2.6. Brand equity and overall brand equity by Yoo et al. (2000)
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2.4.3 Consumer-based brand equity as an evolving process

Moving away from viewing CBBE as a construct, recent studies consider CBBE as a process
including building blocks (Veloutsou et al., 2013; 2020; Chatzipanagiotou et al., 2016;
2019). Veloutsou et al. (2013, p. 238) suggest a qualitative CBBE-developing process
formed by four sequential categories: ‘consumers’ understanding of brand characteristics’;
‘brand evaluation’; ‘affective response towards the brand’; and ‘behaviour towards the
brand.” Closely interrelated brand concepts are allocated in each category of the CBBE
process. Furthermore, Chatzipanagiotou et al. (2016) empirically verify and update a CBBE
process (Figure 2.7), formed via three sequential building blocks, including brand building
(BBB); understanding (BUB) and relationship block (BRB), followed by OBE as an
outcome. Specifically, this starts from consumers’ perceptions towards marketing inputs’
(BBB) reach to OBE, through consumer understanding of the (BUB) and relationship with
the brand (BRB). Each block includes important dimensions.

The establishment of the CBBE process model in Chatzipanagiotou et al. (2016)
demonstrates the proposed ‘brand pyramid’ by Keller (2001). Chatzipanagiotou et al. (2019)
add consumer behaviour-relevant concepts, including willingness to pay a price premium,
brand recommendation and repurchase intention, as outcomes of CBBE. Later,
Chatzipanagiotou et al. (2019) confirm the robustness of the original CBBE model from
Chatzipanagiotou et al. (2016) into a cross-cultural environment. Veloutsou et al. (2020)
adopt Chatzipanagiotou et al. (2016) but focus on the negative aspect of consumer

perception, sentiment and behaviour of brands, meaning that unliked brands are evaluated.

Differing from traditional studies that focus on linear relationships between dimensions of
CBBE, Chatzipanagiotou et al. (2016) assume configurational relationships within this
CBBE process model, based on complexity theory (Woodside, 2013; 2014; 2015a). The
combinations of dimensions in one block generate solutions that lead to a high level of each
dimension in the next block and, further, lead to high scores in OBE are explored. Thus, the
dynamic, complex and idiosyncratic nature of CBBE is fully captured. Also, the multi-

dimensionality and dynamic feature of CBBE is successfully visualised.
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Figure 2.7. Consumer-based brand equity process model by Chatzipanagiotou et al. (2016)

Brand Building Block Brand Understanding Block Brand Relationship Block OBE

. Characteristics of g, b
"illld
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Source: Chatzipanagiotou et al. (2016, p. 5481)
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2.5. Approaches used to capture destination consumer-based brand equity

2.5.1 Dimensions of destination consumer-based brand equity

D-CBBE in the destination marketing literature exclusively conceptualises D-CBBE as
either a unidimensional or a multi-dimensional construct (e.g., Kim et al., 2009; Chekalina et
al., 2018; Dedeoglu et al., 2019). To the researcher’s best knowledge, Kim et al. (2009) is
the only instance in the destination marketing literature to consider D-CBBE as a
unidimensional construct which includes several measurement items: awareness, preference,

value, uniqueness, popularity, and prices of a destination brand.

More studies have conceptualised D-CBBE as a second-order construct that includes several
dimensions (e.g., Kladou & Kehagias, 2014; Yang et al., 2015; Chekalina et al., 2018;
Dedeoglu et al., 2019). For example, by adapting Aaker (1991) and Keller (1993), the first
D-CBBE model (Figure 2.8) purposed by Konecnik and Gartner (2007) supports D-CBBE
as a construct which includes destination image as its core dimension with three other

dimensions: destination awareness, perceived quality and loyalty.

Figure 2.8. Destination consumer-based brand equity model by Konecnik and
Gartner (2007)

Destination
/ AN \
Awareness Image Quality Loyalty
Cognitive »  Affective »| Conative
\ 4
Brand
Equity

Source: Konecnik and Gartner (2007, p. 403)
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After that, more studies focus on D-CBBE as a multidimensional construct (Pike, 2007;

Yang et al., 2015; Chekalinaet al., 2018; Dedeoglu et al., 2019). The dimensions of
destination awareness/salience, destination image/associations, perceived quality, and
tourist loyalty have been frequently regarded (Pike, 2007; Pappu & Quester, 2010; Kladou
& Kehagias, 2014; San Martin et al., 2019) (Table 2.6). For example, Pike et al. (2010)
include brand salience, image, quality and loyalty as dimensions of D-CBBE. Some studies
include brand value (Boo et al., 2009; Tasci et al., 2018). Brand relationship-relevant
concepts, such as trust and satisfaction, were included, although not frequently (Dioko et al.,
2011; San Martin et al., 2019). Few studies have introduced OBE as proposed by Yoo et
al. (2001) as an abstracted construct in representing D-CBBE (Im et al., 2012; Kim et al.,
2016a; Frias Jamilena et al., 2017; Tran et al., 2019).

Table 2.6. Dimensions of destination consumer-based brand equity in destination
marketing area

Outcome of

Dimensions of D-CBBE D-CBBE’s
dimensions

Studies

Brand salience
Brand associations
Brand resonance
Perceived value
Trust

Satisfactions
Performance
Attachment

Overall brand equity

Konecnik and Gartner (2007)
Pike (2007)

Boo et al. (2009)

Pappu and Quester (2010)
Chen and Myagmarsuren (2010)
Gartner and Ruzzier (2011)
Bianchi and Pike (2011)
Dioko et al. (2011)
Evangelista and Dioko (2011)
Ferns and Walls (2012)
Horng et al. (2012)

Im et al. (2012)

Ruzzier et al. (2014)

Wong and Teoh (2015)

Kim et al. (2016a)

Pike and Bianchi (2016)
Frias Jamilena et al. (2017)
Chekalina et al. (2018)

Tasci et al. (2018)

Dedeoglu et al. (2019)

San Martin et al. (2019)
Tran et al. (2019)

Cano Guervos et al. (2020)

2
2
2
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The concept of brand image holds a focal point among D-CBBE models, which is different

from that in the CBBE models (Cai, 2002; Wong & Teoh, 2015). Interestingly, the concept
of brand associations has been measured in a similar way of brand image within the
destination branding studies, especially in D-CBBE relevant literature. So that brand
association was seldom included in existing D-CBBE models. There has been only one study
that included both destination image and brand associations, while the brand associations
represented the brand quality and attitude (Im et al., 2012). Tran et al. (2019) even mentioned
that brand image can directly lead to and contain brand associations. Thus, brand image is

dominant in destination branding and D-CBBE relevant studies.

Different opinions regarding the meaning of brand image has also been largely discussed. In
most studies on D-CBBE, brand image is limited to the social image and self-image that
tourists have toward a destination brand personality (e.g., Boo etal., 2009; Tran et al., 2019).
Some other studies adopted Keller (1993) to define brand image as tourists’ perceptions
towards a destination as reflected by the brand associations in tourists’ minds. Cano Guervos
et al. (2020, p.109) defined brand image as the ‘reasoned or emotional perceptions

consumers attach to specific brands’.

The meaning of other frequently applied dimensions of D-CBBE are largely adapted from
the area of general marketing. Brand awareness means the strength of the brand to be
presented and recalled in tourists’ minds (e.g., San Martin et al., 2019; Tran et al., 2019;
Cano Guervos et al., 2020). Brand salience is similar to the concept of brand awareness,
which represents ‘unaided top of mind for a consumer, rather than that which can be recalled
or recognized as a result of prompting such as point of sale collateral’ (Pike, 2007, p. 54).
Brand associations is anything that are linked in tourists’ memory to a destination brand (Im
et a., 2012). Brand resources represents ‘a willingness to engage with the destination’ (Pike,
2007, p. 54). Perceived quality concerns tourists’ perception of the overall quality of the
destination (e.g., Chen & Myagmarsuren, 2010; Pike & Bianchi, 2016; Cano Guervos et al.,
2020). Perceived value represents the benefits that the tourists believe the destination can
bring to them (e.g., Bianchi & Pike, 2011; Dedeoglu et al., 2019). Loyalty represents
attachment that tourists have towards a destination (e.g., Dioko et al., 2011; Pike & Bianchi,
2016; Tran et al., 2019). Overall brand equity is an overall discussion on the strength of the

destination brand (e.g., Im et al., 2012; Frias Jamilena et al., 2017).
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2.5.2 Relationship between the dimensions and overall brand equity

Studies on D-CBBE have investigated the relationships between dimensions of D-CBBE
(e.g., Chekalina et al., 2018; Tasci, 2018). The most common focus was to evaluate the
influence of several attitudinal dimensions, including associations, awareness, perceived
value and perceived quality on loyalty (e.g., Bianchi & Milberg, 2017; Kim & Lee, 2018;
Dedeoglu et al., 2019). For instance, Bianchi and Pike (2011) have evaluated the impact of
destination brand salience, quality, image, and value on destination brand loyalty. Yang et
al. (2015) propose that destination brand loyalty should be a direct outcome of brand
awareness, image, and quality. Differently, Boo et al. (2009) found that destination brand

image has an indirect influence on destination brand loyalty through brand value.

Varied interrelationships between dimensions of D-CBBE before reaching loyalty are
detected in detail as well (e.g., Kim et al., 2017; Chekalina et al., 2018; Tasci, 2018; San
Martin et al., 2019). For example, direct influences of brand awareness on brand perceived
quality and image, simultaneously, are demonstrated by Kim and Lee (2018). Boo et
al. (2009) explore the impact of destination brand awareness, image and quality on
destination brand value. Dedeoglu et al. (2019) partly support Boo et al. (2009) by proposing
an awareness-quality-value-trust-satisfaction-loyalty sequence in conceptualising the brand-
building process of D-CBBE. In Chekalina et al. (2018), the impact of awareness on value
through destination resources is proposed. More complex, the impact of image on perceived
quality, consumer perception of value for money and price premium are evaluated first, then
the influence of perceived quality on the consumer’s perception of value for money are
investigated in Tasci (2018). San Martin et al. (2019) add satisfaction between perceived
quality and loyalty.

Several studies holistically suggest the influence of dimensions of brand equity on OBE (e.g.,
Imetal., 2012; Tran et al., 2019). For example, Im et al. (2012) suggest a direct impact of
destination brand awareness, associations and loyalty on OBE separately, as well as an
indirect influence of destination brand image on OBE through destination brand loyalty.
Comparing to Kim et al. (2016a) where OBE is indirectly influenced by perceived quality
through the level of loyalty, Frias Jamilena et al. (2017) simultaneously include destination
brand awareness, quality, image, loyalty and value as five antecedents of OBE in the D-
CBBE model. Similarly, Tran et al. (2019) propose different directions among the
dimensions of D-CBBE and the OBE (Figure 2.9).
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Figure 2.9. Destination consumer-based brand equity model by Tran et al. (2019)
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Source: Tran et al. (2019, p. 9)

2.5.3 Linear relationships in existing destination consumer-based brand

equity models

The interrelationships within D-CBBE models that have been focused upon so far are causal
linear relationships (e.g., Pike & Bianchi, 2011; Imet al., 2012; Kimet al., 2015;
Dedeoglu et al., 2019; Tasci, 2019). Structure Equation Modelling (SEM) has commonly
been used in those relevant D-CBBE studies to test the linear relationships between variables
used to measure D-CBBE (Table 2.7). For example, Boo et al. (2009) capture the linear
relationship between destination brand awareness, experience, value, and loyalty. Chen and
Myagmarsuren (2010) add brand image and brand choice into those linear relationships.
Brand associations and OBE are then added by Im et al. (2012). Dedeoglu et al. (2019) add
destination brand trust, while Dedeoglu et al. (2019) and San Martin et al. (2019) add
satisfaction.



53

Table 2.7. Data analysis methods in tourism destination domain

Authors Analysis Relationship Relationship results
methods Type
Boo et al. (2009) EFA; CFA; MI, Causal linear BA— BE
SEM BE—>BV
BV— BL
Chen and Myagmarsuren = EFA; CFA; SEM  Causal linear BA— BI
(2010) Bl - BQ
BQ— BC
BC— BL
Pike (2010) CFA; SEM Causal linear BA— BQ; BA— BI; BA— BL
BQ— BIl; BQ— BL
Bl— BL
Bianchi and Pike (2011)  t-Test; CFA,; Causal linear BA— BL; Bl—» BL; BV— BL
SEM
Im et al. (2012) EFA; CFA; SEM  Causal linear A BA— OBE; Bass— BL; BL— OBE
Bl— BL
Bass— BL
Pike and Bianchi (2016)  EFA; CFA; SEM  Causal linear BS— BL: Bl— BL; BV— BL
Dedeoglu et al. (2019) SEM Causal linear  BA— BQ
BQ— BV
BV— BT
BT— BSa
BSa —» BL
San Martin et al. (2019) = CFA; SEM Causal linear  BA— Bl
Bl— BQ
BQ — BSa
BSa— BL
EFA=Exploratory Factor Analysis; CFA= Confirmatory Factor Analysis; SEM= Structure Equation Modelling; MI=
Measurement Invariance; BA= Brand Awareness; BQ= Brand Quality; BL= Brand Loyalty; BE= Brand Experience; BV=
Brand Value; BC= Brand Choice; Bass= Brand Associations; OBE= Overall Brand Equity; D-CBBE= Destination

Consumer-based Brand Equity; BS= Brand Salience; BT= Brand Trust; BSa= Brand Satisfaction; DBQ= Destination
Brand Equity.

2.6. Shortcomings in the capturing of destination consumer-based brand

equity

Several shortcomings regarding existing D-CBBE models have emerged: Firstly, existing
literature considers D-CBBE as a construct failure to capture the complex, idiosyncratic and
dynamic nature of D-CBBE simultaneously (Frias Jamilena et al., 2017; Chekalina et al.,
2018; Tasci, 2018; Dedeoglu et al., 2019). Conceptualising D-CBBE as a construct focuses
solely on the direct impact of one dimension on another per time, which neglects the
combined effect of some dimensions, simultaneously. For example, if destination brand
awareness and associations impact tourists’ preference simultaneously, two pathways of
impact are estimated separately and independently when viewing D-CBBE as a construct
(Imetal., 2012; Frias Jamilena et al., 2017). However, there might be a solution that, when
destination brand awareness and associations are combined, an impact on loyalty is

observed.
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It is even claimed by scholars that branding a destination is more complex than branding a

product or service in general (e.g., Chekalinaet al.,, 2018; Chaulagainet al., 2019;
Dedeoglu et al., 2019). This is because more stakeholders are involved in destination
administrations (Zavattaro et al., 2015; Chaulagain et al., 2019; Dedeoglu et al., 2019). A
wide range of services and products are involved in a destination to influence tourists’
preferences (Chekalina et al., 2018). Many complex characteristics included in a destination,
such as historical buildings and culture, which are not directly created but could be promoted
by DMOs (Boo et al., 2009; Dedeoglu et al., 2019).

An increasing number of studies have put forward the idea of developing a holistic, advanced
and actionable D-CBBE model to capture the nature of the destination branding phenomenon
(e.g., Imet al., 2012; Chekalinaet al.,2018; Dedeogluet al., 2019). For example,
Chekalina et al. (2018) mention that developing significant destination brand equity should
go through a complex and challenging process; thus, the D-CBBE pyramid formed by
hierarchical brand building stages is proposed.

Secondly, there has been no agreement on the dimensionality of D-CBBE. Research has
chosen a limited number of dimensions of D-CBBE to suit their contexts. Studies have
selected brand awareness, associations, perceived quality and loyalty (e.g., Konecnik &
Gartner, 2007; Pike & Scott, 2009; Bianchi et al., 2014; Dedeoglu et al., 2019). In the
tourism field, but not destination context, some studies have added satisfaction and brand
trust (Lee & Back, 2008; 2010; Kimpakorn & Tocquer, 2010; Dioko & So, 2012). When
Govers (2013) was discussing destination branding, managing the brand equity of a
destination was suggested as the core aspect, in which, destination brand equity was

considered as including brand awareness, perceived quality, image and reputation.

In the general marketing area, more dimensions, such as brand personality, nostalgia,
reputation, self-connection, intimacy, partner-quality and relevance have been added
(Chatzipanagiotou et al., 2016; 2019; Veloutsou et al., 2013; 2020). Although there is no
agreement on which dimensions and how many dimensions should be included, studies have
suggested that the dimensionality of D-CBBE should be further examined by including all

the necessary dimensions in a model.

Thirdly, regression-based techniques are popularly used to test the linear relationship
between dimensions of D-CBBE in traditional studies. Nevertheless, regression analysis

solely focuses on the net effects, which fail to illustrate the prediction of causal combinations
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of many factors on a strong brand equity (Sun et al., 2018). The circumstance, in which many

conditions may be combined to simultaneously predict an outcome, cannot be clearly
detected by the regression-based analysis (Woodside, 2013;2014; 2015b). Tourists’ complex
and dynamic perceptions toward a destination, understanding of a destination or the
relationship between tourists and the destination cannot be fully captured by the use of
regression analysis, which only provides rather simplistic “one fits all” solutions (Ragin,
2008; Woodside, 2013;2014). The diversiform of tourists’ reactions leading to both positive
and negative cases may exist in the relationships, which cannot be fully captured by
regression analysis. Thus, regression analysis may cause a simplistic or distorted explanation
on D-CBBE.

2.7. Need for adaptation of consumer-based brand equity as a process

model for destination brands

The shortcomings of existing D-CBBE models had ever emerged in the general marketing
area but was lately solved by Chatzipanagiotou et al. (2016). In this regard,
Chatzipanagiotou et al.’s (2016) CBBE process model (Figure 2.6) can be adapted for a
destination brand in this research because they have proposed a holistic, advanced and

actionable CBBE process model.

There has been no straightforward adoption of CBBE models from the commercial world
into the destination marketing domain (e.g., Konecnik & Gartner, 2007; Kladou et al., 2017),
since destination brands are very different from product brands in general (Tran et al., 2019).
Varied attributes are included in a destination, such as the economic, social, political, cultural
and regional elements, which are more dynamic and complex than the attributes of a product
in general (Konecnik & Gartner, 2007; Yousaf et al., 2017). Multi-stakeholders in a
destination work together to improve the destination. Thus, complex relationships exist

among these stakeholders that may cause more issues (Tran et al., 2019).

Consequently, some studies adopt modified CBBE models from the general branding area.
For example, Konecnik and Gartner (2007) introduce the CBBE model from Aaker (1991)
with a switch in focus from brand association to brand image, further highlighting the
significant role of destination brand image. Similarly, Boo et al. (2007) test the applicability
of Aaker’s (1991) CBBE model but with a specific emphasis on the dimensions of
destination brand image and value of D-CBBE. Im et al. (2012) extend Yoo et al.’s (2000)
holistic CBBE model by adding brand image as a dimension of CBBE as well as OBE as its
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outcome. However, Imet al. (2012) do not follow Yoo et al. (2000) to combine brand

awareness and associations in their conceptualisation of D-CBBE. Instead, in Im et

al. (2012), brand awareness and associations form two separate dimensions of D-CBBE.

Chatzipanagiotou et al.’s (2016) CBBE model should not be directly adopted in this study
for several reasons. Firstly, the destination marketing context has its uniqueness and
complexity that make it different from the general branding area. In most of the situations,
destination branding is more complex than branding a general product or service, since
diverse elements, such as hotels, historical buildings and residents are included in a
destination (Zavattaro et al., 2015; Chaulagain et al., 2019; Dedeoglu et al., 2019). Thus, a
further evaluation is needed to confirm the adaption of Chatzipanagiotou et al. (2016).
Secondly, the dominant role of destination image in the developing process of D-CBBE has
been supported in the destination marketing area (e.g., Konecnik & Gartner, 2007; Wong &
Teoh, 2015; Wong, 2018; San Martin et al., 2019). However, brand image is valued as less
important in D-CBBE models than in destination image studies. Thus, a modification is
needed to suit the destination image’s role in the adapted D-CBBE process in the current

research project.

Corresponding to Chatzipanagiotou et al. (2016), the modified D-CBBE process model in
the current research will be formulated as an evolving process covering three sequential
blocks: brand building (BBB); understanding (BUB); and, relationship block (BRB),
followed by OBE as an outcome. Some modifications regarding which dimensions to be
included in D-CBBE will be needed to make the adapted model fit well with a destination

branding context.

2.7.1 Brand building block

The BBB captures the results of marketing efforts. Companies put effort into positioning
and creating attributes, symbols and functional utility to represent the brand abstractly to
differentiate their brands from competitors (Chen, 2001; Chatzipanagiotou et al., 2016).
Both functional attributes and imageries, including brand heritage, nostalgia, personality,
perceived quality, leadership and competitive advantage are included in BBB in
Chatzipanagiotou et al (2016; 2019) and Veloutsou et al (2020) as CBBE dimensions.
Turning to the destination context, BBB is set as being assembled from attributes generated

from destination marketing efforts. Destination marketers develop different marketing
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activities or strategies to create attributes to attract tourists. When discussing destination

brands, Wang and Pizam (2011, p. 2) identify that a collection of ‘tourist resources and
attractions, infrastructure, equipment, service providers, other support sectors and
administrative organisations, who’s integrated and coordinated activities’, offered in a

destination, should be the first step when evaluating destination branding.

Further exploration is needed to seek the most appropriate dimensions fit in BBB. Existing
literature provides possibilities to incorporate destination image into BBB in a holistic way.
Firstly, destination image captures most of the destination attributes that are perceived by
tourists (e.g., Konecnik & Gartner, 2007; San Martin et al., 2019), which corresponds to the
meaning of BBB. Although studies use ‘destination competitiveness’ to capture functional
attributes, it is substantially deconstructed from destination image (Wong & Teoh, 2015;
Wong, 2018). Secondly, matching the role of BBB in D-CBBE, destination image has been
supported as crucial in D-CBBE and can be a pre-existing concept from which destination
brands are derived (Pike, 2009; Martinez & de Chernatony, 2013; Wong & Teoh, 2015).
Wong and Teoh (2015) and Wong (2018) view the destination image as the core and
precursor of D-CBBE’s dimensions. Thus, it is logical for this research to assume that
destination image and destination competitiveness can provide references for the

identification of attributes included in BBB.

2.7.2 Brand understanding block

Chatzipanagiotou et al. (2016), capture BUB’s four dimensions: brand awareness,
associations, reputation and self-connection, to represent consumers’ understanding of a
brand. As Keller (1993) proposes, and agreed by the literature (e.g., Lee et al., 2011; Cai et
al., 2015), brand knowledge is key to the brand equity-developing process, which captures
the ‘uniqueness, strength and favourability of associations’ related to a brand
(Chatzipanagiotou et al., 2016, p.5480). In Keller’s (2001) ‘brand pyramid’, if consumers
can identify a brand, access the brand as favourable, or have a positive response to the brand,

then strong brand equity will likely be built.

When adapting the destination context, the BUB should capture tourists’ knowledge
associated with a particular destination, but this requires further empirical confirmation,
because tourists” knowledge of a destination should be built based on perceived attributes,
which have not been detected in this study (Dedeoglu et al., 2019). Importantly, the non-

uniform conceptualisation and operation of some dimensions in existing D-CBBE models,
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such as brand image and associations, require the current study to clarify possible

dimensions included in the BUB. For example, existing D-CBBE models primarily include
destination awareness and image/associations as important dimensions of tourists’
destination knowledge (San Martin et al., 2019). Brand image and associations are
sometimes considered as interchangeable concepts (e.g., Pike & Bianchi, 2016). In several
studies, such as Im et al. (2012), brand image and association are two independent concepts,
both of which contribute to the formation of D-CBBE. The former (brand image) includes
cognitive, affective and conative aspects, while the latter (brand association) includes
attributes, benefits and attitudes (Im et al., 2012).

2.7.3 Brand relationship block

Chatzipanagiotou et al. (2016) include BRB brand trust, intimacy, relevance and partner-
quality to capture relationships and emotional connections between a brand and its
consumers. As suggested in Keller’s (2001) ‘brand pyramid’, dynamic relationships between
a brand and its consumers are considered as brand resonance that is at the top point of the
brand equity pyramid. Veloutsou et al. (2013) suggest inclusion of relevant brand
relationship concepts in the formation process of CBBE. Seri¢ (2017) supports this,
believing that brand relationships contribute to the formation of CBBE. Subsequently,
Chatzipanagiotou et al. (2016) is the first empirical study to comprehensively incorporate
brand relationship elements into the D-CBBE process, subsequently used by
Chatzipanagiotou et al. (2019) and Veloutsou et al. (2020). Turning to the destination
context, BRB has the potential to be included in D-CBBE.

Further exploration regarding the possible dimensions included in the BRB still needs
empirical confirmation (Dioko et al., 2011; San Martin et al., 2019). For example, Dioko et
al.’s (2011) destination brand equity is reflected in five dimensions, among which
destination trust is included. San Martin et al. (2019) include the concept of satisfaction to
represent tourists’ emotional feelings towards a destination. Lee and Back (2008; 2010)
focus on a conference’s attendee-based brand equity; they also include brand satisfaction,
brand trust between destination brand knowledge and tourists’ behaviours. A single concept

cannot represent the brand relationship in a comprehensive way.
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2.7.4 Overall brand equity

OBE holistically represents the strength of a brand and consumers’ overall preference of the
brand (e.g., Yoo & Donthu, 2001; Tong & Hawley, 2009; Chatzipanagiotou et al., 2016;
2019). Those studies that include the OBE in their CBBE models, adapt the definition of
OBE from Yoo and Donthu (2001) (Table 2.8). For example, Yoo and Donthu (2001) define
OBE as ‘the strength of the brand, which overall preference and purchase intention primarily
indicates.” After that, studies such as Buil et al. (2013b) and Christodoulides et al. (2015) are
introduced from Yoo and Donthu’s (2001) definition. Chatzipanagiotou et al. (2016; 2019)
and Veloutsou et al. (2020) define OBE as the strength of the brand, which overall

preference and purchase intention primarily indicates.

The significant role of OBE in the CBBE formation process has been discussed in the general
branding area (Yoo et al., 2000; Chatzipanagiotou et al., 2016; Veloutsou et al., 2020).
Yoo et al. (2000) initially proposed the inclusion of OBE, which is influenced by CBBE’s
dimensions. Similarly, OBE is impacted by perceived quality, awareness, association and
loyalty separately in Tong and Hawley (2009). Being slightly different, Buil et al. (2013b)
find that brand awareness influences OBE through perceived quality or association. OBE is
directly influenced by perceived quality, associations and loyalty in Buil et al. (2013b).
Comprehensively, Chatzipanagiotou et al. (2016), followed by Chatzipanagiotou et
al. (2019) and Veloutsou et al. (2020), demonstrate a combination of brand heritage,
personality, nostalgia, brand quality, leadership and competitive advantage; a combination
of brand associations, awareness, reputation and self-brand connection or a combination of

brand relevance, trust, intimacy and partner-quality would predict a higher level of OBE.

Table 2.8. Definition of overall brand equity

Studies Definition
Destination marketing domain
(several studies include overall brand equity, which are adapted from Yoo et al (2000) and Yoo
and Donthu (2001))
Im etal. (2012); Buil et al. (2013a); Kimet = “The strength of the brand, which overall

al. (2016a); Frias Jamilena et al. (2017) preference and purchase intention primarily
indicates.”
The general marketing domain
Yoo and Donthu (2001) adapted in “The strength of the brand, which overall
Christodoulides et al. (2015); preference and purchase intention primarily
Chatzipanagiotou et al. (2016; 2019); indicates.”

Veloutsou et al. (2020)



60
In the destination marketing domain, although few studies (Im et al., 2012; Kim et al., 2016a;

Frias Jamilena et al., 2017) include OBE as the outcome of the dimensions of D-CBBE, they
uniformly adapt this concept directly from Yoo et al. (2001). This is because the goals of
destination branding are the same as branding a product or service in general (Im etal., 2012;
Frias Jamilena et al., 2017). OBE refers to tourists’ preference in destination marketing
(Imetal., 2012; Frias Jamilena et al., 2017).

2.7.5 Relating to research objectives

Even if a CBBE process model is selected to be adapted in this research to reconceptualise
D-CBBE, it cannot be directly applied without modification because branding destinations
are different from, and even more complex than, general products. Further study designs are
needed to: (a) explore possible dimensions in this D-CBBE process; (b) detect the
operationalisation of this D-CBBE process; and (c) examine similarities and difference

between visitors’ and non-visitors’ perceptions about the same destination.

2.8 Chapter summary

Literature concerning two concepts have been reviewed: 1) CBBE and 2) D-CBBE in the
destination branding area. Existing literature exclusively considers D-CBBE as a construct
by adapting traditional CBBE models. Also, differences between destination brands and
general product brands have not been clarified. Consequently, this literature review gives
the current research a direction to view D-CBBE as a process and capture destination brands’
specific characteristics. The dimensionality of D-CBBE in existing studies is somewhat
simplified, thereby neglecting an agreement on the number of dimensions which should be
included. Some concepts, such as brand relevance, reputation, self-connection, nostalgia,
and personality, contribute to well-established CBBE but do not examine D-CBBE. Studies
in tourism solely focus on linear relationships and net effects, which limit the potential of
capturing the complex nature of D-CBBE. Therefore, the use of new methodology (fs/ QCA)

IS necessary.
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Chapter 3 : Research Methodology

3.1 Introduction

This chapter includes two sections; the first discusses the methodology from an overall
analytical perspective. An overview of the research philosophy that guides the research
paradigm is discussed. A research paradigm is ‘a set of basic beliefs that deals with ultimate
or first principles’ (Guba & Lincoln, 1994, p. 107). Deciding upon the research paradigm
based on philosophical assumptions is important, since it is the basic beliefs and grounds
that influence the choice of research methods and techniques (Henderson, 2011).
Subsequently, the overall research design, as well as the corresponding data collection and
analysis methods, is discussed, thereby providing an overall guide to the direction for the
rest of this research project. Then, this section will provide the description and justifications

for the selected research context, Scotland, as the tourism destination, in detail.

The second section discusses the methodological procedures of three studies, including
Study 1: inductive content analysis; Study 2: semi-structured interviews; and Study 3: e-

survey.

For the Study 1, its overall procedure, including data collection, such as how to select the
websites, followed by the data clean and further data analysis process, which includes

keywords analysis and inductive content analysis of the original textual data are presented.

Study 2 outlines the methodological procedures, including the design of the interview guide,
participant recruitment, data collection, analysis, ethical considerations, and rigour of the
qualitative analysis in detail. Specifically, Study 2 was conducted to identify dimensions
included in this destination consumer-based brand equity (D-CBBE) model (an initial
tentative framework developed from the literature review and content analysis is shown in
Appendix B).

Study 3 presents the methodological procedure, including two phases; in each, a different
questionnaire was used. Specifically, it starts with an overall view of the inclusion of the two
phases in Study 3. Next, it discusses development of the two questionnaires, including

specific and detailed discussion concerning the questionnaire for each phase, such as the
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questions/instrument design (content, response strategy and wording) and questionnaire

structure (sequence and visual aspect of questions). A discussion on the choice of
measurement scales for the second phase is presented. Subsequently, the pre-test and pilot
study are discussed. The sampling technique and questionnaire administration process will
be illustrated. Finally, it will present the techniques to be used for the preliminary (EFAS
&CFAs) and main data analysis (fs/QCA).

3.2 Research paradigm

This research project follows a post-positivism research paradigm, which is based on
several philosophical assumptions on the truth of knowledge and the nature of reality
(Creswell, 2014). Specifically, two types of philosophical assumptions are discussed here:
epistemology and ontology (Henderson, 2011). Firstly, epistemology concerns what the
acceptable knowledge is in a research file (Bryman & Bell, 2015). In an epistemological
continuum, positivism and interpretivism are two extremes and post-positivism is located
between the extremes. Positivism suggests that a social phenomenon should be investigated
using natural science methods. Nevertheless, interpretivism claims that some social science
issues related to human perspective or behaviours can be evaluated by applying different
methods, depending upon the research logic (Bryman & Bell, 2015). Thus, positivism
believes the truth of knowledge, while interpretivism highlights the opposite points of view
(Saunders et al., 2015). Post-positivism is, to some extent, considered as close to but not

adhering to positivism.

When considering the epistemology in this study, post-positivism is chosen due to this
research project believing that existing knowledge is somehow insufficient to explain reality.
That is to say, existing literature on D-CBBE has its shortcomings in detecting the impact of
complex combinations of many factors on the overall brand equity. Although a CBBE
process model can be adapted from the general marketing areas, the dimensions that should
be included in each destination brand equity building block still need in-depth confirmation
and clarification. To the researcher’s best knowledge, there has not been a study in the
destination marketing area that investigates all those dimensions for each block. In line with
the research objective, which is to better understand the D-CBBE process, an additional
qualitative phase, including inductive content-analysis and semi-structured interview
methods, should first be implemented. The qualitative phase is used here to help with
understanding the required knowledge, which includes the possible dimensions that can

reinforce the major attributes representing the destination (BBB), tourists understanding of
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(BUB) and the relationship with the destination (BRB). Thus, the additional qualitative

methods are important here, which means that it is a post-positivism study (Guba & Lincoln,
1994). However, the significance of quantitative research methods in estimating the
reliability and validity of research is not overlooked (Creswell, 2014). Quantitative survey
is necessary here to verify the relationships between each block as well as the final outcome
of the D-CBBE process: OBE. Thus, this research believes that absolute true knowledge
does not exist, and socially constructed knowledge is the standpoint that needs exploration
first (Henderson, 2011).

Secondly, ontology is another reflection of this research orientation (Bryman & Bell, 2015).
Ontology concerns the nature of reality (Bryman & Bell, 2015), and two extremes that are
held, ontologically, continue: objectivism and subjectivism. Objectivism believes that the
reality of the world is independent of social actors. In contrast, subjectivism assumes that
reality should be developed by social actors, and individuals’ perspectives contribute to the

building of the social phenomenon (Saunders et al., 2012).

From the ontological perspective, this research has selected post-positivism, which is
between objectivism and subjectivism, for the following reasons: first, this research does not
believe in the extremely objective or subjective nature of reality within a social phenomenon.
On one hand, major attributes that represent a tourism destination can be nature, such as
mountains and lakes; these are objective attributes. On the other hand, the attributes can also
be culture, customs or local people and even regulations that are developed subjectively by
individuals. Tourists’ understanding towards, as well as emotional relationships with, the
destination can be subjective. When collecting these elements into a D-CBBE process model
in this study, the destination brand building process model itself can be objectively applied

to other destinations.

Second, the researcher has learned knowledge from participants rather than by simply testing
the reality. The major attributes of the destination, tourists’ understanding of, relationships
with, and preference towards the destination can only be partly introduced from existing
literature and knowledge. A destination is an umbrella covering different services and
products, such as hotels, restaurants, local people, buildings and nature. Different
destinations may have their own characteristics that distinguish them from competitors. Thus,

the researcher should discover the reality from participants before testing it.
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Third, this research not only focuses on objective reality, but also concerns ‘the predictability

that can occur in traditional interviews’ (Ryan, 2006, p.18). As suggested by Henderson
(2011), post-positivism values the significance of subjective reality, but still adheres to some
principles that are close to positivism. This study analyses qualitative data through semi-
structured interviews and identifies the possible and potential relationship between
constructs. For example, when an interviewee had a strong impression of nature at a
destination, he/she would mention that this attribute (nature) was highly regarded or even
express a connection with the destination as well as a willingness to visit it rather than others.
Thus, it can be a potential pathway from certain attributes to destination brand reputation or
self-connections and even overall brand equity. As such, the important role of subjective
reality is supported. After interviews, quantitative questionnaires were distributed to test the

predicted relationships (research propositions). Thus, the tenets of post-positivism are shown.

Considering the research paradigm based on philosophical assumptions is important here,
since these are basic beliefs that can guide research practice and influence the choice of
research questions and methodology (Creswell, 2014). A discussion on philosophical
assumptions offers grounds for the selection of research methods and generating results for
social problems (Henderson, 2011). By using different methods, researchers will be able to

articulate the social phenomenon (Saunders et al., 2015).

3.3 Overall research design

From an overall perspective, this study applies a mixed-methods design. A mixed-methods
strategy allows both numbers and words to be collected during the research process and can
help develop deeper understanding regarding complex research problems (Creswell & Clark,
2008; Harrison, 2013). Both qualitative and quantitative research approaches are included in
mixed-methods (Harrison & Reilly, 2011; Venkatesh et al., 2013). The current research has
identified shortcomings in the existing literature; thus, it aims at filling the identified gaps to
reinforce the relevant theory. Specifically, the literature review shows that a study
empirically detecting the impact of combinations of many factors on the overall band equity
is lacking. To address this issue, this study adapts the latest CBBE process model from the
general marketing area, which is supposed to refine the D-CBBE theory in the destination
marketing area. In line with abductive reasoning, that relying on a set of procedures that can
best answer research questions (Harrison, 2013), an exploratory phase with content-analysis
and semi-structured interview technique was designed as the first stage. The employment of

this qualitative phase is to explore the destination attributes, tourists’ understanding and
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relationships with a destination. In a second stage, the qualitative findings are evaluated and

selected to refine and modify the conceptual framework of the D-CBBE process in this study.
After this, the modified D-CBBE model with the application of identified dimensions from
the qualitative phase is then tested in a quantitative phase. Therefore, utilisation of mixed-
methods, here, can help with achieving a more complete understanding of the research
objectives (Creswell, 2014).

Specifically, this study uses an exploratory sequential mixed-methods design, which is
defined as an ‘intent of the strategy is to develop better measurements with specific samples
of populations and to see if data from a few individuals can be generalized to a large sample
of a population’ (Creswell, 2014, p. 226). This exploratory sequential process includes
collections and analysis of qualitative data at the beginning, followed by quantitative data
collection and analysis (Figure 3.1). This integration of the qualitative and quantitative
phases is a methodological triangulation that helps understand the phenomenon (Bryman,
2006; Venkatesh et al., 2013). It means that the integration in mixed-methods has explored
the destination branding phenomenon and evaluated the interrelationships within this D-
CBBE process comprehensively. ‘The integration of quantitative and qualitative data can

dramatically enhance the value of mixed methods research’ (Fetters et al., 2013, p. 2135).

Figure 3.1. Exploratory sequential mixed methods design

+Study 1: Content analysis of the tourism information posted
by Scottish destination tourism marketers in their websites.
Data will be analysed by keyword frequency and thematic
analysis technique.

«Study 2: Semi-structured interviews with tourists to Scotland.
Data will be analysed using a thematic analysis technique.

Qualitative
Studies 1 and 2

\
ot «Study 3: e-survey with American
Quszirl]gtatgve tourists to Scotland. Data will be
y analysed using the fs/QCA method.
J
( . -
+Detecting sufficient
Interpret the combinations of conditions
resutls in each block that lead to
9 the next and, eventually to

the development of the
destination OBE

Source: Adapted from Creswell (2014)
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The current research contains three studies (Appendix A). Qualitative Study 1: Inductive

content analysis of information regarding Scotland as a tourism destination published in
Scottish tourism websites before May 2017. Study 1 identifies the major themes promoted
by marketers about Scotland. The inductive content analysis technique was used to analyse
the data. The results of Study 1 provided a basic understanding of Scotland to the researcher

and were used as a reference for the interview guide in Study 2.

Qualitative Study 2: Semi-structured interviews with visitors and non-visitors to Scotland.
Study 2 was conducted to identify key attributes of Scotland perceived by tourists and
evaluate the destination-tourists relationship. Thematic analysis was used to analyse the data.
Study 2 provides a significant contribution to refine and reinforce the proposed conceptual
D-CBBE process model as well as complement the measurements for the Study 3, by
identifying tourists’ perceptions, understanding and feelings about the destination to inform

possible dimensions included in each block of the D-CBBE model.

Quantitative Study 3: Online survey with two phases of self-administered questionnaires
distributed through the MTurk platform to visitors and non-visitors from the US. A fuzzy set
qualitative comparative analysis method (fs/ QCA) was used to analyse the data. Study 3
was conducted to test the interrelationships within the D-CBBE model. This also assists
answering the research propositions to empirically detect the operationalisation of this D-
CBBE model.

Studies 1-3 each plays an important role and significantly contribute to each other. First, a
content analysis in Study 1 is necessary for the researcher to become familiar with the
research context. More significantly, the results of the content analysis provide an overall
view of attributes concerning Scotland that have the possibility to be perceived by tourists.
Thus, the researcher can use this as a reference to design the guidelines for the questions to
be asked in the semi-structured interviews in Study 2. Without Study 1, Study 2 cannot
obtain a reference to guide analysis and generation of the major themes. Second, the semi-
structured interviews help refine the possible dimensions included in the final conceptual
framework of the D-CBBE process and reinforce the measurements of each dimension of
this D-CBBE process model. Without Study 2, the final conceptual model cannot be refined.
Third, Study 3, as the main study, is significant for empirically testing and identifying
relationships between the dimensions of this D-CBBE model. Without Study 3, the possible
solutions, formed by the dimensions of D-CBBE, which lead to high-level overall brand

equity cannot be clearly identified.
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A qualitative phase is employed in this research for several reasons. Firstly, it is needed to
inform the D-CBBE process model. The qualitative approaches, here, aim at discovering
possible attributes of a destination, as well as tourists’ understanding of and relationship with
this destination. Although existing literature investigates the brand equity theory in a
destination marketing area (e.g., Pike & Bianchi, 2016; Frias-Jamilena et al., 2018; Tasci,
2019), it has been a challenge to decide the appropriate and important dimensions to be
included in a D-CBBE formation process in a holistic manner. Secondly, it can help with
identifying the outcome of D-CBBE’s dimensions. Studies have realised the importance of
including OBE as an outcome of the dimensions of D-CBBE; nevertheless, little research
empirically demonstrates this in destination marketing (Im et al., 2012). Thirdly, it will
provide a guide for adapting measures of constructs of D-CBBE in quantitative Study 3.
Although many existing scales in previous literature can be introduced, modifications are

still needed to suit the measures within a specific context.

In line with the research objective, quantitative Study 3 is necessary to address two research
tasks: 1) evaluate the interrelationship among the dimensions of the D-CBBE (BBB, BUB
and BRB) process; 2) examine the impact of dimensions of D-CBBE (BBB, BUB and BRB)
on OBE. Within this quantitative phase survey, the instruments for measuring the constructs,
identified based on the literature review and qualitative phase, are decided. This corresponds
to Fetters et al. (2013) that qualitative results can inform the instruments developed in the
quantitative phase. More importantly, the quantitative phase contributes deeper insight into
how those dimensions in the D-CBBE-building process can be configured to predict strong
overall D-CBBE.

Details regarding the procedure and contributions of each study will be seen from sections
3.5103.7.

3.4 Research context: Scotland

Previous literature has suggested a focus on one specific destination as the research context
for several reasons. First, the attributes associated with different destinations may vary
greatly, so that one destination would have its unique destination attributes distinguishing it
from competitors (Eid et al., 2019; Milovanovi¢ et al., 2019). Second, due to marketing
globalization, tourists from different countries or regions would perceive a destination
differently; therefore, their reactions are distinguished (Kim, 2018; Eid et al., 2019). If
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focusing on many destinations, then different opinions on these destinations may result in

the too complicated issue in the model development. Third, corresponding to the complex
and dynamic nature of destination brands, different patterns regarding the relationship
between antecedents and D-CBBE dimensions would be seen in different destination
contexts (Chaulagain et al., 2019). Lastly, if more than one destination in included, then
there are possibilities to include all destinations, which is impossible to conduct. Therefore,
after asking for experts’ advice, this research decided to use one destination as the research
context. Therefore, it could be concluded that choosing one specific place as the research

context is the trend in empirical literature in destination branding.

In this research, many considerations suggested Scotland as a good focus: Firstly, Scotland
has obtained tremendous success within global tourist market competition in recent years
(Scottish Tourism Alliance, 2019a), which makes it a good example for other destinations
to learn from. Scotland has been suggested as one of the top best destinations in the world
that are worth visiting in travel magazines (The Scottish Sun, 2018). In detail, The Scottish
Sun (2018) posted that Scotland has beat its competitors, such as Mexico, New Zealand, and
Portugal, and become one of the top travel spots in an international ‘travel hotlist’, due to its
poetic and breath-taking beauty, fascinating Celtic and Norse history and culture. Therefore,
Scotland is a stunning place suitable for visitors who would like to explore a pleasant
destination (Scotland info Guide, 2019a).

Secondly, Scotland has immense potential to develop tourism in the future, since the local
government has put a lot of effort into boosting tourism development in Scotland (Scotland
Government, 2019; Scottish Tourism Alliance, 2019a). Specifically, the Scottish
government aims at stimulating a boost in the share of Gross Domestic Product that the
tourism industry accounts for. Therefore, the government of Scotland has developed several
policies and strategies to promote Scotland as a tourism destination. The popular strategy is
Tourism Scotland 2020 (TS2020), launched in June 2012, by the Tourism Leadership Group
and the Scottish Tourism Alliance. Its goal for 2020 is to make Scotland ‘a destination of
the first choice for high quality, value for money and memorable customer experience,
delivered by skilled and passionate people’ (Scottish Tourism Alliance, 2019a). The strategy
targets ‘those markets that offer Scotland the greatest growth potential, to collaborate within
and across Scotland’s tourism destinations and to develop the authentic memorable
experiences today’s visitors seek, delivered to the consistently high quality they expect’
(Scottish Tourism Alliance, 2019a). The Scottish tourism sector aims to increase visitor

spend from £4.5bn in 2011 to £5.5bn in 2020; total employment in the tourism industry was
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185,100 in 2011; and tourism turnover from £6,221m in 2011 (Scottish Tourism Alliance,

2019Db). This strategy corresponds to the megatrends, that destinations should provide more
genuine experiences to market Scotland as a whole, rather than just some special places;
culturally and demographically identify different potential tourists; and widely introduce
updated technology and data to improve tourist experience (Scottish Tourism Alliance,
2019c). To achieve the goal in 2020, there is still much to develop in Scotland (Scottish
Tourism Alliance 2019a).

Thirdly, Scotland shares many common features with popular destinations in Europe which,
to some extent, enables the research results to be generalized with those similar destinations.
For example, Scotland is a part of Europe and its attractions come from the same origin as
many other countries in Europe. Previous literature focuses on some countries in Europe,
such as Greece and Spain. Greece has been used many times, since it has sea, mountain,
customs, culture, and buildings (Stylos et al., 2016). Similarly, Spain was used frequently,
due to the successful wine industry in this county (Gomez et al., 2015). In a similar way,
these common features of a popular tourism destination can also be found in Scotland, to be
focused upon and promoted. Scotland is now an English-speaking region, which makes it

easier and more convenient to attract international tourists.

Fourthly, Scotland has unique characteristics that distinguish it from competitors. Although
located in the northern region of the UK, Scottish life and the rich heritage in Scotland gives
it a special and fascinating identity to be investigated. For example, the Celtic languages,
especially as spoken in parts of Scotland, cannot be found in England (Scotland is Now,
2019). Scotland has customs, such as the Kilt, traditional Scottish clothing and bagpipes, the
traditional musical instrument that is played in Scotland. Unique histories are presented in
the style of buildings in this place. Its unique culture, politics, haggis, whisky production,
and distilleries are representations of Scotland as a unique tourist destination. The thriving
cities and sparsely inhabited countryside in Scotland are considered as unique spots for
traveling as well. The friendly local people and accommodation make it a unique place for
holidays. Even the dynamic weather and a Scottish accent make Scotland into a unique
destination brand (Scotland info Guide, 2019b). Therefore, Scotland as a tourist destination,

has its unique identity and special destination attributes to explore its potential in tourism.

Consequently, this project set the research context in the area of Scotland, in the United
Kingdom (UK). Scotland is a region that occupies the northern side of Great Britain

(Scotland is Now, 2019). It shares a border with England within the UK and is close to the
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best European spots which makes it a great place to travel to or work in. Scotland’s natural

geography is a huge part of its appeal, as it has a 10,000 km coastline, which accounts for
69% of the UK’s total coastline, including almost 800 small islands, such as the majestic
northern isles of Shetland and Orkney, the Hebrides, Arran and Skye (Scotland info Guide,
2019b and Scotland is Now, 2019). In detail, on the west side of Scotland, there are many
impressive archipelagos, for example, the Outer Hebrides, and the Isle of Skye, which are
famous for visitors or photographers to pursue. Within Scotland’s mainland, central Scotland
consists of the lowlands and southern Scotland is the uplands (Home away, 2019). Tourists
can enjoy the pristine beaches, lochs, rolling valleys and towering mountains (Scotland is
Now, 2019), for example, Ben Nevis, Britain’s highest mountain (Home away, 2019). Other
than the small islands, on the east side, Scotland is geographically separated from most other
European countries by the North Sea. To the north-west side, the Atlantic Ocean separates
Scotland from Iceland, the USA, and Canada, and the Irish Sea separates Scotland from

Ireland.

3.5 Study 1: Inductive content analysis

Study 1 is conducted for the following reasons: 1) Content analysis is a systematic method
for searching and interpreting textual data to address ‘not only manifest content but also the
themes and core ideas found in texts as primary content’ (Drisko & Maschi, 2015, p. 85).
Study 1 is designed with a pragmatic intention, here, to identify possible attributes of
Scotland that are promoted by local destination marketers. 2) Content analysis is usually
used when previous literature on the phenomenon is fragmented (Armat et al., 2018). ‘If
there is not enough former knowledge about the phenomenon or if this knowledge is
fragmented, the inductive approach is recommended’ (Elo & Kyngis, 2008, p. 109). In this
study, fragmented information could be found from previous literature but is not sufficient

to form key themes specifically reflecting Scotland’s attributes.

Study 1 contributes to the development of the interview guides and provides reference for
interview data analysis in Study 2. The DMOs, such as VisitScotland, can use these
identified attributes to compare with their promoted themes about the destination. They
could identify which themes have been mentionded more frequgncy and then balance the

frequency of occurrence of each theme in their websites.
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3.5.1 Choice of the websites

An important step prior to data collection is to choose appropriate websites that are created
by Scottish destination marketers and focus on promoting Scotland as a tourism destination
to attract tourists. Specifically, the sample of Scottish tourism websites was collected
through a comprehensive and exhaustive search of website lists under the travel directories

in the Google search engine (http://www.web-directories.ws/sitemap.php) from 26 February

2017 9 March 2017. After visiting each website listed under the sub-category of ‘Region of
Scotland’, 20 top websites related to Scottish tourism information were collected. By visiting
the website listed under the sub-category of ‘UK travel directory’, 43 relevant websites were
found. When, complementarily, the researcher applied the Google engine to search ‘Scotland
government tourism official websites’ and ‘Scotland tourism website’, five additional
websites were collected. Thus, 69 websites were collected in the pool of possible websites

that might provide the information to answer the question for Study 1.

Google was used to search for possible websites for several reasons. Firstly, although
‘website research has been plagued by the difficulties in establishing a population and a
sampling frame’ (Neuendorf, 2016, p. 88), some content analysts have used the travel
directories in Google to look for textual information (Choi et al., 2007; Elo & Kyngas, 2008;
Hanna & Rowley, 2019). Secondly, this study intended to collect data from websites which
are usually searched and compared in a similar manner by visitors using similar search
keywords (Buhalis & Inversini,2014). The internet has become the most important data
information source for tourists to look for services and information of a destination (Buhalis,
2003; Buhalis et al., 2011). The Google engine provides an overall view of all possible
websites that tourists may find from the internet if they would like to research for some
information about Scotland as a tourism destination. Thirdly, it was also agreed by experts
in the same field that using the directories in Google can be an appropriate technique to
collect possible websites’ relevant destination information at the initial step. Thus, it is
significant to detect the multiple attributes of a destination that exist on websites (Choi et al.,
2007; Molinillo et al., 2018).

Each of the 69 websites were reviewed individually by the researcher, following the criteria

below, to decide which are appropriate and ready for data collection:


http://www.web-directories.ws/sitemap.php
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1) Ifthe contents are highly related to Scotland’s destination attributes, Since some websites

offer information regarding travel agencies themselves rather than about Scotland or
provide little information about Scotland. If Scotland was not the focus in those websites,

then they would be dropped.

2) If the websites were provided by travel guides, tour operators or official government
organisations, then they should be kept for data collection because the websites provided
by those destination marketers would usually be reviewed by potential visitors, such as
‘VisitScotland.com is the official consumer website of VisitScotland, Scotland’s

national tourist board’ (Visit Scotland, 2019).

3) |If there is redundancy regarding the information in a website, then it should be dropped,

since the information is unlikely to attract tourists to read.

Some studies show that websites identified through Google are suitable and cover major
aspects concerning Scotland promoted by destination marketers. For example, images
promoted by VisitScotland have been focused upon as visually representative of tourist
brochures (e.g., Scarles, 2004; Bregoli, 2013). Bregoli (2013), focusing on the context of
Edinburgh, a city in Scotland, also collected secondary data from websites of local
destination partnerships, such as the National Tourism Organisation. This corresponds with

the current study which selected websites from Scottish destination partnerships.

After removing the redundant websites that did not meet any of those criteria, the final
sample of 51 websites was generated, including tour operators (29) or official sources and
guides (22) that provide travel guides to online audiences. These websites were considered
as the sample from a population of all the Scottish tourism websites promoting Scotland to
tourists. Those websites operating in the ‘.com’ or ‘.co.uk’ domain were classified into the
group of tour operators, while the websites described in the “.eu’; ‘.scot’ or ‘.org.uk’ domain

were classified into the group of official sources and guides.

In total, around two months were used for data collection, which started with the initial
websites searching on 26 February 2017, until the final textual data collected on 7 April
2017. Specifically, from 9 March 2017, to 7 April 2017, all the webpages in these 51 selected
websites were manually reviewed and plain texts related to the study purpose were

downloaded by the researcher. The contents from each site were saved as Microsoft Word
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documents. Each document was stored separately since it would be coded according to the

name of each website.

3.5.2 Data cleaning procedures

After reading all the textual data (119,278 words) many times to ensure familiarity, several
steps were conducted to clean the raw data for final analysis. Firstly, A website

(http://demos.datasciencedojo.com/demo/stopwords/) was used to drop stop words. Stop

words, such as ‘the’, ‘is” and ‘are’, as well as numbers, were firstly eliminated from the
original data, as they were irrelevant to the study’s purpose; 42,710 words remained.
Secondly, the NVivo software was used to smooth the textual data. It has been suggested
that data smoothing is necessary before any content analysis (Stepchenkova et al., 2009).
Thus, the following important operations were applied to smooth the raw data to achieve
interpretable results (Stepchenkova & Morrison, 2006; Choi et al., 2007):

1. The texts were manually reviewed to check the correct spelling of the words. Since the
text data were downloaded from local tourism websites, most of which were official
websites, the spelling was correct. Only situations such as, the word ‘Scotland’ being
written as ‘SCOTLAND’ was it modified to the same format. Thus, 42,710 words

remained at this stage.

2. The multi-word concepts were replaced with one word to reduce redundancy in the data
analysis. For example, this study has transferred the ‘Isle of Skye’ to ‘Isle’ and
transferred ‘loch Ness’ to ‘loch’. Cities in Scotland, such as the words ‘Edinburgh city’
were also replaced by the word ‘city’. The names of castles, such as ‘Urquhart Castle’
and ‘Aldourie Castle’ were replaced by the word ‘castle’. Thus, 14,626 words remained

at this stage.

3. Synonyms were checked using the NVivo dictionary. For example, it replaced
‘sandstone’ with ‘stone’. However, some synonyms were kept, such as ‘lake’— ‘loch’
and ‘isle’— ‘island’. Some animals in Scotland have a specific name, such as Shetland-
pony which is a Scottish breed of pony, thus, Shetland-pony was replaced by pony. This
is because the keywords would be classified into themes if they have the same meaning,
and these words are considered as representing Scottish destination attributes.

Consequently, this stage led to 9,301 words remaining.


http://demos.datasciencedojo.com/demo/stopwords/
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4. Plural nouns were then transferred into their singular form (e.g., ‘highlands’ into

‘highland’). Thus, data smoothing resulted in 9,301 words still remaining after this stage.

Thirdly, however, the words remaining from data smoothing were not the final set of
keywords that can represent attributes of Scotland. Thus, the researcher manually and
critically checked the listed words, once again, to drop those words that were irrelevant to
the study purpose but that had not been dropped during the data smoothing process. Those
dropped words that cannot directly capture the meaning of attributes of a destination could
be, for example, the word ‘however, ‘somewhat’, ‘almost’, ‘let’, ‘many’, ‘part’, ‘report’,
‘counts’ and ‘since’. Then 962 words were finally generated and checked by experts in the
field, to enter into the next step of data analysis, including frequency analysis, keywords

clustering as well as inductive content analysis.

3.5.3 Data analysis

Although there is a lack of agreement concerning systematic rules for analysing inductive
textual data, the guide of ‘classifying many words into smaller content categories’ has been
adopted in many content analyses studies (Elo & Kyngas, 2008; Armat et al., 2018). To
achieve such an interpretation and explore the text, the collected website information was
analysed based on this study’s question: ‘what are the attributes of Scotland that have been
promoted by its local destination marketers in their websites?’ This study, therefore, applied
the frequency analysis technique to first extract relevant keywords from the content data.
During the frequency analysis, among 962 words, 299 meaningful keywords that appeared
at least 10 times (threshold of a minimum number of co-occurrences), were finally kept as
being highly related to the destination attributes of Scotland. These keywords were mostly
nouns, verbs, and descriptors (i.e., adjectives and adverbs). The researcher then critically
clustered these 299 keywords into several themes, on the basis that they are highly related
to the attributes of Scotland as a tourism destination as well as the previous literature on
exploring the themes of destination attributes (e.g., Stepchenkova et al., 2009; Sun et al.,
2015). After that, inductive content analysis was then used (Barreda & Bilgihan, 2013).
The original, textual data were reviewed again, and some sentences highly related to the
attribute of Scotland were classified into sub-themes. After that, the internal and hierarchical

relationships of each theme were discussed separately (Barreda & Bilgihan, 2013).

Conducting this analysis of keywords, here, has its advantages in this study. Firstly, it allows

the researcher to effectively focus on various characteristics of Scotland from a macro-level.
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Secondly, this summative analysis of the keywords can provide an overall and specific view

regarding which words have been used to describe the attributes of Scotland. Therefore, the
textual data were approached by looking at the keywords that have close meaning to explain
the Study 1 question and literature review. This analysis of keywords provides the base that
can lead to the interpretation of patterns regarding the meaning of content in further analysis
(Hsieh & Shannon, 2005).

The employment of this inductive content analysis is due to several considerations. Firstly,
it complements the results of the analysis of keywords. As an advanced method, it can
capture the specific contexts that are related to the destination attributes of Scotland from
the data. Secondly, this technique is necessary, here, since it can pick up the possibility of
missing some significant component that could not be clearly identified from the analysis of
keywords and explore the attributes that represent Scotland in a holistic way. Thus, applying
the inductive content analysis can help with capturing the essence of the destination
attributes of Scotland and extending the existing knowledge on the attributes of a destination

in previous literature.

3.5.4 Rigour in the data collection approach

Although no agreement on how to maintain the rigour in content analysis exists, this study
has followed several steps to ensure the study is internally consistent and coherent (Drisko
& Maschi, 2015). Firstly, the post-positivism paradigm has guided this qualitative Study 1
to start with a clear question to be addressed, which is: what are the attributes of Scotland
that have been promoted by the local destination marketers? The whole data collection,
analysis and report process was based on this primary question. Secondly, following the
post-positivism method, Study 1 was mainly used to explore the attributes of Scotland, which
previous literature has not specifically identified. Thus, the research design in this study was
explained at the beginning. The data were collected using a dictionary (Gottschalk, 1995
cited in Drisko & Maschi, 2015). Thirdly, after draft patterns (clusters) were generated from
299 keywords (codes), these keywords were revisited regarding their major meanings within
the original content. Then the author placed the keywords in different patterns to determine
the final clusters. Fourthly, for the qualitative content analysis designed in this study,
inductive coding methods were used (Krippendorff, 2012), thus, this study provides several
examples of the raw data by describing the codes in the next chapter, to show how the coding
process was developed. Fifthly, the researcher also self-reflected that website content only

collected during a specific period could be an expectation that might influence the study
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question. It was impossible for the researcher to track the website content all the time and

data collection was stopped when it reached a point where the researcher could not identify

any more information related to the attributes of Scotland at a certain period.

3.6 Study 2: semi-structured interviews

Semi-structured interviews are employed for the following reasons. Firstly, although content
analysis has detected major attributes of Scotland promoted by local destination marketers,
it cannot fully represent the attributes of Scotland perceived by tourists. It has been specified
that the subjects of perceived destination attributes should be tourists, who might perceive a
destination in a different way from destination marketers (Sun et al., 2015). Tourists’
perceptions and attitudes towards Scotland are crucial and fundamental elements in this
research project. Secondly, the content analysis has explored the possible attributes about
Scotland but has not discovered other elements related to tourists’ understanding of,
relationship with, or preference towards, Scotland. To comprehensively explore possible
dimensions to further refine the D-CBBE model, semi-structured interviews are necessary.
Also, the qualitative results can inform the measurement developed in the quantitative phase
(Fetters et al., 2013). Thus, the results of the semi-structured interviews will contribute to
the development of instruments in Study 3, the e-survey. Thirdly, the results of the semi-
structured interviews provide local DMOs, such as VisitScotland, some reference to be
aware of their tourists’ perceptions and understanding of the destination, as well as the
emotional relationships that tourists have with the destination in their minds. For example,
they can check for other attributes that have been perceived as important by tourists that can

be further added to their websites.

3.6.1 Development and structure of the interview guide

An interview protocol, which took approximately six weeks, was developed in advance. The
researcher decided the major objectives of the interviews, including: 1) to identify the
attributes of Scotland, as perceived by international tourists; 2) to discuss dimensions of
tourists’ understanding of the destination; 3) to explore possible dimensions of the brand
relationship of a destination from tourists’ perspectives; 4) to check tourists’ emotional and
behavioural reactions to the destination. Next, previous literature was reviewed to see if there
were previously used interview questions that could be adapted in this study. Simultaneously,
the results of qualitative Study 1 were also reviewed to see if any elements could be applied

in the questions. For example, tourists’ perceptions of Scotland need to be explored in the
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interviews, therefore, attributes of Scotland that had been identified from Study 1 were listed

in the interview guide to provide the researcher with an overall view of the destination in
mind. Then, the most important stage was to formulate a good flow of interview questions.
Several revisions on these questions were conducted and checked by the expert in the field

until the finalized guide (Appendix C) was decided for the interviews to start.

The interview questions were classified into two major groups corresponding to the study’s
objectives. Firstly, these participants were asked to talk about the attributes of Scotland that
would surface in their minds. They were then asked to elaborate on the reasons why they
would perceive Scotland in this way. At this time, the researcher asked about their attitudes
or feelings with the mentioned attributes of Scotland. Secondly, the participants were
questioned about other travelling experiences. Their attitudes and feelings towards the other

destinations were elicited.

Another important step during the development of the interview protocol was to translate
the English questions in Chinese to ensure the validation of this study. The question’s
comparability and translation equivalence should be maintained as much as possible
(Sinkovics et al., 2005). Question comparability mainly falls in the ‘etic’ school, which
means identifying the universal or common phenomenon in tourists’ perceptions of, attitudes
to, relationship with and preference of a destination (Pike, 1966 and Elder, 1976 cited in
Sinkovics et al., 2005). Translation equivalence means that the translated guide should
capture the same meaning as the original English guide. Thus, the bilingual researcher of
this study, fluent in Chinese and English, initially checked whether the main concepts used
in the questions had the same function in both Chinese and English contexts. For example,
‘elements’ in this study is used to ask respondents about attributes of Scotland, while in
Chinese, ‘elements’ is predominantly applied for describing chemical components. Thus, the
researcher needed to rephrase the question to make sure the questions in Chinese were asking
about the same objectives. After that, the Chinese version of questions was submitted to a
bilingual full-time worker (Chinese, currently living in the UK for 20 years), a linguist
(Chinese English tutor in the UK for 15 years) and a bilingual student (Chinese student fluent
in both Chinese and English) to check. The guide was reviewed by each and comments
provided. After modifying the translated guide, the guide was then sent back to the reviewers

until all agreed with the finalized version.

The role of interview guide is to allow researchers to guide interview data collection. The

researcher uses this guide to consider if the question is complete, if it is biased or leading.
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The actual interviews did not adhere to the guide exactly. During the actual interviews, the

interview guide was adjusted to continually strengthen the flow and logic of the

conversations.

3.6.2 Selection of participants

Participants were recruited applying the purposeful technique. ‘A purposeful sample is
chosen in which participants meet the criteria you have identified as part of your question’
(Krippendorff, 2012, p. 250). Thus, the potential participants were selected referring to

certain criteria:

Firstly, this study targeted tourists from top inboard visiting countries, the United
States, China and the UK (but not from Scotland). This is because participants from
these places represent a large percent of Scotland’s inboard tourists. Specifically, the
evidence was obtained from marketing investigation reports published by VisitScotland. The
USA was ranked as the first in the top 10 inbound countries to Scotland in 2018
(VisitScotland, 2019, p. 4) (Table 3.1). In the Asian market, China has been recognized as a
large potential international market for destinations in the tourism industry in Scotland, since

visitors from China have increased since 2006 (VisitScotland, 2020, p. 7) (Figure 3.2).

Table 3.1. Tourists from USA to Scotland compared to other overseas markets in
2018

Country Trips Spend Nights
000s % £m % 000s %
USA 492 14% 438 20% 3,907 16%
Germany 451 13% 246 11% 2,818 12%
France 318 9% 209 9% 1,985 8%
Italy 268 8% 110 5% 1,220 5%
Spain 205 6% 79 4% 1,192 5%
Australia 172 5% 153 7% 1,801 7%
Netherlands 172 4% 86 4% 945 4%
Canada 131 3% 117 5% 1,269 5%
Sweden 121 3% 74 3% 605 2%
Norway 106 3% 40 2% 338 1%
Rest of World 1,102 31% 653 30% 8,158 34%
Total 3,538 100% 2,206 100% 24,237 100%

Source: VisitScotland (2019, p. 4)
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Figure 3.2.Tourist from China to Scotland from 2009/11 to 2017/19
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Sources: VisitScotland (2020, p. 7)

Domestic visitors to Scotland are another big market for its tourism as well. Importantly,
UK but not Scots residents contributed more trips, nights and spend in Scotland than Scottish
local residents or international visitors in 2018 (VisitScotland, 2018, p. 5) (Table 3.2).
Targeting participants from different countries can help with capturing the diversity of
destination images, as participants from different countries may provide different points of
view about Scotland. These criteria cannot be satisfied using other sampling techniques, such

as random samples.

Secondly, tourists who have or have never been to Scotland were targeted. The
purposeful sampling technique has suggested that participants recruited using this
technique should be knowledgeable about the research and can really help with developing
useful information for the questions for Study 2 (Bryman, 2008). Therefore, although never

having been to Scotland before, non-visitors at least have some knowledge about Scotland.
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Table 3.2. Domestic visits, nights and spend to Scotland in 2018

Visits Nights Spend

SRy @F RESIETEE 000s % Change 000s % Change f£m % Change

2017/18 2017/18 2017/18

Scotland 5,788 +8% 16,123 +3% 1,036 +<1%
England 5,751 -5% 23,168 +2% 1,667 -13%
Wales 264 +22% 1,039 +29% 58 +9%
Total GB Overnight 11,803 +1% 40,331 +3% 2,762 -8%
Tourism

Northern Ireland Overnight 221 +26% 821 +20% 101 +31%
International Overnight 3,538 +10% 24,237 -1% 2,206 -3%
Total Overnight Tourism 15,562 +3% 65,389 +2% 5,069 -5%
Total Day Tourism 137,800* -9% N/A N/A 5,474 -9%
Grand Total 153,362 -8% 65,389 +2% 10,543 -1%

Sources: VisitScotland (2018, p. 5)

Third, for the goal: ‘adequately capture the heterogeneity in the population’ (Maxwell,
2012, p. 98), the researcher checked the profiles of participants to ensure they do not
have a close relationship with each other because close relationships would cause them to
share or develop similar ideas towards the destination, unintentionally. For example, family
members, close friends or couples may provide similar answers. As a consequence, the

snowball sampling technique is not suitable in Study 2.

The participants recruitment process continued until reaching the data saturation point, in
which the researcher could not explore new information from new interviews (Baker et al.,
2012).

3.6.3 Data collection procedures

Potential respondents were contacted from 18 April 2018 to 1 August 2018. Eight were
introduced by different friends and the researcher made sure that they did not know each
other. Sixteen were interested in this study topic and contacted the researcher when they saw
the relevant post on social media (e.g., Facebook & Weibo) or leaflets in a public area. One
respondent expressed interest in participating in the interview, when accidentally having a

conversation with the researcher at a tourism site. During the process of reaching potential
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participants, British and American respondents were contacted in English, while Chinese

respondents were communicated with using Chinese.

Initially, 25 alternative respondents were willing to participate, who were formally contacted
via emailing them an invitation letter (Appendix D). One person did not return the signed
invitation letter to the researcher and one potential respondent was unable to participate in

the interview process until the end of September.

Before interviews, participants were:
1) Informed of the study’s purpose;
2) assured that their anonymity would always be maintained;
3) asked permission to record the interviews;
4) informed that the goal of the interviews was to understand tourists’ points of view
towards destinations;

5) informed that the interview should take up to one hour.

During the interviews, the sequencing and wording of questions were modified to fit each
situation (Krysik, 2013). For instance, a question was reworded by the interviewer when a
participant could not fully understand the question and offered an answer which was not
related to the question. In another situation, if a response is too terse, a semi-structured
interview allows the researcher to ask additional questions (Patten & Newhart, 2017), for
example, “Can you explain more about these words?”” when a participant was only using
certain words to describe their perceptions towards Scotland, without more description on
those words. During the interviews, participants revealed some unexpected topics that
allowed the interviewer to probe with additional follow-up questions (Patten & Newhart,
2017); for example, a participant was discussing her image towards Scotland and compared
it with perceptions towards Barcelona. The participant mentioned that Barcelona could be
her lover. Thus, the interviewer probed with a question about a brand relationship, by asking

this participant to explain more about the “lover”.

To avoid missing important information, all the interviews were audio-recorded and
transcribed verbatim. Interviews were anonymized on transcription and checked against the
original recording to ensure fidelity. Data collection and transcription were undertaken
concurrently, which ensured the researcher was immersed in the dataset. This enables the
researcher to examine the emergence of new information and decide to stop the interviews

when ‘saturation’ or ‘data adequacy’ is reached (Cope et al., 2014). This point was judged



82
to have been reached after the researcher conducted the 21st interview because the researcher

found there was enough data to build the important themes and the richness of data within

the potential themes no longer appeared to be increasing with subsequent interviews.

Since the interviewees were from three countries, the researcher ensured time-related factors
would not influence equivalence during the international data collection. For example, the
researcher communicated with interviewees to agree on a time that would not impact daily
lives on both sides. Interviews with British or American participants were in English, and

the interviews with Chinese respondents were in Chinese.

By the end of the data collection, 22 interviews were eventually conducted, among which
one interview was dropped due to the interview content not fully matching the interview
objective. The participant preferred talking about the politics in Scotland rather than their
image towards Scotland as a tourist destination. Therefore, 21 valid interviews finally

remained.

3.6.4 Characteristics of participants

The 21 interviewees were almost equally split between male (12) and female (9). Among
these interviewees, nine had never been to Scotland before (non-visitors) and 12 had already
been to Scotland (visitors). One-third of the sample were repeated visitors. Seven of the
sample came from China, seven came from the US while the remaining seven came from
the UK but not Scotland. British interviewees would travel to Scotland with friends or solely
rather than with a tour group, which was the preference of the Chinese tourists. To keep
participants’ anonymity, this research changed interviewees’ name with codes. All
participants’ codes start with ‘F’ or ‘M’ which is corresponding to their gender and is then

followed by a number from 1 to 12 (Table 3.3).



Table 3.3. Interviewee demographics

Name

M1
F1
F2
F3
M2
M3
F4
M4
F5
M5
F6
M6
M7
F7
F8
M8
M9
M10
M11
M12
F9

Interview
Duration
(min)
40.50
47.32
25.22
49.08
33.12
50.00
48.19
37.39
37.39
40.01
42.21
25.54
40.50
43.20
40.42
57.13
40.50
49.15
36.00
40.04
26.35

Gender

Male
Female
Female
Female
Male
Male
Female
Male
Female
Male
Female
Male
Male
Female
Female
Male
Male
Male
Male
Male
Female

Nationality

China
China
China
China
China
China
China
USA
USA
USA
USA
USA
USA
USA
UK
UK
UK
UK
UK
UK
UK

Age
Group
(years)

18-25
46-55
26-35
36-45
26-35
36-45
26-35
26-35
18-25
26-35
26-35
26-35
26-35
36-45
26-35
56-65
26-35
66-75
18-25
26-35
26-35

Visiting
Status

Visitor
Visitor
Visitor
Visitor
Non-visitor
Non-visitor
Non-visitor
Visitor
Visitor
Visitor
Visitor
Non-visitor
Non-visitor
Non-visitor
Visitor
Visitor
Visitor
Visitor
Non-visitor
Non-visitor
Non-visitor

Occupation

Student

Working full-time
Working full-time
Working full-time
Student

Working full-time
Student

Working full-time
Student

Student

Working full-time
Working full-time
Working full-time
Student

Student

Retired

Working full-time
Retired
Self-employed
Working full-time
Working full-time

Language

Chinese
Chinese
Chinese
Chinese
Chinese
Chinese
Chinese
English
English
English
English
English
English
English
English
English
English
English
English
English
English

NO. of Words

3962
4401
3403
5517
5905
5416
5454
3472
4758
3844
6071
2591
3780
4542
5052
7083
4473
4407
4185
4449
3490

Way of
Contact

Skype
Skype
Skype
Face-to-face
Skype
Skype
Skype
Skype
Skype
Skype
Skype
Skype
Skype
Skype
Face-to-face
Skype
Skype
Skype
Skype
Skype
Skype

83
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The interviewees covered a wide variety in terms of age and occupation, representing the
possible differences among the typical niche markets of tourists visiting Scotland. The
interviews polled participants with a mean age of 33.5 years. More males (57.1%) were
interviewed than females (42.9%). The nationalities of respondents were as described above.
American and British participants spoke in English, and the Chinese participants spoke
Chinese mandarin. Of the sample, 57.1% were actual visitors of Scotland, 42.9% were non-
visitors. The length of each interview depended on participants’ willingness to share
information. Therefore, the total length of all the interviews was 835.44 minutes. Most
interviews lasted for approximately 40 minutes; with the shortest at approximately 26

minutes.

3.6.5 Data analysis

NVivo software was used to conduct thematic analysis to identify key themes in BBB, BUB
and BRB as well as substantiated the inclusions of OBE. Thematic analysis is ‘a way of
managing a mass of data by reducing several interconnected themes to develop a structure
that is credible’ (Saks & Allsop, 2012, p. 250). It has a flexible, straightforward and

accessible nature (McLeod, 2011). Therefore, data were analysed via the following stages:

1. Each transcript was read through by the researcher to make sense of the narrative.

2. Notes were made about first impressions. At this stage, the researcher employed the
heading style (Sinkovics et al., 2015), which means providing a ‘rough’ coding to group
each data item in line with the interview objectives. For example, one interviewee was
talking about the specific natural environment, culture and buildings in Scotland in a
long paragraph, then it was labelled as a rough coding: ‘Attributes in BBB’.

3. Transcripts were re-read, very carefully and line by line, one by one, to be more familiar
with the content.

4. Relevant words, phrases, sentences, or sections were labelled and then coded firstly as
themes. For example, the interview answers about restaurants in Scotland were labelled
as ‘dining facilities’; the description about lakes in Scotland were labelled as ‘water’;
and an interviewee mentioned about how Scotland met his lifestyle, this was initially
labelled as ‘meeting lifestyle’.

5. All the codes created in the previous step were gone through and related with content
analysis results and literature review results. For example, the themes of ‘variety of

activities’ identified from content analysis was them margined into the theme of tourism
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infrastructure as a sub-category after the interviews, due to interviewees usually relating

activities to infrastructure in their answers.

6. New codes were created by combining two or more codes. For instance, the codes of
“facilities’, ‘hospitality’, and ‘transportation’ were combined as basic infrastructure.

7. Unnecessary codes were dropped. For example, one code was called ‘natural
authenticity’, which includes interviewees’ ideas, such as the greenery and nature in
Scotland was not influenced by human societies. However, it was dropped, since the
same ideas were included in other codes, such as talking about the ‘green’ nature in
Scotland.

8. Important codes were kept and grouped into categories. For example, the important
codes of ‘destination can provide what it promised, ‘offer trustful information’, and ‘feel
of trust’ were combined as ‘destination trust’ to be included in BRB of the model.

9. Categories were labelled and a decision made regarding the most relevant and how they
connect.

10. These codes and quotes were checked with definitions from literature to largely maintain

reliability (an example of thematic analysis is shown in Appendix E).

As per the thematic analysis advantage, there is no rule regarding the number of patterns is
coded. If the transcripts match the interview objectives, they are coded and then classified
into key themes. For example, one participant (M8) mentioned the seals in Scotland, which
was coded as “wildlife” in the authentic image of Scotland. M8 indicated that seals with
water and sun in Scotland are all belonging to the beautiful natural landscape so this whole

paragraph was, again, coded as “landscape”.

The original Chinese transcripts were used for data analysis to ensure equivalence. Different
languages were initially coded using different languages, since it can maintain the
equivalence subsequently and the first coding phase should be close to the meaning of the
data (Van Nes et al., 2010). When the researcher put the first codes into categories or sub-
categories, English was used only in naming the categories. In the report of the study, all the
Chinese guotes were translated into English using the same procedure the researcher used to

translate the interview guide into Chinese.

To assure the validity and accuracy of the data coding, the author emailed the initially coded
transcripts to some of the interview participants and asked them to check for any expressions

that might be miscoded. Tables including coded transcripts were sent to experts to check the
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validity. As a first step in reporting the findings, the main and sub-themes derived from

thematic analysis are presented in the next section.

3.6.6 Ethic consideration

This study has taken several ethical issues into consideration. Firstly, the researcher made
sure that the participants would not be exposed to the risk of physical or psychological harm,
such as threats to participants’ safety and comfort, through taking part in the study. Although
minimal risks were likely to occur, efforts were made to ensure the safety and privacy of
participants: 1) Participants could ask for an explanation of the research aims. The details of
this research, such as name, scope and ethical considerations were made available to the
respondents allowing them to decide if they wanted to participate. 2) Participation was
entirely voluntary without inappropriate inducement. 3) Participants had the right to
withdraw from the interview at any time if they felt inconvenience or discomfort. The
researcher highlighted that the research offers complete confidentiality to them. All the
participants were adults (over 18 years old) and competent to give consent. Also, participants’
personal details and identities will remain anonymous, and they will be given a pseudonym.
They were identified by an ID number. Before formally contacting the potential interviewees,
this research obtained the approval from the Ethics Committee at the University of Glasgow.
The Plain Language Statement and the Consent Form that were approved by the school were

translated into Chinese and shown to Chinese participants.

After the interviews, the research data will be retained for 10 years after the end of the
research. Data will be stored in the researcher’s computer in the office at the University of
Glasgow. The computer will be password protected. The research data may be required to
enable the researcher to address any comments and questions from the PhD examination, the
editors, or publishers (if publications arise from the current research). After 10 years,

electronic records will be deleted, and paper records will be shredded and recycled.

3.6.7 Rigour in qualitative phase

From a philosophical perspective, the post-positivism paradigm has established the validity
and generalizability criteria to ensure rigour in the qualitative phase (Creswell & Miller,
2000). Valid research means that the generated conclusions are integrated (Bryman & Bell,
2011). In a qualitative phase, there is debate on the use of ‘validity’, however, validity

commonly requires the study process to be integrated, truthful, authentic and useful (Leavy,
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2014). The generalizability criteria are usually applied in a quantitative study which will be

used later to verify the qualitative results. Therefore, the rigour in the qualitative phase

suggests insurance of study validity.

Some systemic approaches, as suggested by Guba and Lincoln (1994), have been carried out
to ensure a high quality and validity standard of the qualitative phase (Forrester & Sullivan,
2018). Through clarity in the data gathering, data analysis, and data interpretation process,
rigour has been demonstrated (Velmans, 2000). During the data-gathering stage, the
interviewees at least had some knowledge about Scotland, and they were informed about the
research problem so that the participants were strategically chosen (Stenbacka, 2001). The
questions, including the interview guide, were not the final ones, the researcher could add
questions during the interviews according to different circumstances so that the flexibility of
the interview was ensured. The researcher had reduced the pressure to participants during
the interviews, by informing them there were no right or wrong answers to any questions,
and they could exit the interviews at any point without any explanation (Shenton, 2004).
During the data analysis, the audit trail approach was used, and the codes were shown to
two academics in the same field to ensure the analysis is correct (Guba & Lincoln, 1994).
During the data interpretation, the researcher used the member checks approach, by
sending the transcripts and interpretations of quotes back to some interviewees to check, so
that the accuracy was satisfied (Creswell & Miller, 2000). To check validity, the findings of
the qualitative phase study were discussed with supervisors to demonstrate that the

advantage of richness of results was taken.

This study has applied the data triangulation approach to ensure validity. It applied content
analysis and semi-structured interviews in the qualitative phase, ensured that the qualitative
results were generated from Scottish destination marketers, and then refined by actual as
well as potential tourists. After the qualitative phase, the results could then be used to finalize

the conceptual model that would be further tested by a quantitative phase.

3.7 Study 3: e-survey

Study 3: e-survey within this research project is for providing a deeper insight into the
operationalisation of the D-CBBE model, which concerns how those dimensions in the D-
CBBE building process can be combined to form different ‘recipes’ to predict strong D-
CBBE. So that the finalised D-CBBE model can be empirically demonstrated within a large
sample.
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Study 3 is necessary, here, to explain how destination attributes, tourists’ understanding of;
or relationships with the destination are combined, leading to high-level brand equity. The
generalizability of the original CBBE model can be extended by Study 3, thereby
contributing to demonstration of the applicability of the adapted CBBE model in a
destination branding context. Study 3 provides potential implications to DMOs, for example
the VisitScotland, to understand the core conditions that help predict strong brand equity for
the destination as well as alternative ways to combine these core conditions to achieve their

goal of building strong destination brands.

3.7.1 Two phases in the quantitative study

Two phases were designed in this quantitative Study 3. The first phase examined whether
the tourists have been to Scotland or are planning to visit. It aimed at selecting participants
that are eligible to participate in the survey for the second phase. The second phase aimed
at testing the research propositions related to the conceptual framework. All the questions

related to the D-CBBE model are contained in this second phase.

The inclusion of two different phases in Study 3 is due to following reasons: 1) The
researcher could not ensure the respondents met the criteria, since no contact was made with
participants before distributing the questionnaires. It might happen that some participants
pretended they met the criteria to obtain compensation from the survey. Other respondents
might go through the questionnaire without paying enough attention to the questions. These
are called speeders. The existence of speeders causes misleading data (Smith et al., 2016;
Ford, 2017). Some respondents might lie in the questionnaire. The more questionnaires the
respondents completed, the more the possibility that they might be aware of how to avoid
screening questions. They (called cheaters) do not want to be screened out without getting
the money (Ford, 2017). Therefore, both speeders and cheaters were avoided as much as
possible in this study, to maintain the quality of survey data (Kahan, 2013). 2) This
funnelling technique (Oppenheim, 1992) helps with limiting the potential respondents to a
certain population closely related to the research. Thus, only the respondents who fill the
first questionnaire and meet the criteria could be selected to answer the second questionnaire.
3) It takes longer for participants to answer, if all the questions are placed in one

questionnaire, which may reduce respondents’ patience and influence the validity of the data.
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3.7.2 Questionnaire development

Within Study 3, a questionnaire was developed to meet each of the phase’s purposes. The
questionnaire for the first phase was called the screening questionnaire and questionnaire for
the second phase was called the main questionnaire. Both questionnaires were discussed
with two experts (one senior lecturer and one professor in Marketing Management) before
the pre-testing. Specifically, the screening questionnaire for the first phase was discussed in
four rounds of meetings with both experts following the process: First, it was decided that
the whole questionnaire should not allow the participants to discover that the research
context was specifically about Scotland, to avoid cheaters. Second, a list of questions was
organised in a flow, which was mainly about filtering out the participants who had not been
to Scotland and were not even planning to go to the UK. Third, some questions were
dropped since they were not that useful for the first phase. For example, the first question:
‘which international countries have you been to before?” was dropped and replaced by the

question: ‘Have you ever been to Europe?’ to narrow the questionnaire target.

The development of the main questionnaire for the second phase was mainly about selection
processes from existing scales (Figure 3.3): First, define the constructs. The definitions of
each construct are reviewed and collected from an extensive amount of literature. At this
stage, the definitions of constructs in the BBB are not easy to find, since most are considered
as sub-dimensions of destination images in the literature, which does not provide clear
definitions. Thus, the qualitative study helped with identifying the central meaning of each
construct. All the alternative definitions for each construct were further discussed until the
most appropriate definition to fit the specific research context of Scotland was decided.
Second, identify possible sub-dimensions of some constructs. According to the definition
and qualitative study results, appropriate sub-dimensions of the constructs of Tourism
infrastructure and Destination personality were decided. Third, transform the concepts into
variables. The researcher started with searching for relevant measurement scales from high
quality literature and only the measurements with a high-reliability score (above 0.8) were
collected. Last, choose appropriate measurement scales. These alternative measurement
scales were then organised for further evaluation to identify the most appropriate scales for

each construct.
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Figure 3.3. Measurement scales choosing process

Extensive literature review and collect definitions of each
construct

Finalise definitions of study concepts in detail

Organise alternative options of measurement scales for each
concept according to definitions

Face and content validity assessment

Decisions on final measurement scales for each construct

Source: developed from Veloutsou (2007)

The literature review suggested 76 alternative scales for constructs in BBB; 43 for constructs
in BUB; 36 for constructs in BRB and five for OBE (Table 3.4). These alternative
measurements were then assessed in terms of their face and content validity. Face validity
means the selected scales were measuring the variables appropriately (Webb, 2002). This
was followed by content validity assessment, in which the measurements were assessed by
the two experts, to check whether all the items were measuring what they were supposed to
measure. Specifically, what was checked here was to refer the selected scales back to the
selected definitions (the chosen definition in Table 3.5) to make sure the chosen scales could
reflect the conceptual definitions of each concept. The results of face and content validity
are presented in Appendix F. After eight rounds of discussions, the most appropriate scale

for each construct was finally chosen.
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Table 3.4. Alternative scales for constructs

Constructs Number Studies
of scales
Brand Building Block
Political, economic and social Beerli and Martin (2004 a & b); Deng and Li (2014); Phillips et
environment 6 al. (2013); Xie and Lee (2013); Basaran, 2016; Zhang et al.
(2018)
Natural environment 4 Hallmann et al. (2015); Basaran (2016); Stylos et al. (2016);
Basic infrastructure 4 Basaran (2016); Beerli and Martin (2004 a & b); Deng and Li
o (2014); Wang et al. (2016)
£ g Leisure infrastructure 4 Beerli and Martin (2004 a & b); Chi and Qu (2008); Deng and
SE  (Amenity- and Li (2014); Wang et al. (2016)
P8 Entertainment- based)
£ Outdoor infrastructure Beerli and Martin (2004 a & b); Chi and Qu (2008); Ramseook-
5 Munhurrun et al. (2015); Basaran (2016); Wang et al. (2016)
Destination personality 2 Freling et al. (2011); Chatzipanagiotou et al. (2016)
Martin-Ruiz et al. (2010); Chatzipanagiotou et al. (2016);
Perceived destination quality 4 Campdn-Cerro et al. (2017); Konuk (2018)
Destination heritage 4 Beerli and Martin (2004 a & b); Deng and Li (2014); Gdmez et
al. (2015); Basaran (2016)
Destination nostalgia 2 Chatzipanagiotou et al. (2016); Ford et al. (2018)

Brand Understanding Block
Pike (2007); Boo et al. (2009); Pappu and Quester (2010); Im et
11 al. (2012); Christodoulides et al. (2015); Liu et al. (2015);

Destination awareness Chatzipanagiotou et al. (2016); Frias Jamilena et al. (2017);

Chekalina et al. (2018); Foroudi (2019)

Pappu and Quester (2010); Im et al. (2012); Bianchi et al.
Destination associations 7 (2014); Christodoulides et al. (2015); Chatzipanagiotou et al.

(2016); Foroudi (2019)

Veloutsou and Moutinho (2009); Artigas et al. (2015);

Destination reputation 5 Chatzipanagiotou et al. (2016); Su et al. (2018); Foroudi (2019)

Kemp et al. (2012); Dwivedi et al. (2015); Chatzipanagiotou et
Destination self-brand 7 al. (2016); Sicilia et al. (2016); Lin et al. (2017); Harrigan et al.
connections (2018); Moliner et al. (2018)

Brand Relationship Block
Delgado-Ballester and Munuera-Aleman (2005);
Christodoulides et al. (2006); Smit et al. (2007); Lee and Back
(2008); Viktoria Rampl and Kenning (2014); Jung et al. (2014);
Destination trust 17 Han et al. (2015); Srivastava et al. (2015); Abubakar and Ilkan
(2016); Chatzipanagiotou et al. (2016); Abubakar et al. (2017);
Bidmon (2017); Su et al. (2017); Wottrich et al. (2017);
Bhandari and Rodgers (2018); Portal et al. (2019); Shoenberger
and Kim (2019)
Destination intimacy Aaker et al. (2004); Smit et al. (2007); Francisco-Maffezzolli et
5 al. (2014); Srivastava et al. (2015); Chatzipanagiotou et al.
(2016)
Destination relevance 2 Backhaus et al. (2011); Chatzipanagiotou et al. (2016);
Destination partner-quality Aaker et al. (2004); Chang and Chieng (2006); Long-Tolbert
6 and Gammoh (2012); Smit et al. (2007); Chatzipanagiotou et al.
(2016)

Overall Brand Equity
Overall brand equity 4 Yoo and Donthu (2001); Buil et al. (2013b); Chatzipanagiotou
et al. (2016)
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3.7.3 Screening questionnaire for the first phase

A cover letter (Appendix G) with an introduction on 1) the purpose of the questionnaire; 2)
the role of participants; 3) the reason of choosing the respondents; and, 4) researcher’s
contact information in case a classification or data summary were shown to participants
(Bryman, 2008). At the end of this cover letter, two statements were provided for participants
to tick: ‘I give my consent for my responses to this questionnaire to be used as described in
the privacy statement’ and ‘I allow the researchers to archive the survey data’. Only those
respondents who ticked both statements would be directed to the questions in the first
questionnaire. Figure 3.4 outlines the content and flow of questions in the first phase
questionnaire in detail. It contains nine close-ended screening questions, which are

qualification questions (Appendix H).

Figure 3.4. Content and flow of screen questions

Could you please tell us
about your age? (S)

Younger than 18 18 or older

1
Have you ever been to any
places in Europe? (S)

YES NO

Screen out

|
Which European countries have you Are you planning to visit Europe? (S)

visited? (M)
If UK is selected YES NO
Which part of theI United Kingdom Scrleen Which Europee;n countries are Scrleen
Great Britain have you visited? (M) out you planning to visit? (M) out
If Scotland is selected If UK is selected
1

||
- - - |
Wgecrl)gﬁ]ggu(s\;'s't Screen out| | Which part in United Kingdom/ Great
i Britain are you going to visit? (M)

Screen out

If Scotland is selected

| 1
When are you going to visit
Scotland? (S)

Was it your first time to

visit Scotland? (S) Screen out

M: Multiple answers; S: Single answer
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Regarding the visualization of the questionnaires, this study applied online-survey platform

(Qualtrics) functions to adjust the visual aspect of the questionnaire into a mobile-friendly
version. The questionnaire was set to provide respondents with comfortable question spacing
to read the questions. A progress bar was provided although it was a very short questionnaire

(estimating three minutes to finish), including only numerical questions.

To avoid cheaters being involved in the participants, this questionnaire rephrased the study’s
purpose as: collecting places in Europe that the tourists have been to or are going to. Scotland

was listed as an option.

3.7.4 Questionnaire design for the second phase

3.7.4.1 Question design considerations

This questionnaire applied single-choice and closed questions as its response strategy. This
remains the format for homogeneity and analysis consistent for self-administered surveys
(Buckingham & Saunders, 2004). The majority of instruments are measured with seven-
point Likert-style questions (an ordinal/ranked scale), which is anchoring with 1= ‘strongly
agree’ and 7 = ‘strongly disagree’ (Brand, 2008). For example, one construct is ‘destination
natural environment’, which entails indicating the extent of agreement or disagreement with
the statement ‘Scotland has a lot of natural attractions’ and for ‘destination awareness’ one

of the statements was ‘I am quite familiar with Scotland’.

The choice of Likert-scale was due to several considerations, such as the nature of the group
being measured, the researcher’s preference and its own advantage (Hair et al., 2007). Firstly,
the statements used in Likert-scales can largely capture participants’ perception, evaluation,
and emotional ties with the destination as well as their behavioural intention to interact with
the destination. This is an advantage of using the Likert scale, especially when single
adjective words cannot reflect the constructs. Secondly, Likert-scales are ordinal-level scales,
frequently used in advanced data analysis (e.g., correlations and factor analysis) and treated
as the interval in nature (Frey, 2018). Thus, this method is suitable for the data analysis plan

later.

Apart from Likert-scale, the semantic differential scale was used to measure the construct
of destination personality. Several bipolar adjectives describing destination brand
personality appeal were identified and adapted from Freling et al. (2011). Opposite
adjectives words are included at either end of the scale (Kilcast & Subramaniam, 2011). For
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instance, ‘clear— unclear’. Respondents were asked to look at each item and then rate

according to whichever end of the scale they felt best applied. So, if the participants felt
Scotland’s personality is clearer, they could place a mark on the clear end of the scale that

most closely fit their ideas.

Using a semantic differential scale as a supplement of the Likert-scale, here, has its
advantages. Firstly, it helps researchers to obtain participants’ attention and avoid automated
responses from participants. Participants need to read the questions in the questionnaire
carefully to recognize the words are different, here, from the statements in Likert-scales.
Secondly, the variance of response can be improved. Thirdly, although ‘the difficulty in
using this type of scale is being able to come up with adjectives that are opposite’ (Hair et
al., 2007, p. 233), the bipolar adjective words that are related to the assessment of destination
personality to be used in this study, have been empirically demonstrated as reliable in
previous literature (e.g., Freling et al., 2011). Fourthly, it is easier to be understood using

this semantic differential scale (Hair et al., 2007).

A seven-point scale is chosen for several reasons. Firstly, using more points elicits better
precision obtained regarding the extent to which participants agree or disagree with a
statement (Hair et al., 2007). Secondly, scales with a larger number of points would not
produce a higher score of reliability or validity than seven points (Dawes, 2008). Thirdly, to
perform better factor analysis results, seven-points are considered as the most appropriate in
this research (Malhotra & Birks, 2006). Thus, this research considers the seven-point scale

as the appropriate amount to use in the questionnaire.

To avoid common method variance (CMV), several techniques were used in the
questionnaire design. First, this questionnaire only labelled end-points (Czaja & Blair, 2005).
Second, a social desirability scale (Table 3.5) was included and mixed with other
measurements in the questionnaire (Hays et al., 1989 cited in Deng et al., 2018). Third,
positive and negative wording was mixed by the researcher. Finally, the use of both Likert-
style and sematic differential-style questions helped avoid common method bias. All these
techniques were conducted to elicit a better variance of response and avoid common method

bias.

The scales of constructs in this study were adapted from high-quality literature, which have

been empirically established with high levels of reliability. Thus, the issues raised from
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guestion-wording were minimized. Nevertheless, some necessary considerations still

needed to be taken to fit the established scales into this research context. Double-barrelled,
leading, ambiguous, reverse-coding and too general questions were rephrased without
changing the original meaning of each statement (Buckingham & Saunders, 2004; Bryman,
2008). For example, one of the items used to measure the ‘destination natural environment’
was ‘A varied and unique alpine plant and wildlife habitat’. Two instances of the word ‘and’
were included in this original item, which might confuse participants. Thus, it was rephrased
as ‘A varied alpine plant/wildlife habitat’. All items were checked to avoid the emergence

of jargon.

Table 3.5. Five-item social desirability scales

Items How to adopt Resource

| am always courteous even to people who are These five items will be allocated and
disagreeable. mixed with other research relevant items.

There have been occasions when | took

advantage of someone. Seven-points Likert (1=strongly agree;

7=strongly disagree).

| sometimes try to get even rather than forgive Hays et al.
and forget. The items are not too many so will not (1989)

| sometimes feel resentful. influence the length of the questionnaire.

When I don’t get my way, no matter who I'm This has been adapted by many high-

talking to, I’'m always a good listener. quality articles.

This study paid careful attention to the transformation of questions’ wording. Most of the
established scales measure the dimensions of the destination image that would have covered
the quality of destination attributes in the scales. For example, a dimension of ‘infrastructure’
was frequently measured by items such as ‘Well-developed road systems’ and ‘high-quality
accommodation.” That is to say, the items, here, measure the existence of high-quality
attributes. However, in this study, perceived destination quality is considered as a construct
independent from other attributes. For example, the infrastructure in this study only captures
the existence of attributes. Simultaneously, a construct, perceived country quality, includes
the service quality of the destination. Therefore, the words ‘well-developed’, ‘high-quality’,
‘good’, ‘perfect’, ‘tempting’ and ‘terrific’, etc., were replaced by ‘a variety’, ‘extensive’ and
‘a lot of’. Therefore, this wording transformation ensures the discriminate validity of the

construct.
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3.7.4.2 Questionnaire structure

The sequence of the main questionnaire in the second phase starts from the introduction of
the questionnaire. A cover letter (Appendix I) regarding the introduction of the purpose and
content of the survey was provided at the beginning of the questionnaire. Key points in this
introductory statement include: 1) study purpose; 2) reasons for choosing participants; 3)
confidentiality approach; 4) a link to the University Research guidance; 5) researcher’s
contact information upon the request of classification; 6) condensed version of the survey

results can be offered upon request.

At the end of the introduction page, two ethics-relevant statements were provided for the
participant to tick if they agree: 1) I allow the researchers to archive the survey data; and, 2)
| give my consent for my responses to this questionnaire to be used as described in the
privacy statement. Only participants who ticked both statements would be directed to the

main questions.

The sequence of the main questions followed a certain rule. Due to the specific context in
this study being to collect tourists’ perceptions, evaluations, feelings, and preferences toward
Scotland, a cognitive-affective-conative logical process and simple-complex sequence was
followed. Thus, the questionnaire was broken down into five broad sections, which opened
the questions by firstly asking tourists to recall and rate their perceptions on the attributes of
Scotland. After that, tourists were asked to think about further evaluation of Scotland. This
was followed by examinations of their in-depth feelings or emotional ties to Scotland.
Finally, tourists’ preference was asked when comparing Scotland with competitors.

Therefore, this sequence of questions follows the human mental process.

To avoid the participants’ sense of being threatened, this questionnaire placed the ego-
involving (demographic) questions at the end (Breugelmans, 2008). Eight frequently asked
demographic questions in the tourism field were adapted from the existing literature, such

as age, gender and occupation.

In terms of the visual aspect of the questionnaire, a numeric scales format is in accordance
with the questions in the first questionnaire. The Likert scales were directed with instructions
(e.g., ‘Please choose the appropriate number (1=Strongly Disagree, 4=Neutral, 7=Strongly

Agree) to express the level of which do you agree or disagree with the following statements.
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There is no right or wrong answer’). Scale point table was provided for each Likert-style

item with a mobile-friendly version.

By improving the overall layout participants can be motivated to finish the questionnaire
(Churchill, 1999). Thus, the physical questionnaire includes eight pages (Appendix J), with
breaks between sections. The participants were paid for completing the questionnaire; as a
consequence, questions could not be skipped but respondents could choose to quit the
questionnaire at any time without obtaining payment. A progress bar was shown on the top

of each page for participants to discourage and reduce drop-out rate (Couper et al., 2001).

3.7.5 Measurement selections for the second phase
3.7.5.1 Brand building block

The final scales (Appendix K) were all adapted from established scales from existing
literature with minor modifications to fit the specific destination context. The semi-
structured interview results provide a guide for the selection of measurement scales for each
construct. The adapted scales were carefully discussed by the author with experts in the field
and the potential scales were checked for their value of reliability and validity in the original
study. Only those scales with high reliability and validity were kept. After discussing the
selected scales with experts for several meetings, some items in the selected scales were
modified and several omitted to further fit with the destination context in this research.

Details regarding each selected scale are shown below.

Political, economic and social environment

Analysis of existing literature yielded six alternative scales to measure the political,
economic and social environment comprising measures for country image (Phillis et al.,
2013; Zhang et al., 2018). For example, the sub-dimension: ‘social/ economic development’
in Phillips et al. (2013) was measured by items such as ‘economically stable country’ and
‘industrialised country’. However, the social environment was not included. Similarly, some
options involve measures of destination image (Xie & Lee, 2013; Basaran, 2016). The
dimension: ‘social setting and environment’ in Basaran (2016) was measured by items such
as ‘personal safety’ and ‘hospitable and friendly residents’. However, this measurement
scale has an item that overlaps other constructs. For example, the item: ‘cleanliness of
environment’ overlaps the definition of the ‘natural environment’ construct in this study.
Thus, these alternative scales were finally excluded after several rounds of meetings with

experts.
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The final decision was operationalising the concept of the political, economic and social
environment as a unidimensional construct and the measures chosen for this construct were
adapted from Deng and Li (2014), whereby two items were modified to suit the
understanding of political, economic and social environment in the context of Scotland. This
is because the selected items should measure the political, economic and social situation at
the destination, but should not talk about the quality of the environment, otherwise it will
overlap with the construct: perceived destination quality. So, for example, ‘high level of
economy development’ was modified to ‘stable economy’. One extra item ‘friendly people’
was added based on findings from the interviews because this item was mentioned many
times and considered as a specific point of Scotland. In total, four items finally measure the

construct of the political, economic and social environment.

Natural environment

Natural environment includes the realistic, basic and natural characteristics of a destination,
such as weather, scenery, flora and fauna. Four options were collected from a wide range of
scales. These four alternative scales include some items that are highly related to the results
of the interviews, such as ‘good climate’ (Stylos et al., 2016), ‘beautiful and natural scenery
of mountains, forests and valleys’ (Basaran, 2016) as well as ‘scenic beauty’ (Stylidis et al.,
2017a). However, words such as ‘good ‘and ‘beautiful’ not only talk about the existence of
natural characteristics, but also mention the quality of these natural environments, which
somehow overlaps with the construct ‘perceived destination quality’ in this model. So, after
several rounds of discussion with experts in the field, those scales were subject to minor
modifications to show the focus of these items is mainly on the existence of the natural

environment.

Evaluation of the existing potential scales finally led to three items being adapted from
Hallmann et al. (2015). Among these three items, two were slightly modified to fit the
research context of Scotland. The word ‘beautiful’ was omitted. Also, the third item, ‘a
varied and unique alpine plant and wildlife habitat’, was modified to ‘varied natural resource

(alpine plant and wildlife habitat)’ because the revised item indicates natural resources.

Tourism infrastructure
a. Basic infrastructure
Among four identified alternative scales for tourism infrastructure, many items can measure

the basic infrastructure in this research project, such as ‘convenient transportation system’
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in Wang et al. (2016), ‘well-developed road system” in Deng and Li (2014) and ‘private and

public transport facilities” in Beerli and Martin (2004a & b). However, some items in these
alternative measurement scales, such as ‘wide variety of shop facilities” in Chi and Qu (2008)
overlap the conceptualisation of service or leisure infrastructure, which is another sub-
dimension of tourism infrastructure in this study. Therefore, after several rounds of
discussion with the experts, those alternative scales that include items which overlap with

other constructs were excluded.

The measures from Deng and Li (2004) were finally selected to measure the basic
infrastructure in this study since their scale can capture the indicated definition of basic
infrastructure, including road systems, airports and transport facilities in a destination.
However, two original items (‘pleasant weather’ and ‘urban planning and landscape”) from
Deng and Li (2004) were dropped because they overlappied natural environment in this
study. The remaining three items were modified to fit the context of Scotland because the
original measures focus on the quality of those basic facilities at a destination, which overlap
with the construct of perceived country quality in this study. Thus, words, such as ‘good’ or
‘great’ were removed. The finalised three items were rephrased to neutrally reflect the

existence of the indicated basic infrastructure at a destination.

b. Leisure infrastructure

The results of the interviews and literature review highlight the necessity of a further
classification of leisure infrastructure into two groups, including amenity- and
entertainment-based infrastructure. The amenity-based aspect captures basic leisure
facilities, while entertainment-based captures entertainment-relevant facilities at a

destination.

The review of existing literature yielded four potential measurements as alternative options,
including scales for related constructs, such as ‘tourists infrastructure’ and ‘tourist leisure
and recreation’ in Beerli and Martin (2004a &Db), ‘infrastructure and facilities’ in Basaran
(2016), ‘entertainment and events’ and ‘outdoor activities’ in Chi and Qu (2008), as well as
‘events’ in Ramseook-Munhurrun et al (2015). However, some items in the four alternative
scales might not cover all the leisure infrastructure at a destination. After several rounds of
discussions with experts in the field, a four-items scale was adapted from Wang et al. (2016)
to measure the amenity-based infrastructure. A five-items scale was adapted from Chi and

Qu (2008) to measure the entertainment-based infrastructure. Some original items mention



100
the quality of a destination, such as ‘good’ and ‘great’; these items were modified to

specifically focus on the existence of the indicated infrastructure at a destination.

c. Outdoor infrastructure

The extensive literature review revealed four potential scales, such as the ‘sports’ and ‘tourist
leisure and recreation’ in Beerli and Martin (2004 a & b), ‘outdoor activities’ in Chi and Qu
(2008), and ‘sport’ in Ramseook-Munhurrun et al. (2015). After careful evaluation and
discussions with experts in the field, the scales used in this study to measure outdoor
infrastructure were adapted from Chi and Qu (2008), with the items modified to fit the
research context of Scotland because other alternative scales cannot largely include most of
the information related to the outdoor infrastructure or activities that have been mentioned
in the interviews. Among the four potential scales, Chi and Qu (2008) match the interview
results the most and holistically include the major outdoor activities at a destination. To be
distinguished from the construct of the perceived destination quality, the adapted
measurement scales have been slightly modified; that is, some words, such as ‘interesting’
or ‘good’ were removed, to make the items only focus on the existence of the indicated

infrastructure.

Perceived destination quality

Many studies discuss the quality of attributes when measuring other concepts, such as
infrastructure and heritage (Hallmann et al., 2015). Some studies focus on service quality,
measured with ‘tangibles’, ‘reliability’, ‘responsiveness’, ‘assurance’ and ‘empathy’
(Akdere et al., 2020). The perceived destination quality in this study is conceptualised as
capturing an overall evaluation of the quality provided by the destination, rather than
specifically focusing on the quality of numerous elements constituting the destination. Thus,
the literature review yielded four potential scales used to measure similar constructs, such as
‘service quality’ (Martin-Ruiz et al., 2010), ‘quality’ (Campon-Cerro et al., 2017), ‘brand
quality’ (Chatzipanagiotou et al., 2016) and ‘perceived quality’ (Konuk, 2018) from an
overall perspective.

Among the four potential scales, this study, after few rounds of meetings, finally decided to
adapt Martin-Ruiz et al. (2010), since they are closely related to the interview results.
Although other alternative scales have the potential for use in this study, such as
Chatzipanagiotou et al. (2016), there were three items, which are used to measure the

perceived quality of a product in general. However, they do not match with the complex
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destination context in this study. More measurements are suggested from the interview

results.

Destination heritage

Four measurement scales were selected as alternative options, including the measure for
‘culture, history and art’ in Beerli and Martin (2004a & b); ‘cultural environment’ in Deng
and Li (2014); ‘culture’ in Gomez et al. (2015); and ‘cultural attractions’ in Basaran (2016).
However, some alternative scales, such as in Beerli and Martin (2004a & b) as well as Deng
and Li (2014) could not cover all the information regarding the destination heritage collected
in the interviews. After several rounds of discussions with experts in the field, this study
adapted the scale from Basaran (2016), but some quality-relevant words, such as ‘interesting’
or ‘appealing’ in the items were omitted to fit with the meaning of destination heritage in

this research. Thus, six items were finally included in the measurement scale.

Destination personality

In tourism, most studies measure destination personality with human characteristics or
personality traits (Ekinci & Hosany, 2006; Radler, 2018). Such studies follow Aaker (1991)
in defining destination personality as a set of human characteristics associated with a
destination, which is different from this study. Purely referring brand personality to human
characteristics has been criticised, as some characteristics cannot represent the destination
personality, for example, gender or appearance. In the general branding area, some studies
have used brand personality appeals rather than human characteristics to measure brand
personality (Freling et al., 2011; Chatzipanagiotou et al., 2016). Therefore, those
measurement scales measuring personality traits or characteristics in previous literature are

excluded for this study.

This study adapts brand personality appeal (Freling et al., 2011) to measure destination
personality, which includes three sub-dimensions: (a) Favourability: the extent to which
tourists positively regard the destination’s brand personality. (b) Originality: the extent to
which tourists perceive the destination’s brand personality to be novel and distinct from other
brands in the same product category. (c) Clarity: the extent to which a destination’s brand
personality is apparent and recognizable to tourists (Freling et al., 2011). Freling et al. (2011)
use a semantic differential scale to measure destination personality, most of which was

directly adopted in this study.
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Destination nostalgia

Tourists consider the destination as a nostalgic place that can evoke within them feelings of
the past (Cho et al., 2017). Extensive literature has yielded two potential scales of ‘brand
nostalgia’ from the general marketing areca to measure destination nostalgia, from
Chatzipanagiotou et al. (2016) and Ford et al. (2018). Chatzipanagiotou et al. (2016) include
two items, ‘this brand reminds me of things I have done or places I have been’ and ‘this
brand reminds me of a certain period of my life’, used to measure the brand nostalgia of a
product in general, which was considered as more suitable for this study, after discussing
with the experts. However, considering the further data analysis, a scale with two items is
not suitable in this study. By comparing the items with the results of interviews, this study
finally adapted the scale from Chatzipanagiotou et al. (2016), but added one extra item,
‘Scotland reminds me of memories of my past’, developed from the interviews. Also, tourists
in the semi-structured interviews mentioned a lot about their previous memories that should
not be neglected in this study. Therefore, the final scale to measure the destination brand
nostalgia in this study contains three items, two of which are from Chatzipanagiotou et al.

(2016) and one from the interviews.

3.7.5.2 Brand understanding block

Destination awareness

The extensive literature review yielded eleven potential measurements as options, including
measures for brand awareness from both destination (Boo et al., 2009; Frias Jamilena et al.,
2017; Chekalina et al., 2018) and general marketing (Chatzipanagiotou et al., 2016).
However, after careful discussions with relevant experts, it was found that most alternative
measurement scales for brand awareness of destinations would overlap with the concept of
brand reputation, since words such as ‘good’ and ‘famous’, were used. The concept of brand
reputation is another significant construct in this D-CBBE model; therefore, as this study
seeks appropriate measurement scales from the general marketing area, the scale in
Chatzipanagiotou et al. (2016) was finally adapted, with some modification to fit the research
domain because the adapted items do not overlap other concepts but capture the meaning of

destination awareness in this study.

Destination associations
Review of the existing literature identified seven potential measurement scales of brand
associations. However, the measurement of destination associations in tourism largely

focused on destination attributes or overlapped with concepts such as destination personality
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and image, which are unsuitable for this study. After discussions with experts in the field,

this study adapted and modified Chatzipanagiotou et al.’s (2016) three-items measurement
scale of brand associations fit the destination context. One extra item was further developed
from the results of interviews. Thus, four items in total were used to measure destination

associations.

Destination reputation

The literature review identified five alternative measurement scales to measure destination
reputation, including brand reputation (Veloutson & Moutinho, 2009; Chatzipanagiotou et
al., 2016) in general; hotel (Foroudi, 2019) and destination context (Artigas et al., 2015; Su
et al., 2018). However, the scale closely related to information regarding destination brand
reputation mentioned in the interviews should be those from Chatzipanagiotou et al. (2016).
Also, Chatzipanagiotou et al. (2016) have no redundant items to omit. Consequently, minor

modifications were conducted to fit the destination context.

Destination self-brand connection

Seven potential measurement scales were identified, including self-brand connection of a
musical brand (Kemp et al., 2012); tourist sites (Harrigan et al., 2018); banks (Moliner et al.,
2018) and general brands (Dwivedi et al., 2015; Sicilia et al., 2016; Lin et al., 2017) for this
study. Among the selected scales, some items in Escalas (2004) can be used in the destination
context and are highly related to interviewees’ answers in the qualitative phase. Therefore,
Escalas (2004) is more appropriate than other scales for this study. Alternative scales lacked
important items such as ‘It reflects who | consider myself to be or the way that | want to
present myself to other(s)’; this appeared in Escalas (2004) but not in Chatzipanagiotou et
al. (2016). Thus, this study finally adapted Escalas (2004)to fit the destination context.

3.7.5.3 Brand relationship block

Destination relevance

Brand relevance has not obtained enough attention in the destination context; thus, the
extensive literature review yielded only two potential measurements, which were used to
measure brand relevance in the general branding area (Backhaus et al., 2011,
Chatzipanagiotou et al., 2016). After comparison, this study decided to adopt the three-items
scale from Chatzipanagiotou et al. (2016) to measure destination relevance, since this scale

fully captures the meaning of destination relevance in this study and corresponds to the
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information provided by interview participants . The original scale was slightly modified, by

adding the word ‘Scotland’ in each item, as in for example, ‘Scotland fits my lifestyle’.

Destination trust

Attention to brand trust in the destination context or general branding area resulted in 17
potential measurement scales, such as ‘cognitive brand trust’ and ‘affective brand trust’
(Srivastava et al., 2015); “trust to brand service’ (Su et al., 2017), ‘trust of conference’ (Lee
& Back, 2008) and ‘trust to general brands’ (Jung et al., 2014; Viktoria et al., 2014).
However, some scales are unsuitable for the destination context; for example, Lee and Back
(2008) include items specifically for conferences rather than destination. This study
consequently adopted the three-items measurement scale from Chatzipanagiotou et al.
(2016), since it corresponds with the interview results closely. However, some modifications
were made to fit the context. For example, the word ‘Scotland’ was added in the items, for

example ‘Scotland delivers what it promises’.

Destination intimacy

The extensive literature review identified five alternative scales measuring intimacy of
brands in general (Aaker et al., 2004; Smit et al., 2007; Francisco-Maffezzolli et al., 2014)
or a service (Aaker et al.,, 2004; Srivastava et al., 2015). After careful comparison and
discussions with experts, Chatzipanagiotou et al.’s (2016) two-items scale was considered
the most appropriate fit for the results of interviews; furthermore, it has no redundant items.
However, two items may influence the data analysis later, so one item (I feel close to
Scotland) from Francisco-Maffezzolli et al. (2014) was added because of the results from
interviews and experts’ advice. The word ‘Scotland’ is added in each item or replaces the

original brand subject in the adapted scale.

Destination partner-quality

Six alternative measurement scales were identified from general branding literature (Aaker
etal., 2004; Smit et al., 2007; Long-Tolbert & Gammoh, 2012) and a coffee store (Chang &
Chieng, 2006). However, there was little on this concept in the destination context. By
carefully considering the interview results and suggestions from relevant experts, this study
adapted Chatzipanagiotou et al.’s (2016) two-items scale since these are closely related to
the interview results and contain no redundant items. Modifications were undertaken to fit
the research context of Scotland; That is, the word ‘Scotland’ was added to replace the

original subject in the items. One extra item ‘Scotland takes good care of me’ was developed
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from the interviews. Thus, the construct of destination partner quality was measured with

three items in total in this study.

3.7.5.4 Overall brand equity

Several recent studies in the tourism destination area (Im et al., 2012) have paid attention to
the concept of OBE of a destination, exclusively adopting the measurement scales from Yoo
and Donthu (2001). Thus, the original measurement scale developed by Yoo and Donthu

(2001) was adopted in this study also.

3.7.6 Pre-test and pilot study

Before the main data analysis, a pre-test using iterative approach was conducted for
questionnaires in each phase for several considerations. Firstly, it can help with making sure
there are no omissions or mistakes that might influence the final results. Some missing
wording and content problems can be identified and corrected (Czaja & Blair, 2005),
especially when the questionnaires were checked by American native speakers, since the
targeted population of this survey was American tourists. Secondly, the face validity of
questionnaires can be improved. Thirdly, it provides the researcher with an overall view of

how long it takes to finish each questionnaire. Finally, the clarity of questions was improved.

The respondents (Table 3.6) who were chosen for the pre-test for both questionnaires include:
1) industrial expertise in tourism in Scotland; 2) academic expertise in marketing or survey
design; and 3) linguistic experts in American-style English. This is because the respondents

of the pre-test are usually experts (Diamantopoulos et al., 1994).

Table 3.6. Pre-test respondents’ profile

Profile of pre-test respondents Number of Platform
respondents

Expertise in tourism in Scotland 1 Qualtrics link

Academic expertise in survey design 3 Qualtrics link

Academic expertise in marketing 4 Qualtrics link

Linguistic experts in American-style English 1 Qualtrics link

American users in MTurk 1 MTurk link to Qualtrics

Thus, the questionnaires underwent re-examination over many rounds with a small sample
of friends and colleagues (Bryman & Bell, 2011). Some issues regarding the sequence,

wording, and content of the instruments were further identified and improved upon during
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the pre-test and pilot stages. Also, some questions were re-phrased. For instance, the

questionnaire for the first phase initially used the ‘United Kingdom’ as an option, when
asking participants to choose the countries in Europe that they have been to or they were
planning to visit. An industry expert in the field of Scottish tourism, who has rich experience
with survey design, suggested using the word ‘Great Britain’. He commented: ‘You might
want to check but the term the United Kingdom may be extended to include Great Britain as

our research shows that people conflate the two.’

Regarding the pre-testing of the questionnaire for the second phase, more comments are
related to the wording of items. For example, two bipolar adjective words ‘poor— excellent’
were initially used to measure destination brand personality. However, poor might confuse
respondents, as one respondent asked whether it means poor quality or wealth. Therefore,
the researcher changed ‘poor’ to ‘poor quality’ and ‘excellent’ to ‘excellent quality’.
Similarly, when the initial words ‘unapparent— apparent’ was used, a respondent suggested
the use of ‘hidden’ to replace “‘unapparent’. For other scales, one item (‘It makes sense to go
to Scotland instead of other destinations, even if they are the same’) was initially used to
measure the participant’s destination overall brand equity. However, one respondent, who is
a native English speaker, commented he could not understand the meaning of ‘It makes
sense’, therefore, the researcher replaced the initial phase with ‘It is understandable if I go
to Scotland instead of other destinations, even if they are the same’. One of the initial items
used to measure ‘tourism infrastructure’ was ‘Excellent and fun country music’,
Nevertheless, the respondents commented that country music is American-style music rather
than Scottish, so if the context is in Scotland, then it might better to use ‘local music’. This

suggestion was adopted in the study.

At the last stage of the pre-test, the revised questionnaires were then sent to some participants
through Qualtrics (a data collection platform). This helps avoid issues from different
versions, and respondents can experience the real survey condition. The discussion with
some participants was then carried out through Skype or face-to-face, to make sure that the
correction was accurate. After all these approaches, the finalized questionnaires were ready

for the pilot.

After the pre-test, a pilot study was carried out to help with reducing questions that may
mislead respondents in the implementation of main data collection later. Specifically,
according to Gray (2019, p. 205, initially cited from De Va