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Abstract
This research examines the relationship between brand and attribute association on
subsequent brand salience. For the purpose of this study, brand salience is defined as top
of mind awareness in buying situations (Sharp, 2010.) This study tests the popular
theories that emphasise the use of high quality attributes in branding as opposed to using
a large quantity of attributes, or linking a wide range of attributes to a brand regardless
of the quality of those attributes. In addition, this study advocates brand salience as a
real-world marketing objective in that it is a more practical strategy and a strong
precursor to purchase intention. The study analysed the quality of attributes on the basis
of level of importance, perceived differentiation, and attribute category type (product,
benefit, situation). This study challenges the popular theories of quality attributes and
suggests that applying attributes to marketing activity may simply be a numbers game;
thereby becoming a top-of-mind brand is achieved by simply linking the most attributes
as possible to the brand.
The data was obtained through application to the travel and tourism sector using five
international destination brands. An online questionnaire was distributed to 400 UK
residents. The destination brands were analysed based on the relationship between the
attributes they were most strongly associated with and their individual brand salience
rating. The findings indicate an overall lack of evidence to support a relationship
between the quality of attributes and subsequent brand salience. Therefore, the results
suggest that marketers would gain from shifting from a focus on the quality of attributes
to a focus on the quantity of attributes. The evidence suggests that the more attributes
associated with the brand, the more salient the brand, regardless of attribute quality.
Therefore, stress should be placed on linking the brand to a wide range of attributes,
with the overall aim being that the brand becomes salient to a large number of customers
who are likely to use any number of attributes in a buying situation. The study also
concludes that building brand salience using quantity attributes is a practical way to
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stimulate purchase intention. The more attributes associated with the brand, the higher
the number of links created, the bigger the brand’s potential share of mind.
This study’s main contribution is a clear empirical finding that challenges popular
theories on strong brand positioning and differentiation, which stress the use of highly
important and highly differentiating attributes. These popular theories fail to provide
evidence to support their validity in a real-world marketing context. It also holds
significant managerial implications for destination marketing organisations and tourism
marketers, as well as marketers and brand managers in general, that are applicable to
real-world marketing practice. The study dismisses the importance of using quality
attributes and instead uncovers a strong relationship between the quantity of attributes
and brand salience. This change of focus not only encourages marketers to re-evaluate
their attribute strategy, but also permits marketers to place higher emphasis on the actual
creativity behind the message. In addition, marketers will uncover deeper insight into
the role brand salience plays in marketing success. Ultimately, this study provides a
practical strategy for building a top-of-mind brand in a real world context.

5

Table of contents

Chapter 1: Introduction ............................................................................................... 11
1.1

Introduction ................................................................................................................. 11

1.2

Background .................................................................................................................. 12

1.3

Research problem ........................................................................................................ 13

1.4

Research objectives...................................................................................................... 15

1.5

Scope of study............................................................................................................... 17

1.6

Value of study............................................................................................................... 17

1.7

Structure ....................................................................................................................... 18

Chapter 2: Literature Review ...................................................................................... 19
1.8

Destination branding strategies .................................................................................. 19

1.9

Attributes in tourism destinations.............................................................................. 21

1.10

Category types of attributes ..................................................................................... 22

1.11

Background theories on attributes .......................................................................... 24

1.12

The concept of differentiation is fading................................................................... 28

1.13

Brand salience ............................................................................................................ 31

Chapter 3: Research Methodology .............................................................................. 37
1.14

Introduction ............................................................................................................... 37

1.15

Research philosophy, approach and design ............................................................ 38

1.16

Research strategy ...................................................................................................... 40

1.17

Sampling process ....................................................................................................... 43

1.18

Data collection method, instruments and tools ....................................................... 44

1.19

Survey structure and components ........................................................................... 45

1.20

Data analysis .............................................................................................................. 48

1.21

Ethical considerations ............................................................................................... 57

1.22

Conclusion – methodology ........................................................................................ 58

Chapter 4: Results and Findings ................................................................................. 59
1.23

Introduction ............................................................................................................... 59

1.24

Objective 1: Category types of attributes ............................................................... 59

1.25

Objective 2: Relationship between quality attributes and salience ...................... 70

6

1.26

Objective 3: Relationship between number of attributes and salience ................ 79

1.27

Objective 4: Relationship between brand salience and purchase intention ........ 85

Chapter 5: Conclusions and Recommendations......................................................... 88
1.28

Conclusions ................................................................................................................ 88

1.29

Recommendations ..................................................................................................... 90

1.30

Research limitations .................................................................................................. 92

1.31

Future research ......................................................................................................... 94

References ...................................................................................................................... 96
Appendix ...................................................................................................................... 106

7

List of figures
Figure 1: Categories of attributes in ice cream shops ....................................................... 24
Figure 2: Brand user perceptions of differentiation in the soft drink (uk) categories ....... 30
Figure 3: Examples of category level results .................................................................... 31
Figure 4: Research onion .................................................................................................. 37
Figure 5: Quantitative research objectives ........................................................................ 42
Figure 6: Sample segmentation breakdown ...................................................................... 43
Figure 7: Beach holidays desired by uk tourists (mintel, 2016) ....................................... 46
Figure 8: Attributes used in study ..................................................................................... 48
Figure 9: Salience cues used in study ............................................................................... 50
Figure 10: Brand salience in five destinations .................................................................. 51
Figure 11: Brand salience results from cues ..................................................................... 52
Figure 12: Multidimentional scale of attributes and destination brands ........................... 54
Figure 13: Typography scale of attributes and destination brands ................................... 55
Figure 14: Category types by mean scores ....................................................................... 60
Figure 15: Brand map of attributes and destinations ........................................................ 61
Figure 16: Ranking order of attributes most associated with all destinations................... 61
Figure 17: Caribbean attribute ranking by mean score ..................................................... 62
Figure 18: Top three attributes associated with the caribbean .......................................... 63
Figure 19: Typography view of caribbean ........................................................................ 64
Figure 20: Spain attribute ranking by mean score ............................................................ 65
Figure 21: Top three attributes associated with spain ....................................................... 66
Figure 22: Typography view of spain ............................................................................... 66
Figure 23: Most associated attributes by dependent level ................................................ 68
Figure 24: Types of attributes most commonly associated with all destinations .............. 69
Figure 25: Attribute importance rating ............................................................................. 71
Figure 26: Attribute importance rating at combined level ................................................ 72
Figure 27: Total scores for the most important attributes at combined level.................... 73
Figure 28: Attributes ranked by level of importance ........................................................ 74
Figure 29: Caribbean’s most associated attributes by rank ............................................... 75

8

Figure 30: Spain’s most associated attributes by rank ...................................................... 75
Figure 31: Attribute differentiation scores ........................................................................ 76
Figure 32: Attribute differentiation rating and most associated brands ............................ 77
Figure 33: Typography scale of total scores for the three most differentiating attributes 78
Figure 34: Total mean scores by destination on independent level .................................. 80
Figure 35: Total attribute scores for each destination on independent level..................... 80
Figure 36: Caribbean – relative score for given attribute on dependent level .................. 82
Figure 37: France – relative score for given attribute on dependent level ........................ 83
Figure 38: Typography view of total scores for each brand ............................................. 84
Figure 39: Relationship between number of attributes and brand salience ...................... 85
Figure 40: Destinations by purchase intention .................................................................. 86
Figure 41: Relationship between salience and purchase intention.................................... 87

9

List of Appendices
Appendix 1: UK residents’ visits abroad by year (euromonitor, 2016) ........................ 106
Appendix 2: UK residents’ visits abroad by purpose (euromonitor, 2016) .................. 107
Appendix 3: The perceptual process (soloman et al. 2009) .......................................... 107
Appendix 5: Age distribution of the uk population (gov.uk, 2016) .............................. 108
Appendix 7: UK outbound departures total (euromonitor, 2015) ................................. 110
Appendix 8: UK leisure outbound trips (euromonitor, 2015) ....................................... 110
Appendix 9: UK travellers by age (euromonitor, 2015) ............................................... 111
Appendix 10: Sampling process (saunders et al., 2016) ............................................... 111
Appendix 11: Outbound departures by destination (euromonitor, 2015) ..................... 112
Appendix 12: Forecast outbound departures by destination (euromonitor, 2015)........ 112
Appendix 13: Beach holidays behaviour for uk tourists (mintel, 2016) ....................... 113
Appendix 14: Preliminary survey - most frequently mentioned attributes in ranking
order .............................................................................................................................. 113
Appendix 15: Attributes associated with beach destinations (mintel, 2016) ................ 114
Appendix 16: Brand salience stimulus battery (trembath et al, 2011) .......................... 115
Appendix 17: Double Jeopardy in industrial markets (romaniuk and sharp, 2016) ..... 116
Appendix 18: ESOMAR code of conduct (esomar, 2016) ........................................... 116
Appendix 19: MRS code of conduct (mrs, 2016) ......................................................... 117
Appendix 20: Preliminary survey ................................................................................. 118
Appendix 21: Final questionnare .................................................................................. 118
Appendix 22: Primary research findings summary ....................................................... 125
Appendix 23: Reflective diary from meetings .............................................................. 139

10

Chapter 1: Introduction
1.1 Introduction
Marketers are under high pressure to communicate the best message about a brand, both
effectively and within a very limited time frame. This pressure has led to theories that
convince marketers that choosing the best attributes to communicate a product or service
is key to effective marketing communications and branding. Several marketing theories
advocate using strong brand positioning and differentiation strategies by focusing on the
importance of carefully selecting quality attributes to use in their marketing (i.e. Ries
and Trout, 1981; Aaker, 1991; Keller, 2016). These quality attributes are both important
to a brand’s consumers and unique to the attributes used by competitors. However,
despite the importance placed on marketing a brand using high quality attributes, very
little research has actually applied any evidence to support the use of quality attributes
and their impact on marketing efforts.
This study challenges the popular theories on strong brand positioning and
differentiation by suggesting that linking a large number of attributes, regardless of the
quality of those attributes, may result in more effective marketing. Currently marketers
prioritise searching for important and differentiating attributes in hopes of changing
consumer attitudes and perceptions about their brand, or establishing a strong brand
position, personality or unique identity. This study aims to determine whether marketers
need to refocus their strategy and start prioritising quantity over quality, or linking as
many attributes as possible to the brand in order to ultimately build brand salience.
Building brand salience, or top of mind awareness in buying situations, has recently
been viewed as a more practical marketing tactic in comparison to building a brand
personality, changing attitudes and perceptions, or differentiating a brand (Sharp, 2010).
This research also aims to further validate brand salience by evaluating the extent to
which salience can predict purchase intention.
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This study examines the value of using high quality attributes versus high quantity
attributes against subsequent effect on brand salience. The study aims to determine
whether there are particular attributes that work more successfully in marketing a brand
in comparison to other attributes. These specific attributes are studied on the basis of the
attribute’s category type (product, benefit, situation), level of importance, and perceived
differentiation. The travel and tourism marketing sector is used in this study to test the
objectives on the bases of attributes in international tourist destination brands.
The results will determine whether brand managers should continue placing emphasis
on using high quality attributes, or if generating brand salience is simply a numbers
game; or a matter of linking the most attributes to the brand as possible, regardless of
quality of the attributes.

1.2 Background
The travel and tourism industry has proven significant growth over the past few decades
and is forecasted to continue to grow due to increased dependence on positive economic
impact. In 2015, the travel and tourism industry generated $7.2 trillion, compromising
nearly 10 percent of global GDP and providing 284 million jobs worldwide. At country
level, travel and tourism GDP outperformed the wider economy in 127 out of the 184
countries included in the annual Economic Impact Research. This contribution to GDP
has outperformed other sectors such as retail, financial services and healthcare (World
Travel and Tourism Council, 2016).
Even so, there is still an ever-increasing demand for travel and tourism. International
tourist arrivals also surged by 4.4 percent in 2015, reaching 1.14 billion. The travel and
tourism sector will continue to grow by an expected 4 percent annually over the next
decade. This means that by 2026, this sector will support 370 million jobs, equating to 1
in 9 jobs worldwide (World Travel and Tourism Council, 2016).
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This study uses a sample size of 400 UK residents to analyse five international
destinations that target UK tourists. The total number of visits abroad by UK residents
increased from 55.6 million visits in 2010 to 65.7 million in 2015. Overseas spend by
UK tourists has also increased in 2015, making it the highest it has ever been at £39
billion (World Travel & Tourism Council, 2016). Majority of this outbound tourism is
designated to leisure travel, which includes beach holidays (Euromonitor, 2016)
(Appendices 1, 2, 7, 8).
With most economies requiring heavy dependence on tourism, destination branding is
now a major marketing focus supported by more than 100 destination management
organisations (DMOs) (Morrison, 2013).

1.3 Research problem
In the modern marketing environment, consumers are barraged by an increasing number
of messages, allowing limited time for any one message to be processed thoroughly. As
a result, marketers are under high pressure to communicate the most effective messages
to market a product or service (Romaniuk, 2003). Therefore, a significant amount of
support has risen stressing the importance of using the most appropriate attributes to
market a brand.
Key researchers have theorised the importance of finding quality attributes to represent a
brand, but very limited research has actually compared the marketing impact from using
high quality attributes to the marketing impact from high quantity attributes. In addition,
research into the effects of attributes has failed to be applied within the travel and
tourism context at all. Literature states that destination brand marketers must
communicate the best messages to position and differentiate their destination from
competition, but this strategy is recorded and marked with high importance without any
evidence into the effects these attributes actually have on marketing efforts. In addition,
there is no prior research on the relationship between attributes and subsequent impact
on building brand salience specifically.
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The only two studies that have previously examined the effectiveness of quality
attributes were completed by Romaniuk and Sharp (2002) and Romaniuk (2003).
Romaniuk and Sharp (2002) tested the relationship between the quality of attributes and
subsequent brand loyalty to conclude that there were no particular attributes that resulted
in higher brand loyalty. They did however, as a secondary finding, conclude that the
more attributes linked to a brand, the more loyal the customers were (Romaniuk and
Sharp, 2002). In a second study, Romaniuk (2003) tested the relationship between the
category types of attributes and buying behaviour. Her conclusions suggest that no
particular types of attributes influence buying behaviour more than others. However, her
study did, once again, find support for a strong relationship between the quantity of
attributes and subsequent buying behaviour (Romaniuk, 2003).
Given the several limitations in both studies, the results have not caught on to
mainstream research. A strong limitation is that these were single studies and, therefore,
need to be extended and replicated across a wide range of markets and conditions to test
the generalizability of the ﬁndings to other types of markets. As destinations are
considered a unique product and service mix in comparison to other industries, it should
not be assumed that findings from these single studies can be applied to the tourism
industry (Morrison, 2013).
Overall, the relationship between attributes and marketing effort has been underresearched compared to more mainstream brand image research, and therefore needs
much further development and concrete evidence to support the theories in a real-world
marketing context.
Romaniuk and Sharp (2002) also suggest future research should explore attributes from
a salience perspective. Further research needs to examine the extent to which salience
measures are sensitive to marketing activity. This would provide some insight into what
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effect marketing activities could be expected to have on buyers’ propensity to consider a
brand.
Sharp (2010) along with a few other researchers have began to mark salience as a
wrongly ignored key marketing objective. However, no previous studies have looked
into the connection between salience and purchase intention to provide evidence to back
up this newly supported concept. Therefore, this study will be the first study to look at
salience in regard to purchase intention.
In terms of the travel and tourism sector, there is very limited research on how a
destination can work to become top of mind to international tourists through brand
salience. Despite the growing importance of destination brands, most conceptual and
empirical research in the past has focused on destination images (i.e. Cai, 2002;
Hankinson, 2004; Papadopoulos and Heslop, 2002; Prebensen, 2007; Pritchard and
Morgan, 2001; Tasci et al., 2007). This approach implies that measurement of successful
destination marketing relies solely on image of the destination.
Therefore, this study will be the first to analyse the quality of attributes in terms of
importance level and perceived differentiation, and their subsequent effect on building
brand salience. It will also be the first study to examine the quantity of attributes within
the travel and tourism sector. Finally, this study will be the first to attempt to identify a
connection between brand salience and purchase intention.

1.4 Research objectives
The fundamental research question that will guide the objectives is as follows:
Should marketers continue to place emphasis on linking high quality attributes to a
brand, or should they instead prioritise the quantity of attributes by simply building as
many links as possible, regardless of attribute quality?
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The aim of this research is to test the quality and quantity of attributes on the basis of
building brand salience.
Objectives
1. To compare the category types of of attributes to see which type, if any, result in
higher brand salience.
2. To test the relationship between the quality of attributes and subsequent brand
salience.
3. To test the relationship between the number of attributes and subsequent brand
salience.
4. To determine the extent to which brand salience links to purchase intention.
The first objective has been set to determine if product attributes, benefit attributes, or
situation attributes result in higher brand salience. If one category type is reportedly
more effective in comparison to the other two category types, evidence will support
quality attributes.
The second objective is set to test whether using quality attributes that are highly
important or highly differentiating provide a stronger link to brand salience than lesser
quality attributes. Any evidence found in this objective with also support quality
attributes.
The third objective aims to find a relationship between the number of attributes, or
quantity of links, associated with a brand and that brand's subsequent brand salience.
Any evidence found in this objective will support quantity attributes.
The final objective has been set to confirm a connection between brand salience and
purchase intention by evaluating the extent to which brand salience can influence
purchase intention.
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1.5 Scope of study
The attributes were examined through application to marketing in the travel and tourism
industry. In particular, international tourism destination brands were the focus of study,
further categorised into beach holiday destinations.
For the purpose of this study, a tourism destination is defined as a geographic area that
attracts visitors and includes the following key characteristics (Morrison, 2013):
•

Destination mix (transportation, accommodation, attractions, events)

•

Tourism marketing that has created an image within the mind of the consumer

•

A coordinating organisation structure such as a DMO

Destination management is the professional direction of all marketing efforts of the
destination mix used to induce tourism and economic activity within a destination
(Morrison, 2013). DMOs have taken a strong interest in the creation of destination
brands as a foundation for their marketing (Morgan et al., 2004).

1.6 Value of study
The results of this study will have significant implications for DMOs and tourism
marketers, as well as marketers and brand managers in general, that are applicable to
real-world marketing practice. It will either support or dismiss the importance marketers
currently place on finding the right attributes to market destinations. If the study
supports the quality of attributes, marketers will know which category types of attributes
are best applied to achieve effective branding and marketing. However, if the study
dismisses the importance of using quality attributes, and instead uncovers a strong
relationship between quantity and brand salience, this change of focus will not only
encourage marketers to re-evaluate their strategy, but also permit marketers to place
higher emphasis on the actual creativity behind the message. In addition, marketers will
uncover deeper insight into the role brand salience plays in marketing success.
Ultimately, this study provides a strategy for building top-of-mind brand.
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1.7 Structure
This chapter introduced the research topic with a background summary and clarification
of the research aim. The objectives were also stated in order to provide a basis for
answering the fundamental research question.
Chapter two provides a literature review outlining a critical review of academic
conversation surrounding the topic, including key authors and a discussion of all
relevant theories within destination branding, brand attributes and brand salience. This
chapter will be used to further understand the subject area and the main debates
surrounding it.
Chapter three is the methodology chapter, in which the method behind data collection is
justified. In this chapter, the research philosophy, research approach and research design
are selected on the basis of addressing the four research objectives.
Chapter four offers a critical analysis of the primary research findings. This analysis is
organised by the objectives in order to produce a comprehensive structure.
The final chapter will summarise the findings and provide a conclusion of the research.
It will also offer any marketing implications or suggestions that may emerge from the
findings. This chapter will then conclude with any research limitations and suggestions
for future research.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review
In order to understand the current literature surrounding this study, the following key
topics will be further discussed: 1) destination branding strategies 2) brand attributes and
3) brand salience.

1.8 Destination branding strategies
As market competition grows and becomes more aggressive, consumers are faced with
multiple brand choices and exposed to numerous marketing strategies developed to
make brands stand out in the mind of the consumer and generate top of mind awareness.
DMOs are contributing to this battle to attract tourists to their destinations (Morrison,
2013). Destination branding has become a focal point for marketers (Tasci and Gartner,
2015), and therefore has recently become a powerful marketing tool due to the
increasing competition in the industry, as well as the upsurge of similarities between the
products and services amongst individual brands (Usakli and Baloglu, 2011).
The concept of branding has been heavily researched and extensively used in marketing
practice since the late 1980s, but applying branding to destinations is a relatively
unexplored platform (Pereira et al., 2012). However, even though destination marketing
is a more recent phenomenon within marketing literature, branding and communication
strategies have already been profoundly discussed between key authors.
The growing economic importance of tourism places pressure on destination marketing
managers to practice best marketing strategies. Deﬁning the attributes that form a basis
for strong branding is a key strategy included in the practical steps in successful
destination branding (Tasci and Gartner, 2007). These efforts involve selecting the best
and most appropriate attributes to differentiate a destination in order to make it stand out
in the mind of the consumer (Usakli and Baloglu, 2011).
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One of the most popular destination marketing strategies in academia places large
importance on the concept of differentiation. Numerous key researchers such as Hosany
et al. (2006), Park and Petrick (2006) and Prebensen (2007) report the aim of destination
branding is to differentiate a destination from its competitors by creating a unique
identity in the travel market using both cognitive and affective image-building tactics.
This view argues that in order for a destination to survive within such a competitive
market, a unique brand identity must be sought in order to stand out from similar
destinations (Morgan et al., 2004).
Opportunity to travel has increased significantly over recent years, making destination
branding overwhelmingly important to tourism destination marketers, but this is not
without its challenges. According to Pike (2005), along with increased opportunity, the
availability of multiple location options has increased the substitutability of competitive
destinations. With these comparable destinations all competing for the same tourists
with the same attributes, a significant lack of differentiation amongst these destinations
has also sprouted (Boo et al., 2009).
More recently many key theorists and tourism marketers have reported significant
difficulty in differentiating tourist destinations and facilities from competition (Usakli
and Baloglu, 2011). Destinations can be difficult to compare to consumer goods and
services as they are considerably more complex and multifaceted (Pike, 2005), which
provides access to unlimited image-building attributes. Many researchers agree that
although perceptions of tourism destinations are multi-dimensional, many of the
dimensions consumers identify with still remain similar. Many destinations frequently
market similar attributes such as attractive scenery, white beaches, blue seas or friendly
hosts (Murphy et al., 2007). Despite these difficulties however, the key authors continue
to support the importance placed upon differentiating destination brands, even though
most tourism destinations are viewed in a similar manner (Usakli and Baloglu, 2011).
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This study aims to challenge these popular theories on strong positioning and
differentiation in tourism destinations by suggesting that attribute level of perceived
differentiation may not actually be significant in making a brand stand out in the mind
of a consumer. This will be further explained in Section 2.5.

1.9 Attributes in tourism destinations
Cai (2002) defines a destination brand as “perceptions about a place as reflected by the
associations held in tourist's memory.” These associations are formed through messages
that have become linked to a brand in consumer memory. Consumer memory is made up
of an entire network of attributes that are linked to the brand, which ultimately make up
the brand’s image (Keller, 1993). These links can either be exclusive to the consumer,
exclusive to the brand, or shared between other brands. Therefore, stimulation of an
attribute can lead to evaluation and comparison between those brand options that are
evoked (Romaniuk, 2003). Brand attributes are retrieved from several internal and
external sources such as experiences, marketing and word of mouth (Krishnan, 1996).
1.9.1

Support for quality attributes in tourism destinations

A destination can be perceived as both a single product and an entire brand as it is made
up of a package of tangible and intangible attributes (Ekinci and Hosany, 2006; Ekinci
et al., 2007; Hosany et al., 2007; Tasci and Gartner, 2015). According to Baloglu and
McCleary (1999), when tourists evaluate a destination as a product, they assess the
individual attributes of the brand through both cognitive and affective processes (Boo et
al., 2009).
Crompton (1977) suggests that a tourist’s preferred choice destination set is measured
against an ideal destination. This model destination includes attributes that deﬁne
category membership. In order to pick a destination, consumers will compare
destinations that include these attributes.
According to destination branding strategies, one way a destination can differentiate
itself from competition is by choosing quality attributes that tourists perceive as unique
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to other destinations. Deﬁning the attributes that form a basis for a strong brand is a
major strategy included in the practical steps in successful destination branding (Tasci
and Gartner, 2007). These attributes can be used to make the brand ‘stand out’ by
differentiating the brand from its competition. The use of quality attributes reinforces
the popular marketing implication of differentiation. Under this strategy a destination’s
goal is to stand out from competition, and therefore only one or two attributes are
carefully selected amid justification that they are perceived as important and unique to
consumers.

1.9.2

Support for quantity attributes in tourism destinations

This study aims to challenge these popular theories by suggesting that attribute level of
consumer importance and differentiation may not actually be as significant as we think
it is when making a brand stand out in the mind of a consumer. To date, there are no
studies linking the number of attributes to successful tourism branding, leaving a major
gap in travel and tourism marketing literature.

1.10 Category types of attributes
A significant amount of research has been designated to categorising the different types
of attributes used by consumers in the purchasing process (Romaniuk, 2003). Haley’s
pioneering 1968 study has been widely accepted as a foundation to the acknowledgment
of attribute research (Haley, 1968). This original study led to a mass body of research
into the different types of attributes, including descriptive and evaluative (Barwise and
Ehrenberg, 1987), functional and representational (De Chernatony and McWilliam,
1990), implicit and explicit (Biel, 1991) and product category, functional benefits and
purchase situations (Holden, 1993).
For the purpose of this study, Holden’s (1993) findings are further analysed. Holden’s
study found three types of attributes to be present when evoking brand options and
encouraging consumer choice. The three types of attributes include 1) product category,
2) benefit and 3) purchase and consumption situations. His conclusions were developed
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from an exploratory study, which mimicked a type of brand mapping. Holden asked
subjects to describe the thought process involved in identifying probable brands in
potential buying situations (Holden, 1993). This study was significant to marketing
because it was the first to suggest that association with other attributes, other than
product category attributes, can also have an effect on the buying process. This gave
marketers a wider range of attribute options to use in marketing communications
(Romaniuk, 2003).
1.10.1 Product attributes
Product attributes showcase the variety of products that the brand offers. Product
attributes are what the consumer is physically buying. They are the umbrella of products
and services offered under a specific brand (Romaniuk, 2003). Several researchers have
concluded a positive relationship between product attributes and brand choice (Cohen,
1966; Axelrod, 1968; Nedungadi, 1990). Associating a brand with the right product
attributes is also considered highly important to the brand’s image (Alba and
Chattopadhyay, 1986).
1.10.2 Benefit attributes
Benefit attributes suggest what the product does from the consumer’s viewpoint. Many
marketing textbooks report that consumers buy the benefits of a brand, rather than the
physical product or service (Kotler, 1999). An example of a benefit attribute is ‘good
value for money’ (Romaniuk, 2003). Multiple studies have determined a positive
relationship between benefit attributes and product usage (Woodside and Trappey,
1992).
1.10.3 Situation attributes
Situation attributes reflect the context and situation surrounding the brand’s retrieval in
purchase situations. Situation attributes have also been reported positively effect
consumer buying behaviour (Romaniuk, 2003). Figure 1 lists several examples of the
three types of attributes used in Romaniuk’s (2003) study on attribute category types.
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FIGURE 1: CATEGORIES OF ATTRIBUTES IN ICE CREAM SHOPS
Product

Benefits

Situations

Offers soft serve

Low-fat products

An indulgent treat

Has milkshakes, thick

Won quality awards

Buy on a regular basis

Always introducing new

Buy something for the

Sells hot dogs

products

children

Sells scoop ice-cream

Premium quality

Something for all of the

shakes and smoothies

family
Offers yoghurt-based

Unique thick shakes

products
Offers value for money
Sells ice cream cakes
Source: (Romaniuk, 2003)

1.11 Background theories on attributes
There are two existing views that support the use of quality attributes in marketing a
brand- single attribute positioning and multi-attribute positioning. Largely, theories tend
to strongly support preference for using quality attributes. However, more recent
research is also beginning to provide evidence for the use of quantity attributes.
1.11.1 Support for quality
As previously discussed, strong emphasis is placed on finding the most appropriate
attributes to market brands. This first view supports the importance of finding quality
attributes that are of high importance to consumers, highly differential and highly
desirability. There are two positioning theories within support for quality attributes.
First, the view of single attribute positioning argues that some attributes are more
important than others, meaning that they will lead to positive consumer behaviour. This
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thought argues that there are specific attributes that can activate the need for a consumer
to make a purchase. If a brand has a specific, desired attribute then consumers will buy it.
This attribute can be unique to the brand (i.e. this destination has nice beaches) or
relative to other brands (i.e. this destination has nicer beaches than other destinations).
This view suggests that marketing managers must search for these valued attributes that
work as triggers and get more people to think of the brand using that particular attribute.
Therefore, this view suggests marketing should focus solely on on those quality
attributes (Romaniuk and Sharp, 2002). In objective 2, this study will test this view to
see whether using important or differentiated attributes is actually effective in increasing
brand salience.
Secondly, multi-attribute positioning proposes that branding is based on specific clusters
of attributes. These clusters involve multiple attributes that are preferred by consumers
in comparison to other attributes, therefore making make the brand more suitable for
consumers than other brands. Similar to the ﬁrst theory, this position suggests that some
attributes are better than others in influencing positive consumer perception or
behaviour. In contrast to the ﬁrst theory, however, multi-attribute positioning is based on
clusters of attributes, which can either draw from a single theme (i.e. a hotel that wants
to build a relationship with travellers may associate with attributes such as hospitable
staff and customer satisfaction), or a mixture of several different themes (i.e. the hotel
may want to be associated with attributes such as value for money and good service).
Research under this view reports that a unique combination of highly desired attributes
is preferable (Romaniuk and Sharp, 2002). Indirect support for this was found during an
experiment in which a brand’s selection as first choice was related to a unique set of
desired associations. Multi-attribute positioning can be accessed through the use of a
perceptual map, which displays both brands and attributes on a map. If a marketer
creates a perceptual map from survey data, they would see successful brands are
positioned close to the cluster of the desired attributes (Romaniuk and Sharp, 2002).
This viewpoint will be tested in objective 1, where the types of attributes will be
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compared to see if one type renders as more effective than the others, or if any trends
that may arise from comparison of different combinations of attribute types.
To date, tourism research seems to predominately support the use of quality attributes.
Therefore, these authors may suggest that choosing the right brand attributes is crucial to
successful destination branding.
1.11.2 Support for quantity
Despite the abundant support for quality, a new stream of research has begun to dismiss
the importance of choosing specific attributes. In a highly competitive environment
where destinations are marketing the same attributes, the use of single attribute
positioning and differentiation in marketing has become impractical (Usakli and Baloglu,
2011). In addition, recent research concerning how information is processed in
consumer memory suggests that brand recall is not solely depended upon a single cue,
but from multiple cues from multiple attribute links (Sharp, 2010).
This view has developed from a small body of research that has observed the quantity of
attributes associated with a brand. This relatively new stream of research uses the
Associative Network Theories of Memory (ANT) to analyse the role of the quantity of
attributes and brand choice. ANT suggests that knowledge withheld in consumer
memory consists of a build up of concepts that are linked together in a network of
schema. In order for consumers to retrieve information from memory, they must rely on
the stimulus associated with that concept in order to activate the nodes that are
connected. In a buying situation, attributes have the opportunity to act as retrieval cues
to influence consumer choice. Under this theory, the more attributes that are linked to
the brand, the greater the probability the brand will be retrieved and fall within any
consumer’s desired criteria. This ultimately leads to the buyer choosing the brand. Some
empirical support for this theory has emerged for this theory, but it is still an under
researched area that needs further exploration (Romaniuk and Sharp, 2004).
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Studies that have tested the value of quantity in attributes have found support for the
number of attributes associated with the brand and subsequent brand choice. These
results have began to confirm evidence that increasing the number of attribute links, in
hope that they turn into brand retrieval cues, will increase the chance of the brand being
chosen for purchase. In contrast to the theories supporting quality, this view places less
emphasis on the nature and quality of the attributes and more emphasis on the
consumer’s likelihood to mention the brand through a high quantity of links in memory
(Romaniuk and Sharp, 2002).
As previously discussed, an overall assessment of a study done by Romaniuk and Sharp
(2002) failed to support the view that there are specific brand attributes, or unique
combinations of attributes, that result in higher customer loyalty. This study did,
however, find evidence supporting the use of quantity attributes. Romaniuk and Sharp
(2002) found support in a positive relationship between the number of attributes
associated with a brand and subsequent loyalty to the brand.
The results of a subsequent study done by Romaniuk (2003) revealed that each of the
category types of attributes prompted future purchase. None of the three attribute types
had a stronger relationship with future purchase than any other attribute. In addition,
Romaniuk (2003) also found a positive relationship between the number of attributes
associated with the brand and subsequent buying behaviour. Therefore, the more
attributes associated with the brand, the greater the likelihood the consumer will
consider the brand for future purchase.
A few studies over the past several decades have also provided evidence that supports a
prediction for success in quantity over quality. A study conducted by Petty and
Cacioppo (1984) on advertising research suggested that an advertisement’s effectiveness
may be based on the number of claims in the advertisement, and not the quality of those
claims. Alba and Marmorstein (1987) also found that the more information a consumer
was exposed to, the greater the relationship with brand choice, regardless of the quality
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of the information. In addition, Krishnan (1996) found that the greater the number of
attributes associated with a brand, the higher the perceived brand equity.
Specific to the tourism sector, a study by Baloglu, et al. (2010), researched gaming
destinations and found that the strongest brands make use of the halo effect, or ‘the
global image influencing all attribute-based and affective evaluations.’ For example, Las
Vegas was associated with being exciting and relaxing, and both a family and adult
destination. Although this study did not test against the other theories, it may predict
support of using quantity in terms of the tourism industry.
The use of quantity attributes is also supported by the idea that destinations cater to the
needs of many different types of tourists, and not every tourist wants the same
experience. There is no fixed market position as preferences are constantly shifting
(Tasci and Gartner, 2009).
Despite this support for quantity attributes, this view still differs from mainstream
research as it suggests that the value of each brand attribute link is regarded the same as
all other attribute links (Romaniuk, 2003). This thought challenges the idea of strong
positioning on a single, quality attribute, as suggested by authors such as Ries and Trout
(1986). The focus on quantity rather than the quality of attributes also challenges
Aaker’s (1991) idea that a brand position must be unique to be successful.
Objective 3 will further test this support for quantity by evaluating the number of
attributes on subsequent brand salience.

1.12 The concept of differentiation is fading
1.12.1 Support for quality from a differentiation perspective
As mentioned previously, the importance of brand differentiation has been the topic of
most marketing textbooks for years. Textbooks persuade marketers that differentiation
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must be the centrepiece of marketing strategies, but they do not offer evidence of growth
or profits obtained from differentiation beyond a few select cases. All textbooks support
this theory and tend to rarely disagree with each other (Sharp, 2010). Research in
tourism marketing is no exception, as the key authors mentioned in the section above
agree to the importance in differentiating destination brands, despite the evident lack of
differentiation between destinations.
1.12.2 Support for quantity from a differentiation perspective
However, evidence produced by the Ehrenberg Research Centre in Marketing has more
recently disproved the importance of perceived differentiation as a marketing strategy
due to the difficulty in differentiating brands in the real world. Sharp (2010) argues that
differentiation has become obsolete due to marketers continuously trying to match
competition to upkeep trends and changing technology. Therefore, real-world marketing
strategies focus on competitive matching rather than avoiding competitors through
differentiation. Most markets also tend to support a heavy number of competitors, such
as the tourism market. Although Sharp (2010) still agrees that differentiation does exist
amongst brands, it is not a “differentiate or die” situation as majority of marketing
textbooks portray it to be. In addition, any perceived differentiation is usually situational
rather than at brand level (Sharp, 2010).
Sharp (2010) provides evidence that brands lack differentiation in the eyes of the
consumer as shown in Figure 2. He identified the following patterns:
•

All brands maintain very similar scores with a slight double jeopardy sub-pattern
(smaller brands score slightly lower)

•

Some attributes always score higher than others (i.e.: more than 90% believe
brands to be “trusted” compared to only 30% for “essential”)
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FIGURE 2: BRAND USER PERCEPTIONS OF DIFFERENTIATION IN THE SOFT
DRINK (UK) CATEGORIES
Brand

Different

Unique ($)

(%)
Coca-Cola

8

13

Diet Coke

9

8

Pepsi-Cola

7

10

Fanta

8

5

Pepsi Max

9

10

Schweppes

6

9

Canada Dry

10

9

Average

9

9

Source: Sharp (2010)
Illustrated in Figure 3, perceived differentiation has been determined out-dated after a
systematic study across all product and service categories, countries, survey methods
and questions types. Tow firm patterns were identified:
•

Buyers of a brand perceive very weak differentiation, yet this does not stop them
from loyally buying a particular brand

•

A brand’s level of perceived differentiation is very similar to its rivals
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FIGURE 3: EXAMPLES OF CATEGORY LEVEL RESULTS
Perceive

Perceive

Perceive

as

as unique

as either

different

(%)

(%)

(%)
Skincare

17

21

30

Ice-cream

14

11

20

Fast food

16

13

20

Banking

13

10

18

Cars

9

6

11

Electronics

4

6

8

12

11

17

products

Average
Source: Sharp (2010)

According to Sharp (2010), since majority of buyers do not view their brand as
differentiated from other brands, this cannot be the main reason they buy the brand.
Therefore the emphasis is misplaced and it is debatable whether perceptions of brand
differentiation drive buyer behaviour at all.
Sharp’s view on differentiation will be further explored in objective 2, testing the quality
of attributes in terms of importance and differentiation.

1.13 Brand salience
Paradoxically, reducing emphasis on differentiation makes branding and other
marketing strategies even more important. Recently, literature has begun to advocate the
importance of awareness and brand salience in buyer behaviour.
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This study measures the effects of attributes based on subsequent brand salience. With a
background in psychology, salience was first identified as ‘the ability of an item to stand
out from its environment or background’ (Guido, 1998).
Brand salience is often linked with the concept of salience, as Aaker (1996) depicted
brand awareness with three levels. The top level reflects a brand being ahead of others in
the mind of the consumer, or having top-of-mind awareness. In marketing, brand
salience is often defined as ‘the extent to which the brand achieves top of mind and is
easily recalled or recognised’ (Keller, 2013). Marketers, researchers and sociologists
alike often accept this definition. However, Romaniuk and Sharp (2004) enhance
previous definitions by taking the definition a step further. Sharp separates salience from
concepts of awareness by defining brand salience as the likelihood of the brand to come
to mind in buying situations (Romaniuk and Sharp, 2004). It has also been referred to as
the ‘prominence’ of the brand in consumer memory (Alba and Chattopadhyay, 1986).
Salience reflects both the quantity and quality of the network of memory structures
buyers hold about the brands (Romaniuk and Sharp, 2004). Consumer memory structure
consists of multiple nodes that each hold pieces of information. Salience is created when
a link forms between two nodes, where one node is a brand and the other is an attribute
of that brand. An example is the association between the brand Coca-Cola and the
colour red. The strength and relevance of these memory associations increase the chance
of a brand being selected. These associations can be a brand’s colour, font, tone, etc.
(Sharp, 2010).
Sharp (2010) recommends salience as a preferred strategy over differentiation. The
reason market leaders are the biggest brands is not actually a result of brand
differentiation. In multiple studies, Sharp found evidence that consumers of a brand do
not view their particular brand as being different from other brands. What does differ in
the leading brands is the number of people to which the brand is salient. For example,
Coca-Cola and Pepsi-Cola are not seen as very different, yet they still hold lead
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positions within the drinks market. Ehrenberg et al. (1997) reported that big brands are
big due to the number of people who regard it as salient, and not that it is viewed as
different or more valuable than competitors.
1.13.1 Salience as a practical concept
In recent years, the topic of brand salience has developed into a more noteworthy
concept within literature. Key authors have reported brand salience as a wrongly
neglected means of influencing consumer behaviour (Ehrenberg et al., 1997; Miller and
Berry, 1998; Romaniuk and Sharp, 2004). Brand salience is commonly ignored in
preference for other concepts that are more frequently discussed such as brand attitude,
image, personality and brand equity. This is a result of placing too much stress on
evaluation as part of the purchasing process (Sharp 2010).
Firstly, brand salience should be prioritised over attitudes for several reasons. The brand
salience theory suggests that marketing works by increasing a brand’s propensity to
come to mind at the buying stage. In contrast, past research has argued marketing
communication worked by changing the consumer’s attitude toward the brand. The
concept of brand salience therefore argues the importance of getting more buyers to
think of the brand, rather than focusing on how well buyers view the brand. Therefore,
the outcome of recent discussion on brand salience suggests that the brands that are
evoked more often have a higher probability of being chosen, regardless of attitude
toward the brand (Romaniuk and Sharp, 2004). This argument is supported by findings
from a study by Miller and Berry (1998), which compared the brand salience and brand
imagery theories in terms of advertising effectiveness. The study tested and concluded
success for the brand salience theory. This study offered sobering thought to marketers
who believe that advertising is successful in changing attitudes toward a brand (Berry
and Miller, 1998). In addition, brand attitudes are said to be formed as a result of
salience, in that consumers often tend to like brands that are well known and familiar.
Therefore, if a brand is more salient it will also be more likely to be evaluated in a
favourable light (Romaniuk and Sharp, 2004).
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Brand personality is also rejected as an effective strategy in comparison to brand
salience. Specifically to the tourism sector, Ekinci and Hosany (2006) suggest that a
destination personality should be used as a replacement strategy in order to make the
destination unique in the mind of the consumer by offering a distinctive personality.
Aaker (1997) defines brand personality as the set of human characteristics associated
with a brand. Ekinci and Hosany (2007) have adapted Aaker’s definition to the tourism
industry, defining destination brand personality as the set of personality traits associated
with a destination. Aaker (1995) suggests using personality traits to replace physical
attributes in order to differentiate a brand. This is done through Aaker’s self-congruity
theory. The self-congruity theory is defined as the tendency for consumers to prefer
brands with personalities that are congruent with their own personality. Applied to the
tourism industry, this theory would ultimately result in behaviour such as a visit or
recommendation. According to Aaker (1995) and Keller (2013), an established brand
personality initiates differentiation from competitors and develops brand associations
that result in brand loyalty. A distinctive brand personality helps establish a perceived
image of a destination, which leads to consumer behaviour (Usakli and Baloglu, 2011).
Throughout marketing history, it has been argued that strong and unique associations
inspire brand equity. However, in an examination of the image data of 130 brands in 13
product and service categories, results indicated that consumers rarely (3 percent of the
time) view a single brand as being exclusively associated with a particular image. In
addition, more successful brands do not carry significantly more associations when
compared proportionally to smaller brands (Gaillard & Romaniuk, 2007).
Overall, marketers regularly measure brand perceptions, image and personality using the
surveys, which zoom in on differences between brands, but neglect the act of actually
measuring how big these differences are. These surveys also neglect the usage effect, in
which larger brands have more buyers and higher survey respondents. Researchers often
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fail to mention that once this effect is removed, there is minimal sign of differentiation
amongst brand perception and personality (Sharp, 2010).

1.13.2 Salience in destinations
This study refers to building the salience of the destination to become a top-of-mind
destination in order to increase the chance that the destination will be considered in
buying situations.
A study by Trembath et al. (2011) tested the performance of brand salience measures
compared with traditional attitude-based measures to predict future travel intention for a
set of destinations. The research examined whether brand salience is more strongly
associated with travel intention than brand attitude. The study results led to empirical
support for the salience approach to destination marketing (Trembath et al, 2011).
To date, market literature has offered several explanations for the logic between salience
and subsequent purchase intention. Keller (2013) states that achieving an increase in
sales may be achieved by increasing brand salience rather than improving consumer
attitudes. Traditional models of consumer behaviour have also included the term
salience as a moderating effect between brand attitudes and consumer behaviour (Fazio
and Williams, 1986; Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975). In this context, the inﬂuence of
information on a buying decision depends on its likelihood to be evoked from memory.
Two theories have emerged to explain how brand salience can influence sales and
increase market share. The first is that all brands which come to mind on an unaided
basis are likely to be the brands in a consumer's consideration set and thus have a higher
chance of being purchased (Miller and Georgiou, 1996; Sutherland and Galloway, 1981).
The second theory explains that advertising and brand salience offer insight into the
popularity of a brand, and consumers are more inclined to buy the more popular brand
(Sharp, 2010).
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Although market literature has presented rational arguments to support the link between
brand salience and purchase intention, actual evidence has not been provided. In this
study, objective 4 aims to conclude evidence to support this academic conversation.
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Chapter 3: Research Methodology
1.14 Introduction
This chapter outlines the research design methodology that was applied to this study in
order to address the objectives identified in Chapter 1. This process is necessary to
assure and justify the study is completed accurately with the desired outcome in mind
(Kotler and Keller, 2006). The methodology is most easily represented by the Saunders
et al. (2012) research onion shown in Figure 4. Each layer of the onion will be further
explained in this chapter.
FIGURE 4: RESEARCH ONION

Source: Saunders et al. (2012)
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1.15 Research philosophy, approach and design
1.15.1 Research philosophy
There are three established philosophies within the market research context – positivism,
interpretivism and realism. This research takes the form of a positivist view in that it
assumes the behaviour of consumers (i.e. tourists) is predictable, rational and
understandable. The use of quantitative surveys assumes that in general, people are
similar and therefore laws drive reality. Positivism is used in order to help explain the
causal relationships between different variables related to the subject in an objective
positioning (i.e. types of attributes in tourism destination brands). Positivism searches
for general patterns in order to turn data into theories (Saunders et al., 2016). This study
analyses trends found in quality versus quantity attributes and corresponding brand
salience in order to turn the quantitative data into theory.
In contrast, this research does not follow an interpretivist philosophy, as it is not based
on understanding interpretation of the subjects. Interpretivism argues there is too much
emphasis on science in research. This study does not take the interpretivist view as it
does not compare unique or complex social circumstances and does not require
understanding differences between individuals. Instead, it looks for hard data through
generalisations and trends in order to compare the different type of attributes and test the
relationship between attributes and subsequent brand salience. Through a positivist view,
the objectives of this study are each tested through use of mean scores, trends and
relationships (Saunders et al., 2016).
Since the study purely takes on a positivist view without any trace of interpretivism, it
does not take the form of realism philosophy, which takes aspects from both positivism
and interpretivism to form an epistemological viewpoint. This view argues that
knowledge is created from both fact and perception. This is not the case for this
particular study (Saunders et al., 2016).
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1.15.2 Research approach
Selecting the appropriate research approach aids in choosing the appropriate research
design and helps identify any research limitations that may exist (Saunders et al., 2016).
This research takes on a deductive research approach as it uses scientific principles to
test previous theories that place high importance on selecting the best attributes to
reflect a brand. Previous theories on strong branding and differentiation are challenged,
and the findings will be confirmed with data acquisition from quantitative surveys. This
study applies hard data to provide evidence to conclude or disprove the current theories
(Saunders et al., 2016). This will, in turn, make it applicable to real world marketing
practice.
In contrast, this research does not take an inductive approach as it uses a structured,
controlled quantitative survey in order to generalise data and identify trends. Instead of
using the ‘bottom up’ approach, or moving from specific observations to broader
generalisations and theories as described in the inductive approach, this research
benefits from using the deductive approach in that it firsts makes a prediction and then
searches for answers (Burney, 2008). A deductive approach is used in order to ensure
the study is accurately completed with the research aim in mind.
1.15.3 Research design
The research design requires careful planning in order to answer the research problem.
The design structure acts as a blueprint to the study to ensure that each of the objectives
is attended to properly (Cooper and Schindler, 1998). The structure also ensures that the
research questions are answered within the project constraints. There are three research
designs that are prominent in marketing research: descriptive, exploratory and casual
(Saunders et al., 2016).
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This study uses a descriptive research design, as it is marked by prior formation and
theory. The design is both pre-planned and structured. Descriptive research describes
data and characteristics about the population being studied (Saunders et al., 2016).
The study cannot use an exploratory research design since quantitative techniques must
be used. Casual research, which uses experimentation and statistical analysis, was also
ruled out for this study as it is reportedly difficult to use in academic business research.
Causal research is usually conducted post descriptive and exploratory research
(Saunders et al., 2016).

1.16 Research strategy
There are two research strategies used in business research – secondary and primary
research. In this case, the two strategies worked together. The primary research was
preceded by secondary research from the key authors discussed in the literature review,
along with travel and tourism market data associated with the chosen destinations. This
secondary research provided a foundation of theories both supporting and arguing the
use of quality attributes.
1.16.1 Secondary sources
A thorough evaluation of secondary research was compulsory to conduct prior to
planning the primary data collection. This provided for significant cost and time
advantages (Bryman and Bell, 2007). Collecting secondary research allowed for
identification of relevant problems and current issues in order to find a gap in the current
literature.
The analysis of market data included statistics from the travel and tourism industry, as
well as data from various sources such as Mintel and Euromonitor reports, government
data and national data. This market data provided a strong basis for choosing elements
used in the primary research stage. Analysing the current market data also permits
comparison of primary data findings against trends from previous data reports (Saunders
et al., 2016).
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In addition to market data, a thorough understanding of current academic literature has
allowed for further analysis of previous concepts from journals, textbooks and
conferences. Understanding current literature provides a means for further developing
the established academic knowledge on the subject, as well as the ability to contribute
something new to the conversation. Review of academic literature is necessary to
understand what is already largely known, and to pinpoint exactly where any gaps in
knowledge may lie. This required careful evaluation of the appropriateness, validity,
accuracy and timeliness of the sources (Saunders et al., 2016).
1.16.2 Primary research
The secondary research was then followed by primary research to meet the individual
needs of the four objectives as shown in Figure 5 (Saunders et al., 2016). Primary
research can be collected through quantitative techniques, qualitative techniques, or a
mixed-method approach.
This study uses quantitative techniques in order to quantify data through a form of
statistical analysis to test against previous theory. Quantitative techniques aim to answer
what is happening and how often it occurs. Quantitative research works within the
positivist approach in that it allows the researcher to collect data about an observable
reality. The research can then search for regularities and relationships to form a
generalisation and grasp the big picture. In contrast, qualitative data will not be used
because a large representative base and highly structured questions are needed for
measurement purposes (Saunders et al., 2016).
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FIGURE 5: QUANTITATIVE RESEARCH OBJECTIVES
OBJECTIVE

PRIMARY

RATIONALE

To compare the

Quantitative

Searches for patterns and frequencies in

category types of

product, benefit and situation attributes

attributes (product,

and compares their relationships with the

benefit, situational) to

most salient destinations.

see which type, if
any, result in higher
brand salience.
To test the

Quantitative

Searches for regularities and frequencies

relationship between

in important and differentiated attributes

the quality of

and their relationship with the most

attributes and

salient destinations.

subsequent brand
salience.
To test the

Quantitative

relationship between

Seeks to answer how often the attributes
occur in the most salient destinations.

the number of
attributes and
subsequent brand
salience.
To determine the

Quantitative

Searches for regularities and creates a

extent to which brand

generalisation in order to compare the

salience links to

ranking order of the most salient brands

purchase intention.

to the ranking order of the brands with
the highest purchase intention.

Source: (Saunders et al., 2016)
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1.17 Sampling process
The target population consists of all UK residents aged 18 to 69, male and female. This
is approximately 45 million out of the total population of 64.6 million (Office for
National Statistics, 2016). The UK is chosen as the location criteria in order to analyse
marketing strategy from international tourism destinations.
The sample size contained 400 usable surveys, representing .00089% of the population.
The sample size is not fully representative, but is limited to time and budget.
The sample age group was divided into ages 18-69, including older consumers as they
are set to become an increasingly lucrative demographic for the tourism industry (Mintel,
2015). The sample will consist of both male and female demographics, as men and
women make similar numbers of leisure trips on average per year (National Travel
Survey Data, 2015). The sample consists of various education levels, professions,
lifestyles and travel usage.
The sample age groups were divided into three groups in order to ensure a varied sample.
Each age category collected an equal number of respondents (33 percent), both
consisting of a 50/50 male to female ratio.
FIGURE 6: SAMPLE SEGMENTATION BREAKDOWN
Age group

Respondent #

Male

Female

18-35

134

67

67

35 – 52

134

67

67

50-69

132

66

66

The selection process will follow a non-probability selection based on judgment.
Probability sampling is not possible as every member of the population does not have a
known probability of selection and it is not feasible for this study. In addition, a
complete list of all the cases in the target population could not be accessed for survey

43

distribution. The study used quota sampling because it involved a pre-planned,
purposive selection through convenience, but also within the structured criteria. Quotas
were established for population subgroups within age and gender shown in Figure 6.
Convenience sampling is not suitable because the population is clear with predetermined
criteria. Judgment sampling was not used because the population does not involve
experts. Snowball sampling is also not appropriate because referrals are not needed
since the criteria are not very specific (Saunders et al., 2016).

1.18 Data collection method, instruments and tools
Data was collected through an online questionnaire, which is the most widely used
method under a survey strategy (Saunders et al., 2016). Data was collected through a
survey distributed to an online panel provided by Ask Your Target Market (AYTM).
This panel enabled the wide target population (UK residents) to be targeted over a short
period of time. The structure of the survey was very carefully considered in order to
produce valid, logical and suitable results (Saunders et al., 2016). The survey was
designed using a funnel approach with predetermined answers. The questions started out
general and subtly became more specific to the objectives. All of the questions were
close-ended (Appendix 21).
A self-completion questionnaire was cheaper and quicker to administer, which worked
in benefit of the time and budget constraints. It also eliminated interview bias (Bryman
and Bell, 2007). Common disadvantages to questionnaires are lower response rates and
missing data (Bryman and Bell, 2007), but having access to a large panel allowed for
assurance of a 100 percent completion rate. The respondents were screened out based on
location, age and gender fulfilments, ensuring a representative and equal sample of the
target population.
A pilot survey is advised to test the questionnaire before beginning the actual data
collection (Saunders et al., 2016). This survey was pilot tested with a sample of 15
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respondents to ensure understanding and correct interpretation, as well as to ensure the
data collected was able to answer for all four objectives accurately.
Prior to the pilot survey and final survey distribution, a preliminary survey was also sent
to 15 additional respondents in order to select appropriate components of the survey (i.e.
attributes and destinations) and to help gear questions toward respondent understanding
(Appendix 20). The components of the final survey that were gathered from the
preliminary survey were the destinations used in the study, as well as the chosen
attributes. This is further discussed in the following section.
The data was collected through an online survey portal, and since it is quantitative in
nature, it had to be coded and analysed thoroughly. This coding and analysis took place
with aid of AYTM’s statistics software and Microsoft Excel. These tools allowed for
descriptive statistics and analysis of relationships between variables to identify
regularities and trends in the data. Data coding and analysis was completed through
brand mapping, typography charts, quadrant analysis, frequency, means, modes and
comparative methods.

1.19 Survey structure and components
Before the primary research could begin, the beach destinations and attributes needed to
be chosen for the basis of comparison. These components were selected through market
data analysis and a preliminary survey.
1.19.1 Selecting the destinations
Firstly, the study measured the brand salience of five international beach destinations
that target UK tourists in marketing effort: Caribbean, Greece, Spain, France and Italy.
The destinations were narrowed down to beach destinations because in order to measure
salience the brands must compete within the same set of buying choices (Romaniuk and
Sharp, 2004). The destinations are also categorised within beach destinations in order to
ensure the attributes used were relevant to all five destination brands, and therefore can
be compared.
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The destinations were chosen based on a preliminary survey of 20 UK residents aged
18-69. The questions were open-ended and respondents were asked to name the top
beach destinations that they would like to visit. This data was then combined with
market data that reported the top beach destinations for UK tourists. Figure 7 shows the
top beach destinations desired by UK residents (Mintel, 2016). Euromonitor (2015) also
reported the outbound departure destinations and forecasted outbound departures by
number of trips, and results showed the beach destinations selected for this study at the
top of the charts (Appendices 7, 11, 12, 13).
FIGURE 7: BEACH HOLIDAYS DESIRED BY UK TOURISTS (MINTEL, 2016)

Where are you interested in going?

32%
29%
23%

23%

12%

Caribbean

Spanish islands

Greek islands

Italy

France

Popular beach destinations were needed in order to ensure the respondents are familiar
with the attributes of each of the destinations. In addition, the destinations were required
to be very closely competitive in the UK market so that they would all have strong
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potential to have a high degree of salience. This allowed attributes to be analysed
against the destinations, both in aggregate, as well as individually.
1.19.2 Selecting the attributes
Next, in order to test attributes against subsequent brand salience, a total of 12 attributes
were used in the questionnaire. The attributes were drawn from previous market data
(Appendix 15) (Mintel, 2016) and a preliminary short survey that asked respondents an
open-ended question to collect responses for popular attributes associated with beach
holiday destinations (Appendix 14). It is acknowledged that the list of attributes is not
fully exhausted. However, the 12 attributes cover a wide variety of aspects of each brand
and are indicative of the attributes most likely to be linked to the destinations and used
by consumers in purchase situations.
The 12 attributes are equally distributed across the three category types. The product
category attributes include qualities that refer to the specific products offered by the
destination, such as resort facilities. The chosen product attributes do not have any
evaluation components. The benefit attributes include positive qualities of the
destinations, such as good weather. The situation attributes describe a consumer-based
scenario or motive for purchase of a beach holiday (Romaniuk, 2003). Figure 8 shows
the attributes used in each category.

47

FIGURE 8: ATTRIBUTES USED IN STUDY
Product attributes

Benefit attributes

Situation attributes

History and culture

Value for money

A luxurious indulgence

Nightlife and bars

Great weather

A relaxing holiday

Resort facilities

Beautiful scenery and

Something for everyone to

(entertainment, pool, etc.)

sightseeing

enjoy

Variety of activities (water

Delicious cuisine

Somewhere to go annually

skiing, shopping, hiking,
excursions)

1.20 Data analysis
First, data analysis involved measuring the brand salience of each of the five
destinations in order to provide a basis for attribute comparison. Next, analysis involved
measuring the association strength of the 12 attributes against each destination. In order
to ensure the most thorough evaluation, the destinations and attributes were analysed on
the basis of multiple levels.

1.20.1 Measuring brand salience
First, the destinations were ranked by level of salience in order to compare the value of
the quality attributes to the value of the quantity attributes on the basis of subsequent
brand salience. To determine the salience rating for each destination, respondents were
asked a series of questions to measure salience based on a study previously completed
by Trembath et al. (2011), which was one of the only studies to measure salience.
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Trembath et al. (2011) concluded 13 situational and motivational cues (Appendix 15)
from a qualitative component of his research involving 20 in-depth interviews.
This method was replicated for the purpose of this study, but the cues were adjusted to
fit the five chosen destinations. The stimulus cues were restricted to nine situational
contexts that were not strongly associated with a particular destination (Trembath et al.,
2011). The cues used in this study are shown in Figure 9.
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FIGURE 9: SALIENCE CUES USED IN STUDY
Thinking about a beach holiday, please select the first destinations that come to
mind in response to the following phrases. You may select up to three
destinations for each phrase.
A place:
I would like to explore and find out more about
With beaches I would like to visit
That would be nice to visit in the winter
With lots of activities and things to do
Where I could go to relax
I might visit to celebrate a special occasion
I would go to get away from my daily routine
That would be nice to visit in summer
I might visit with a group of friends

The respondents were provided a list of competing destinations to choose from. The
order in which the destinations were presented to the respondents was randomised in
order to remove order effects (Romaniuk, 2003).
The salience scores were then calculated in accordance with the method recommended
by Romaniuk and Sharp (2004), where the number of times each city was evoked in
response to the set of salience cues was summed for each destination.
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The formula is as follows (Trembath et al., 2011):

Sal j =

= Sij

Sij represents whether destination j is evoked in response to the cue i.
This measure of brand salience captures the extent to which a consumer knows and
thinks about a brand (Romaniuk and Sharp, 2004). This measure is said to ﬁt the
theory-based criteria established by Romaniuk and Sharp (2004) in that it is an all or
none type measure, meaning the stimulus either evokes the destination or it does not. It
also fits the criterion in that responses are given in comparison to competitors
(Romaniuk and Sharp, 2004).
The results from most salient to least salient are as follows: 1) Caribbean 2) Spain 3)
Italy 4) Greece and 5) France. Survey results are shown in Figures 10 and 11. As the
chosen destinations are all highly salient brands to UK tourists each destination are
very close. For results for each individual cue, please see Appendix 22.
FIGURE 10: BRAND SALIENCE IN FIVE DESTINATIONS

Brand salience in destinations

Caribbean

Spain

Italy

Greece

France
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FIGURE 11: BRAND SALIENCE RESULTS FROM CUES

1.20.2 Measuring attribute association
In this study attribute association was measured using a free choice approach where both
destination brand and attributes were provided (Barnard and Ehrenberg, 1990). The
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respondents were provided the destination brand and a list of predetermined attributes.
The order in which the brands and attributes were presented to the respondents was
randomised in order to remove order effects (Romaniuk, 2003). The respondents were
asked to rate the strength of the attribute association with each destination. This
measurement approach has been found to be a robust, reliable method of data collection
(e.g. Barnard and Ehrenberg, 1990) and is commonly used in market research (Brown,
1985). The use of prompted measures also increased the likelihood that all of the
available links between the brands and the attributes in memory have the chance to be
retrieved by the respondents, rather than those that were immediately accessible in
memory (Tulving and Pearlstone, 1966).
The attributes were analysed using brand mapping. In order to understand the
relationship between a brand and its attributes, marketers often use multivariate analysis
to understand the relationships between the two variables. Multivariate analysis uses
cluster analysis, factor analysis or perceptual mapping to identify attributes that are
more desirable or more important for the brand under evaluation (Romaniuk and Sharp,
2002).
The brand mapping was performed through a competitive topography, which is a
turnkey solution that rated the five destinations brands within the competitive set by the
12 attributes. The respondents were asked to use a seven star rating for each randomised
attribute, which scored attributes based on a scale of 10 to 70. This question gave
essential insight into the perceptions of each destination brand, perceived similarities
between them, and a visual comparison of ratings amongst the destinations, both in
aggregate, as well as individually. Therefore, the results provided a visual understanding
of which attributes associated the strongest with each destination, as well as how the
attributes compared in similarity between all destinations, and in comparison to other
destinations.
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Figure 12, shows a multidimensional scale of the results, which resembled a perceptual
brand mapping visualisation. The visualisation placed each attribute as a separate
dimension or axis in a multidimensional space. This scale showed a balance amongst the
attributes and put the destinations into specific positions in relation to each other. The
projection accuracy in R Square was 100 percent.
FIGURE 12: MULTIDIMENTIONAL SCALE OF ATTRIBUTES AND
DESTINATION BRANDS

Figure 13 shows the brands and attributes in the typography scale view. This is based on
the multidimensional brand-mapping model and presented in an intuitive 3D model. The
third dimension helps visualise the scores as the heights of a landscape whilst keeping
the proximities intact between brands and attributes. The brands are presented with
colour pins and horizontal labels, while the epicentres of attributes are marked with
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white flags and labelled vertically. In addition, the colour helps highlight the different
heights to better represent mean scores. The legend on the bottom gives the exact range
of values. The higher the mountain and closer to the red side of the spectrum, the higher
the mean score a destination brand has received. In contrast, the deeper the valley and
the closer to the dark blue, the lower the mean score. From this typography view it is
easy to see which brands have a higher total score and which attributes they associate
strongest with. For example, you can see that the closest attribute to the Caribbean was
closest to a luxurious indulgence and Spain was closest to nightlife and bars. Meanwhile,
France is far from most attributes and below sea level.
FIGURE 13: TYPOGRAPHY SCALE OF ATTRIBUTES AND DESTINATION
BRANDS
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1.20.3 Analysing attributes against destinations
In order to ensure the most thorough evaluation of the attributes, the destinations and
attributes were both analysed on the basis of multiple levels. First, the destinations
evaluated at both a combined level and an individual level. Second, the attributes were
evaluated both independently (removed from competition) and dependently (in
comparison to competition.)
1.20.3.1 Destinations evaluated at the combined level
First, destinations were used as a basis of comparison at a combined level, meaning that
attribute association could be compared in summary for all five destinations in aggregate.
Since all five destinations are frequently thought of as choice destinations to UK tourists
(Euromonitor, 2015; Mintel, 2016), each of the five destinations are potentially highly
salient brands. Attributes can be compared in summary for all five destinations. Also,
attributes can be ranked by total strength of association to demonstrate relationships
across attribute type, importance level and perceived differentiation across all
destinations.
1.20.3.2 Destinations evaluated at the individual level
To further compare attributes between the most and least salient destinations at an
individual level, the destinations were ranked by salience order. This enabled attribute
association strength to be ranked individually per destination. This way attributes could
be further analysed on the basis of salience across the top salient destinations- the
Caribbean and Spain. Since all five destinations are highly salient and competitively
close (all are popular destinations for British tourists) and similar in popularity,
associations between attributes should be easy to identify, but only if they are as
effective as previous theory states. In contrast, if any evidence for quantity attributes
should be found in between the brands, it will be significant since they are so close in
success. In other words, there is not a substantial gap in each destination’s popularity
level to clearly show a noticeable difference in the number of attributes, so any findings
in quantity attributes on an individual level will be significant.
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1.20.3.3 Attributes evaluated at the Independent level
First, the association strength of the attributes will be analysed independent of the other
destinations. The attribute associations will be tested without any influence from outside
competition. This level analyses attributes unique to the brand (i.e. this destination has
nice beaches) (Romaniuk and Sharp, 2002).
1.20.3.4 Attributes evaluated at the dependent level
In contrast, on a dependent level attributes are analysed relative to other brands (i.e. this
destination has nicer beaches than other destinations). Therefore, the association
strength of the attributes is dependent upon the other destinations and in relation to
competition. The attribute associations will be tested in comparison to competition. This
means that each destination brand and its attributes were evaluated in relation to the
other destination brands and their attributes.
1.20.4 Summary of analysis
The structure of the analysis is extensive in order to provide a deeper analysis with valid
results. The different levels of analysis – combined, individual, dependent, and
independent – are used to check and verify the validity of the results to ensure all
relationships were accounted for and no trends were overlooked. In addition, the
different types of charts and visualisations – multidimensional brand mapping and
typography – also work to ensure data could be read as efficiently as possible.

1.21 Ethical considerations
Ethical considerations must be drawn from the eight key fundamentals of the ESOMAR
Code of Conduct listed in Appendix 18 (ESOMAR Code of Conduct, 2016) as well as
the ten principles of the MRS Code of Conduct listed in Appendix 19 (MRS Code of
Conduct, 2016).
Transparency and honesty were adhered to in order to ensure a full understanding of the
general purpose of the study without leaving room for any possible deception. The
objectivity, confidentiality and anonymity of the data collected during the survey were
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assured (Saunders et al., 2016). The MRS Code of Conduct also raises a few issues
specifically related to primary research in the UK. The general rules state that research
must conform to the Data Protection Act of 1998. Firstly, rule B8 states that the
anonymity of the survey respondents must be preserved and withheld from third parties
unless they give informed consent. In quota sampling, the candidates must not be misled
when being asked for cooperation to participate. In addition, a respondent has the right
to redraw at any stage. During the data collection process, questions must allow for a
don’t know/prefer not to say answer where appropriate and the respondents must not be
led toward a particular point of view (MRS Code of Conduct, 2016).

1.22 Conclusion – methodology
This chapter outlined the methodological choices and the methods chosen with
supporting justification for each. The method was chosen with focus on answering the
research question and collecting data to address all four objectives. Overall, the
methodology for this study was a suitable tool to obtain primary data that answered the
research question.
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Chapter 4: Results and Findings
1.23 Introduction
The results and findings of this research are presented and critically discussed in this
chapter. This chapter summarises the findings for each of the four defined objectives.

1.24 Objective 1: Category types of attributes
The first part of the study aimed to address objective 1: To compare the category types
of attributes to see which type, if any, result in higher brand salience.
In order to supply a mean score for each attribute’s association with the five
corresponding destinations, respondents were asked to rate each destination in
accordance to the 12 attributes.
The three category types of attributes – product, benefit, and situation – were analysed
in two ways. First, by the total mean score given to each attribute type. Second, by
ranking the 12 individual attributes by their scores, both at a combined destination level
and at an individual destination level.
1.24.1 Category types by mean scores
First, the mean scores of each category type were summarised in total to conclude one
final score. Figure 14 shows that the mean scores for each category type are very similar,
concluding lack of evidence for any notable trends or meaningful relationships across
category types.
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FIGURE 14: CATEGORY TYPES BY MEAN SCORES
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1.24.2 Category types by top ranked attributes
Analysis of category attribute type is further broken down by the top ranked attributes.
The top ranked attributes were examined at both a combined level in summary of all
destinations and at an individual level across each destination separately.
1.24.3 Category types at a combined level
First, the 12 attributes were ranked from a total score gathered from all five destinations
in aggregate. This is a useful comparison since all five chosen destinations are highly
salient to UK residents. The length of the axes associated with each of the attributes in
Figure 15 denote the similarity of each attribute amongst all destinations in a brand map.
The attribute axes that are short and close to the centre are similar amongst all
destinations. In contrast, those that have longer axes are not as commonly associated
within the five destinations. Since all brands are highly salient to UK consumers, we can
summarise the similarity of the attributes in order to compare attribute types. The most
commonly associated attributes in all destinations are ranked in Figure 16 with their
corresponding category type.
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FIGURE 15: BRAND MAP OF ATTRIBUTES AND DESTINATIONS

FIGURE 16: RANKING ORDER OF ATTRIBUTES MOST ASSOCIATED WITH
ALL DESTINATIONS
Rank

Attribute

Score Type

1

Great weather

55.4

Benefit

2

Beautiful scenery

55.4

Benefit

3

History and culture

54.4

Product

4

A relaxing holiday

53.3

Situation

5

Delicious cuisine

52.4

Benefit

6

Resort facilities

51.8

Product

After analysing the top ranking attributes at a combined level, there were no strong
trends or relationships identified in attribute category type on subsequent brand salience.
The top six attributes show a slight trend in favour of benefit attributes, but in order to
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verify any evidence for a relationship between situation attributes and brand salience we
must take a closer look at the two most salient destinations.
1.24.4 Category types at an individual level
Next, attribute types were analysed at an individual level across destinations separately.
The two most salient destinations, the Caribbean and Spain, were further analysed.
Additionally, the attribute types were compared against each destination brand
individually by independent mean score, as well as relative to other destinations by
dependent mean score.
1.24.4.1 Individual level by independent mean score
Figure 17 lists the attributes ranked by association with the Caribbean, independent of
other destinations.
FIGURE 17: CARIBBEAN ATTRIBUTE RANKING BY MEAN SCORE
Rank

Attribute

Score Type

1

Great weather

61.7

Benefit

2

A relaxing holiday

58.5

Situation

3

A luxurious indulgence

57.3

Situation

4

Beautiful scenery

56.6

Benefit

5

Resort facilities

56.3

Product

6

Variety of activities

55.1

Product

7

Delicious cuisine

52.4

Benefit

8

Something or everyone

50.5

Situation

9

Nightlife and bars

50.5

Product

10

History and culture

47.3

Product

11

Value for money

46

Benefit

12

Somewhere to go annually

42.7

Situation
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The top six attributes associated with the Caribbean, as the most salient destination, are
distributed equally across category type. However, Figure 18 shows the top three
attributes are show a slight trend in favour of situation attributes.
FIGURE 18: TOP THREE ATTRIBUTES ASSOCIATED WITH THE CARIBBEAN

Types of attributes - Caribbean

BeneBit
Product
Situation
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FIGURE 19: TYPOGRAPHY VIEW OF CARIBBEAN

Next, Figure 20 shows a ranking list of the attributes most associated with Spain, the
second most salient destination.
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FIGURE 20: SPAIN ATTRIBUTE RANKING BY MEAN SCORE
Rank

Attribute

Score Type

1

Great weather

57.6

Benefit

2

Value for money

55.5

Benefit

3

Resort facilities

54.6

Product

4

Something or everyone

54.5

Situation

5

Nightlife and bars

54

Product

6

Somewhere to go annually

53.9

Situation

7

A relaxing holiday

53.5

Situation

8

Beautiful scenery

53.3

Benefit

9

History and culture

52.9

Product

10

Variety of activities

52.5

Product

11

Delicious cuisine

50.5

Benefit

12

A luxurious indulgence

45.8

Situation

Similar to the Caribbean, the top six attributes are equally distributed across category
types. However, if you zoom in on the top three attributes shown in Figure 21 you will
see a lean toward benefit attributes.
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FIGURE 21: TOP THREE ATTRIBUTES ASSOCIATED WITH SPAIN

Types of attributes - Spain

BeneBit
Product
Situation

FIGURE 22: TYPOGRAPHY VIEW OF SPAIN
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The fact that both the Caribbean and Spain, as two highly salient destinations, have very
different trends in attribute category type indicates there are no strong relationships
linking brand salience to a specific attribute type.
1.24.4.2 Individual level by dependent mean score
The attributes most associated with the Caribbean and Spain can also be ranked relative
to the other destinations. This is shown in Figure 23. Once again, there are no strong
relationships identified in terms of attribute category type and subsequent brand salience.
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FIGURE 23: MOST ASSOCIATED ATTRIBUTES BY DEPENDENT LEVEL
Most associated attributes in comparison
Caribbean Great weather (score: 61.7)

Spain

Italy

Benefit

A relaxing holiday (score: 58.5)

Situation

A luxurious indulgence (score: 57.3)

Situation

Nightlife and bars (score: 54.0)

Product

Value for money (score: 55.5)

Benefit

Something for everyone (score: 54.5)

Situation

Delicious cuisine (score: 57.3)

Benefit

Beautiful scenery and sightseeing (score: 58.1) Benefit
Something for everyone (score: 51.9)
Situation
Greece

Beautiful scenery and sightseeing (score: 56.1) Benefit
A relaxing holiday (score: 53.5)
Something for everyone (score: 51.1)

Situation
Situation

France

History and culture (score: 54.7)

Product

Delicious cuisine (score: 51.8)

Benefit

Beautiful scenery and sightseeing (score: 53.0) Benefit

1.24.5 Final analysis of category type
To enable one final analysis on the most associated attributes by category type, a final
score for each attribute was calculated by averaging the top associated attributes of the
following: 1) all five destinations, 2) the Caribbean, 3) Spain, 4) the Caribbean relative
to destinations and 5) Spain relative to other destinations. The average score for each
category type is shown in Figure 24.
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FIGURE 24: TYPES OF ATTRIBUTES MOST COMMONLY ASSOCIATED WITH
ALL DESTINATIONS

Average attribute category scores

BeneBit
Product
Situation

Upon total analysis of attribute rank, Figure 24 does not identify any significant trends
or relationships.
1.24.6 Conclusion for objective 1
Overall, there was very little evidence found in support of one category type of attributeproduct, benefit or situation. There were no trends found in the relationship between one
particular type of attribute and subsequent brand salience. Any trends that could predict
a potential relationship were dismissed when compared across the different levels of
analysis. For example, the top six attributes ranked for both the Caribbean and Spain
were equally distributed across category type. However, when you zoom into the top
three attributes, the Caribbean and Spain both portrayed differing results. Therefore,
none of the findings established preference for one particular category type of attribute
over another. The conclusion of the results for objective one also disproves the assertion
of the single attribute and multi-attribute views that were argued by previous key
theorists. No single attribute type, or combination of attribute types, is more effective in
building brand salience.
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1.25 Objective 2: Relationship between quality attributes and salience
The next part of the study addressed objective 2: To test the relationship between the
quality of attributes and subsequent brand salience.
This objective was addressed by evaluating the value of using important and
differentiating attributes on subsequent brand salience.
1.25.1 Level of importance
First, respondents were asked to rate the 12 attributes on a five-point Likert scale by
level of importance in choosing a beach holiday. This concluded a ranked list of the
most important attributes revealed in Figure 25. The top three attributes rated by
importance are great weather, value for money and delicious cuisine. Once again, the
relationship between attribute importance level is tested at a combined level in summary
of all destinations and at an individual level across each destination separately in order
to ensure accuracy.
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FIGURE 25: ATTRIBUTE IMPORTANCE RATING
Rank

Attribute

Score

1

Great weather

46.5

2

Value for money

46

3

Delicious cuisine

46

4

Beautiful scenery and

45.7

sightseeing
5

Resort facilities

44.5

6

History and culture

42.7

7

A relaxing holiday

42.7

8

Something for everyone to enjoy 41.5

9

Variety of activities

37.2

10

A luxurious indulgence

36

11

Somewhere to go annually

35

12

Nightlife and bars

26

1.25.1.1 Most important attributes at combined level
First, Figure 26 provides a list of the attributes ranked by strength of association across
all destination brands combined. The most important attributes are highlighted to reveal
the three most important attributes with their association ranking. The most important
attributes are distributed equally from the most associated attribute to the least. So
although the most important attribute is also the most commonly associated with all
destinations, the second most important attribute is one of the least important attributes
across all destinations in aggregate.
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FIGURE 26: ATTRIBUTE IMPORTANCE RATING AT COMBINED LEVEL
Rank Attribute
1

Great weather

2

Beautiful scenery

3

History and culture

4

A relaxing holiday

5

Delicious cuisine

6

Resort facilities

7

Something or everyone

8

Variety of activities

9

Nightlife and bars

10

Value for money

11

A luxurious indulgence

12

Somewhere to go annually

In Figure 27 the typography view shows the three most important attributes on the
terrain for a visual analysis. This view further illustrates there are no significant trends
found in the relationship between the most important attributes and the destination
brands. The destinations do not group around the most important attributes, nor do the
two most salient destinations sit close to any of the important attributes.
This figure also shows value for money in a valley, indicating weak association with the
destinations in aggregate. This, once again, lessens the significance in finding great
weather to rank number one in both attribute association and importance level.
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FIGURE 27: TOTAL SCORES FOR THE MOST IMPORTANT ATTRIBUTES AT
COMBINED LEVEL

1.25.1.2 Most important attributes at an individual level
Next, the most important attributes are compared against their rank in the destinations at
an individual level. Figure 28 shows the attributes ranked by level of importance. The
table also reveals the destinations most associated with each attribute relative to other
destinations. The rows highlighted indicate the attributes that are most associated with
the two most salient destinations. Neither the Caribbean nor Spain, as the two most
salient destinations, is associated strongly with delicious cuisine, which is ranked as one
of the most important attributes.
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FIGURE 28: ATTRIBUTES RANKED BY LEVEL OF IMPORTANCE
Most associated
Rank

Attribute

brands

1

Great weather

Caribbean

2

Value for money

Spain, Greece

3

Delicious cuisine

Italy, France

Beautiful scenery

Italy, France,

4

and sightseeing

Greece

5

Resort facilities

Greece

6

History and culture

France

7

A relaxing holiday

Caribbean, Greece

Something for

Greece, France,

everyone to enjoy

Italy, Spain

8

Variety of
9

activities

Greece

A luxurious
10

indulgence

Caribbean

Somewhere to go
11

annually

Greece

12

Nightlife and bars

Greece, Spain

In the Caribbean and Spain, the three most important attributes were equally distributed
from the most associated to the least. The most important attributes are highlighted in
Figure 29 and Figure 30. Value for money is the second most important attribute but it is
ranked 11th out of the 12 attributes associated with the Caribbean. Similarly, in Spain,
one of the most important attributes, delicious cuisine, is ranked 11th out of the 12
attributes.
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FIGURE 29: CARIBBEAN’S MOST ASSOCIATED ATTRIBUTES BY RANK
Rank Attribute

Score

1

Great weather

61.7

2

A relaxing holiday

58.5

3

A luxurious indulgence

57.3

4

Beautiful scenery

56.6

5

Resort facilities

56.3

6

Variety of activities

55.1

7

Delicious cuisine

52.4

8

Something or everyone

50.5

9

Nightlife and bars

50.5

10

History and culture

47.3

11

Value for money

46

12

Somewhere to go annually

42.7

FIGURE 30: SPAIN’S MOST ASSOCIATED ATTRIBUTES BY RANK
Rank Attribute

Score

1

Great weather

57.6

2

Value for money

55.5

3

Resort facilities

54.6

4

Something or everyone

54.5

5

Nightlife and bars

54

6

Somewhere to go annually

53.9

7

A relaxing holiday

53.5

8

Beautiful scenery

53.3

9

History and culture

52.9

10

Variety of activities

52.5

11

Delicious cuisine

50.5

12

A luxurious indulgence

45.8
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1.25.2 Level of differentiation
Next, respondents were asked to select the attributes they believe do the most to
differentiate a beach destination from other destinations. This concluded a ranked list of
the most differentiated attributes revealed in Figure 31.
FIGURE 31: ATTRIBUTE DIFFERENTIATION SCORES
Rank
1

Attribute

Score

Beautiful scenery and
sightseeing

50

2

Great weather

49.7

3

A relaxing holiday

41.7

4

Value for money

41

5

History and culture

31.5

6

Delicious cuisine

27.7

7

Resort facilities

27.2

Something for everyone to
8

enjoy

26.7

9

Variety of activities

20.2

10

A luxurious indulgence

16.5

11

Nightlife and bars

14

12

Somewhere to go annually

6.2

This analysis was completed using the same methodology applied to the breakdown of
the most important attributes. In Figure 32 you can see the attributes by rank from most
differentiated to least differentiated and their individual scores. The table also reveals
the destinations most associated with each attribute. The rows highlighted indicate the
attributes that are most associated with the top two salient destinations. The results do
not reveal any strong trends in attribute differentiation on subsequent brand salience.
The attributes most associated with the top salient destinations are distributed in rank
from most differentiated to least differentiated. In addition, neither the Caribbean nor
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Spain is associated with the most differentiated attribute. In contrast, the Caribbean and
Spain are both strongly associated with a few of the least differentiated attributes such as
a luxurious indulgence for the Caribbean and nightlife and bars for Spain.
FIGURE 32: ATTRIBUTE DIFFERENTIATION RATING AND MOST
ASSOCIATED BRANDS
Rank

Score

Most associated brands

sightseeing

50

Italy, France, Greece

2

Great weather

49.7

Caribbean

3

A relaxing holiday

41.7

Caribbean, Greece

4

Value for money

41

Spain, Greece

5

History and culture

31.5

France

6

Delicious cuisine

27.7

Italy, France

7

Resort facilities

27.2

Greece

1

Attribute
Beautiful scenery and

Something for everyone to

Greece, France, Italy,

8

enjoy

26.7

Spain

9

Variety of activities

20.2

Greece

10

A luxurious indulgence

16.5

Caribbean

11

Nightlife and bars

14

Greece, Spain

12

Somewhere to go annually

6.2

Greece
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The Typography scale in Figure 33 reveals that two of the most differentiating attributes
are closer to the Caribbean, but Spain, as the second most salient destination, is far from
the three most differentiating attributes.
FIGURE 33: TYPOGRAPHY SCALE OF TOTAL SCORES FOR THE THREE MOST
DIFFERENTIATING ATTRIBUTES

1.25.3 Conclusion for objective 2
Overall, there were once again no observable trends as none of the destinations cluster
around the top three differentiating attributes. This further disproves the popular views
on single attribute positioning. It also argues evidence worthy to challenge the popular
theories on strong brand positing and differentiation.
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1.26 Objective 3: Relationship between number of attributes and salience
The next part of the study addressed objective 3: To test the relationship between the
number of attributes and subsequent brand salience.
Any data trends found for this objective will be significant and can be identified as a
strong relationship. The destinations selected were required to meet the criterion of
being well established and perceptively salient to UK tourists. This provided an outlet
for further exploration of the number of attributes and subsequent effects on marketing
effort. Unlike the two previous studies completed by Romaniuk and Sharp (2002) and
Romaniuk (2002), this study searches for trends within five very closely competing
brands to see just how strong the relationship between quantity and salience actually is.
This way, if proven to be a positive relationship, the data will provide very strong
evidence for a connection between quantity and salience, since the five destination
brands are all already salient and considered big brands. This also rules out any
limitation from the law of double jeopardy, where smaller share brands have fewer sales
because they have many fewer customers (the first jeopardy) who buy slightly less
frequently (the second jeopardy) (Appendix 17). This law holds true in both emerging
and developing markets, and for services such as the tourism industry. This law has been
documented across a wide range of conditions such as attitudes and behaviour
(Romaniuk and Sharp, 2016).
The number of attributes that were associated with the brand was calculated using the
mean score given for each attribute in relation to the brand independent of other
destinations, as well as dependent upon the competition.
1.26.1 Quantity of attributes on independent level
First, evidence is sought by looking at the number of attributes associated with each
destination without any outside influence from competition, or the other destinations.
Figure 34 shows the total attribute scores for each destination. The results indicate the
destinations, from most attributes to least: 1) Spain 2) Caribbean 3) Italy 4) Greece and
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5) France. This is very similar to the order of most salient destinations: 1) Caribbean 2)
Spain 3) Italy 4) Greece and 5) France.
FIGURE 34: TOTAL MEAN SCORES BY DESTINATION ON INDEPENDENT
LEVEL
Entity

Score

Spain

53.2

Caribbean

52.9

Italy

52.5

Greece

51.9

France

48.9

FIGURE 35: TOTAL ATTRIBUTE SCORES FOR EACH DESTINATION ON
INDEPENDENT LEVEL

Total attribute scores for each
destination

Spain

Caribbean

Italy

Greece

France

1.26.2 Quantity of attributes on dependent level
Next, the brands were analysed by attribute association relative to competition. This
means that each destination brand and its attributes were evaluated in relation to the
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other destination brands and their attributes. In Figure 36 the length of the beam
represents the average score that the brand reached for that particular attribute. In order
for a beam to reach the blue dot, which marks an attribute's epicentre, all respondents
would have to have given the maximum possible rating for it. The beams are highlighted
from green to red, which provides the relative score for a given attribute in comparison
to other brands, the highest percentile being green. The legend shows the relative
breakdown.
Figure 36 also shows the Caribbean’s relative score for each attribute in comparison to
other brands. The Caribbean, as the most salient destination, has more attributes in the
75-99 percentile than all other destinations, even Spain. In contrast, Figure 37 reveals
that France, as the least salient destinations, does not highlight any of the 12 attributes in
green. In fact, most attributes are in the bottom percentile highlighted in red. This means
as the least salient destination, France was also the least associated with all attributes
relative to the other destinations. Meanwhile, the Caribbean as the most salient
destination, was rated higher than other brands by most of the attributes with the most
attributes in the 99 percentile.
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FIGURE 36: CARIBBEAN – RELATIVE SCORE FOR GIVEN ATTRIBUTE ON
DEPENDENT LEVEL
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FIGURE 37: FRANCE – RELATIVE SCORE FOR GIVEN ATTRIBUTE ON
DEPENDENT LEVEL

Next, Figure 38 shows a typography scale of the five brands. The higher the mountain
and closer to the orange side of the spectrum, the higher the mean score a destination
brand has received. The deeper the valley and the closer to dark blue it is, the lower the
mean score. The Caribbean and Spain are at the highest, Greece and Italy at land level,
and France way down below in a valley. From this view it is easy to see that the
Caribbean and Spain were far ahead of the other brands by total attribute score.
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FIGURE 38: TYPOGRAPHY VIEW OF TOTAL SCORES FOR EACH BRAND

1.26.3 Conclusion of findings for objective 3
This study found a strong correlation between the number of attributes (quantity) and
brand salience. Figure 39 shows a comparison between brand salience and number of
attributes at both an independent level and relative to other brands.
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FIGURE 39: RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN NUMBER OF ATTRIBUTES AND
BRAND SALIENCE
Rank

Brand

Number of

Number of

salience

attributes

attributes

(independent) (dependent)
1

Caribbean

Spain

Caribbean

2

Spain

Caribbean

Spain

3

Italy

Italy

Italy

4

Greece

Greece

Greece

5

France

France

France

1.27 Objective 4: Relationship between brand salience and purchase
intention
The final part of the study addressed objective 4: To determine the extent to which
brand salience links to purchase intention.
Lastly, this study tested to see the extent to which a relationship exists between brand
salience and purchase intention. Respondents were asked which beach destination they
would be most likely to book if they were to book a beach holiday. Figure 40 shows the
responses.
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FIGURE 40: DESTINATIONS BY PURCHASE INTENTION

When put into a comparison chart in Figure 41, there is evidence for a strong
relationship between the scores of destination brand salience and destination purchase
intention. The Caribbean was rated the most salient destination and the most likely to be
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purchased. Spain was rated second in both categories. Italy and Greece fell in the middle.
Finally, France was rated both the least salient destination and the least likely to actually
visit. These findings indicate a strong correlation between brand salience and purchase
intention.
FIGURE 41: RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SALIENCE AND PURCHASE
INTENTION

Salience percentage versus
Purchase Intention percentage
40
35
30
25
20
15
10
5
0

Salience
Purchase intention
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Chapter 5: Conclusions and Recommendations
1.28 Conclusions
The aim of this research was to evaluate the value of using high quality attributes versus
high quantity attributes on the basis of building subsequent brand salience. The study
intended to determine whether there are particular attributes that are more effective in
marketing a brand in comparison to other attributes, or if attribute strategy should be
looked at as a simple numbers game; thus becoming a top-of-mind brand is achieved by
linking the most attributes as possible to the brand. Attribute quality level was explored
on the basis of category type, level of importance, and perceived differentiation. The
results, therefore, determined whether marketers should continue to place emphasis on
linking high quality attributes to a brand, or if they should instead change their focus to
prioritise the quantity of attributes.
Overall, the findings concluded very little evidence, if any, to support the value of using
high quality attributes in marketing a brand. First, no concrete evidence was found in
support of selecting a certain category type of attribute to market a brand. Next, the most
salient brands were not strongly or exclusively linked with the attributes that consumers
perceived as the most important. The same was found for level of perceived
differentiation. In addition, no one attribute (or even handful of attributes) stood out
between the five highly salient destinations, suggesting that there are no ‘better’
attributes to link to a brand to increase brand salience.
Although this may seem surprising in regard to the multiple pre-established theories
stressing the importance of selecting the best and most appropriate attributes, it is not as
surprising when considering the more recent, and unfortunately overlooked, theories on
differentiation (e.g. Sharp, 2010). Most brands in a competitive set, such as the five
destinations for beach holidays, are fighting to market very similar attributes- even if the
brand managers themselves believe them to be different.
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Therefore, there were no significant findings in support of quality attributes in the first
two objectives. However, there was significant evidence to support the third objective,
where a strong relationship was evident between the number of attributes and
subsequent brand salience. The higher the number of attributes associated with the brand,
the higher the salience of that brand. In turn, the more attributes linked to the brand, the
more opportunity the brand has to be thought of by a larger number of people. The
overall lack of differences between attributes at the combined level suggests that they all
play a similar role in creating brand salience- and not one attribute plays a more
important role. This means that any relevant attribute can be used in branding and
marketing effort. Therefore, this study produced strong evidence supporting a focus on
the quantity of attributes rather than the quality of the attributes.
Individual attributes can be thought of as the first outlet to the consumer choosing the
brand. Therefore, the more outlets, the more likely the brand will be elicited by more
consumers. After all, brands do reportedly grow by gaining more buyers (Romaniuk and
Sharp, 2016)- and not all consumers are the same and want the same things from a brand.
In other words, the more attributes linked to a brand, independent of attribute type,
importance or differentiation, the more salient the brand will be to more people. These
findings complement the finding from the study completed by Romaniuk (2003).
This methodology further verified Romaniuk’s findings in that even when using five
particularly salient brands, that are closely competing in the same competitive set, it is
still important to link a higher quantity of attributes to a brand. Even though the brands
were all highly salient, it was very evident that the more attributes associated with the
brand, the more salient the brand was. Despite the small gap in a competitive light, there
was a clear difference in the number of attributes between the highest salient destination,
the Caribbean, and the least salient destination, France. Further, this research may
support Romaniuk’s (2003) findings that the number of links between the brand and its
attributes could be more useful than the strength of any one link.
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In addition, this study has provided empirical evidence supporting a direct correlation
between brand salience and purchase intention. Therefore, it can be concluded that
working to increase brand salience will lead to purchase intention. Attributes can be
considered a useful mechanism in building brand salience as each attribute acts as a cue
for retrieval for the brand in buying situations. Therefore, the more attributes associated
with the brand, the more chance a brand has to be selected in a choice situation. More
linked attributes result in a greater share of mind, regardless of the quality of the
attributes that are linked.

1.29 Recommendations
This research produced substantive implications for marketers as it challenges the
concept of strong brand positioning on one particular attribute, as supported by authors
such as Ries and Trout (1981). Instead it suggests that a strategy of multiple and varied
messages across a large number of attributes is a more successful marketing strategy.
First, it is suggested that marketers should take the concept of brand salience more
seriously as it is a much more practical strategy to influence purchase intention.
Marketers should be looking to maintain and increase the salience of their brands in the
minds of consumers. This can be done by focusing on developing, linking and
reinforcing as many attributes as possible in consumer memory, and to as many
consumers as possible.
Brand managers should focus less on finding the ‘best’ attributes to market a brand, and
instead contribute more of their effort into linking the brand with a high number of
attributes. This strategy will also reduce the association strength of any shared attribute
links to competing brands. For example, great weather, as the most associated attribute
amongst the combined destinations, had a stronger association with the Caribbean and
Spain. This, in turn, lessens the attribute’s association with the competing destination
brands. Great weather is the top associated attribute with both the Caribbean and Spain.
However, it is not one of the top associated attributes with Italy, Greece or France. The
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most salient destinations are stealing away from the competitors that would normally
have access to the same attributes and the same consumers. Marketers can think of this
as building a vault of attributes for their brand, where the gradual formation of more
links builds the share of mind for the brand, making it the consumer’s first choice in
buying situations, and also stealing from the share of mind that competitors have access
to. Therefore, a primary aim of branding should be to link as many attributes as possible
to attract all possible buyers. The goal of attribute strategies should be to provide a
multitude of links so that as many consumers as possible have the opportunity to access
the brand from memory.
Currently marketing and brand managers often spend valuable time and money focusing
on finding quality attributes to use in marketing campaigns. They are often tasked with
deciding which type of attribute to use, which are the most important to consumers, and
which will best differentiate a brand. If marketers are determined to focus on quality,
they should focus on the strength and quantity of those links, rather than the quality of
the attributes used. Marketing budget could be better spent on quality campaigns that are
distributed through more outlets and at a higher frequency. This will strengthen the bond
of all attributes to more consumers.
In turn, this change of focus from the quality of attributes to the quantity of attributes
allows marketers to practice creativity to produce marketing communication that is more
entertaining and more memorable. This would allow brand managers and advertisers to
produce a marketing outcome that is highly creative, likeable, and requires emotional
involvement. This would then assist messages in cutting through all of the clutter,
distraction, and the thousands of adverts in the scene. Ultimately, this helps push
through the exposure stage and maintain above the consumer’s threshold (Solomon,
2012; Schiffman et al., 2013) (Appendix 3). Therefore, communicating the best message
about a brand is no longer about finding the best attributes, but about the quality of the
creativity and likeability of the actual marketing communication.
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It is also suggested that after the new marketing campaigns or branding strategies have
been implicated, marketers should continually follow up with routine market research.
Brand managers should regularly use research to evaluate relative response levels to
attributes in order to determine which attributes links are performing strongly in terms
of salience, and which need more support through additional marketing communications
and repetitive action.

1.30 Research limitations
Like any study, research limitations must be taken into account when considering the
findings. The limitations were considered carefully throughout all stages of the research,
and justified as much as possible. In addition, the limitations may act as a catalyst for
future research.
First, the sampling process involved a few limitations. A limited sampling number was
used due to time and budget restrictions so it may not be a proper representative of the
entire population. In addition, the competitive typography question suggests about 750
respondents to get the most out of the results (Online Market Research | AYTM Market
Research, 2016). However, the sample size ensured an equal distribution between male
and female respondents and between age groups. Therefore the sample size, although
small, was well represented.
Another consideration is that pre-selection quota sampling can result in selection error.
Limitations in quota sampling include selection bias, non-response bias and bias within
quotas (Saunders et al., 2016). In addition, sampling error cannot be calculated due to
non-probability selection. However, any consequences from these limitations were
reduced significantly by a strong attention to detail in the structure, logic and
understanding of the survey. A pilot survey also helped minimise any impact from
sampling limitations.
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The international destinations chosen for the interview may cause bias and needed to be
very carefully considered. For example, a destination brand may be considered top-ofmind because historically that is where UK tourists have always travelled. However,
these destinations were very carefully selected based on preliminary survey data and
market data from multiple sources. This selection process was important to eliminate
bias and all other variables that could potentially interfere with the analysis of brand
salience. In addition, Trembath’s (2011) study verified this method of measuring brand
salience. The measurement also meets all of the brand salience criteria set by Sharp
(2010).
Another limitation is that attitudes and brand beliefs also reflect behavioural loyalty and
therefore larger brands always score higher in surveys that assess buyers’ attitudes
toward brands (Sharp, 2010). This means that in this study, larger tourist destinations
brands may score higher in salience. However, to ensure this double jeopardy law did
not influence the results, the five destinations were chosen due to the fact that they were
already high on UK tourists’ radar, meaning that attributes could be compared on a
combined level since all five destinations were already considered to be large brands.
Since all five destinations are large brands, the law of double jeopardy fades, and if it
were still an obstacle, the attributes were also analysed in summary of all destinations
combined to verify the findings.
In this study, purchase intention is used as a valid precursor to purchase behaviour. The
use of travel purchase intention as a proxy for behaviour is a complex issue that is often
argued amongst key authors (Sun and Morwitz, 2010). However, intention measures
appear widely within the marketing and tourism literature as dependent variables
(Kalwani and Silk, 1982; Woodside and Lysonski, 1989; Romaniuk and Sharp, 2003).
Intention has been found to be signiﬁcantly associated with subsequent behaviour
provided the intention measure is related to a speciﬁc time period and situation.
However, the relationship between salience and intention as a proxy for behaviour was
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treated with caution, and further validation of the relationship based on actual behaviour
identified through tourism market data. (Trembath et al., 2011).
Next, the findings in attribute importance and level of differentiation resulted in similar
ratings. This indicates there may be a limitation in the methodology behind scoring
attribute differentiation. However, this methodology is similar to previous studies
verified by Sharp (2010).
The method of ranking attributes association could also be considered a limitation due to
the use of prompted methods. However, researchers have previously verified the
fundamental structure for prompted and unprompted methods to be the same (Laurent et
al., 1995). Therefore, the use of a prompted elicitation for collecting brand associations
will not de-value the quality or the generalizability of the findings (Romaniuk, 2002).
Overall, the biggest limitation is that the results are derived from a single study.
However, previous studies have confirmed the brand salience methodology (Trembath
et al., 2011) and attribute association methodology (Romaniuk, 2003). In addition, the
previous studies by Romaniuk and Sharp (2002) and Romaniuk (2003) tested against the
quality of attributes to find similar results. Therefore, any studies that are similar in
nature to this study have produced complementary results.

1.31 Future research
As this new development in marketing literature is under researched, there is a lot left to
explore. Replication of this study using different destinations and a different target
population would provide for greater confidence in the findings and implications.
In addition, future research should test the frequency in using the same attributes versus
using new attributes to determine if there is a special balance between frequency and
reach in terms of attributes. Quantity could be considered to involve increasing the
repetition of the same attributes with a varied execution, or it could require variation in

94

attributes all together. Future research should also re-test for combination of attribute
types using a study that directly tests for this as its research aim.
Research could also look into the effect of advertising on brand salience, as this would
be useful in understanding precisely how links are formed in consumer memory. Brand
salience should also be studied on the basis of buying behaviour. This study tested the
relationship between brand salience and purchase intention, but since purchase intention
may be limited to predicting buying behaviour (Sun and Morwitz, 2010), further
research should consider salience in terms of buying behaviour in order to further
understand how brand salience works. It is also important to note that previous outbound
tourist numbers do not suggest the Caribbean is more visited than the other destinations
(Appendices 11 and 13). This may indicate a fault in using travel intention as a proxy
for travel behaviour. Further research into the relationship between travel intention and
behaviour is strongly encouraged.
Overall, replication and extension across a wide range of markets and conditions are
recommended to test the generalizability of these ﬁndings — particularly to other types
of markets. In comparison to more mainstream brand image research, this idea has been
under-researched and needs additional development from supplementary findings.
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Appendix
APPENDIX 1: UK RESIDENTS’ VISITS ABROAD BY YEAR
(EUROMONITOR, 2016)
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APPENDIX 2: UK RESIDENTS’ VISITS ABROAD BY PURPOSE
(EUROMONITOR, 2016)

APPENDIX 3: THE PERCEPTUAL PROCESS (SOLOMAN ET AL. 2009)
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APPENDIX 4: BRAND RESONANCE PYRAMID (KELLER, 2013)

APPENDIX 5: AGE DISTRIBUTION OF THE UK POPULATION (GOV.UK,
2016)
AGED 65 AND
AGED 0-15

AGED 16-64

OVER

1984

21%

64%

15%

1994

21%

63%

16%

2004

20%

65%

16%

2014

19%

64%

18%

* 2024

19%

61%

20%

* 2034

18%

58%

24%

* 2044

17%

58%

25%
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APPENDIX 6: OVERVIEW OF THE UK POPULATION- DETAILED
COMPONENTS (GOV.UK, 2016)
* 2014
ROW

17%
ESTIMATED

58%
BIRTHS

25%

DEATHS

LABELS POPULATION

INTERNAL
MIGRATION

2013

INFLOW

0-4

3,592,907

697,136

3,047

200,056

5-9

3,360,507

0

260

122,603

10-14

3,143,773

0

234

91,798

15-19

3,446,693

0

622

250,546

20-24

3,821,718

0

1,145

531,378

25-29

3,874,151

0

1,541

401,465

30-34

3,863,542

0

2,090

329,610

35-39

3,536,943

0

2,898

219,104

40-44

3,994,153

0

4,965

161,650

45-49

4,145,414

0

7,751

132,272

50-54

3,828,406

0

11,253

110,588

55-59

3,304,371

0

15,146

86,764

60-64

3,129,842

0

22,716

72,576

65-69

3,106,796

0

35,043

63,639

70-74

2,246,270

0

43,199

37,330

75-79

1,855,876

0

59,012

27,825

80-84

1,381,702

0

78,763

24,103

85-89

836,948

0

88,210

20,803

90+

478,217

0

106,386

17,266
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APPENDIX 7: UK OUTBOUND DEPARTURES TOTAL (EUROMONITOR,
2015)

APPENDIX 8: UK LEISURE OUTBOUND TRIPS (EUROMONITOR, 2015)
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APPENDIX 9: UK TRAVELLERS BY AGE (EUROMONITOR, 2015)

APPENDIX 10: SAMPLING PROCESS (SAUNDERS ET AL., 2016)

111

APPENDIX 11: OUTBOUND DEPARTURES BY DESTINATION
(EUROMONITOR, 2015)

APPENDIX 12: FORECAST OUTBOUND DEPARTURES BY
DESTINATION (EUROMONITOR, 2015)
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APPENDIX 13: BEACH HOLIDAYS BEHAVIOUR FOR UK TOURISTS
(MINTEL, 2016)

Where have you been on a beach
holiday in the past 3 years?
Spanish Islands
Spanish mainlan
Greek islands
Portugal
France
Turkey
Caribbean
Italy

APPENDIX 14: PRELIMINARY SURVEY - MOST FREQUENTLY
MENTIONED ATTRIBUTES IN RANKING ORDER
•

Climate/weather

•

Variety of activities (biking, shopping)

•

Beautiful scenery/sight seeing

•

Food

•

Culture

•

Nightlife

•

Value for money

•

Beach/pool/lake

•

Friendly environment/local people

•

Public transport

•

Location from beach or town

•

Relaxing

•

Family friendly
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•

Beautiful beaches

•

Clean beaches

•

Accommodation

•

Architecture

•

Safely

•

Ethics

•

Unique to home

•

History

•

Adult only

•

Not too touristy

•

Good reviews

APPENDIX 15: ATTRIBUTES ASSOCIATED WITH BEACH
DESTINATIONS (MINTEL, 2016)
•

Sunshine (weather)

•

Quality of beach (cleanliness)

•

Value for money

•

Cheap holiday price (transport, accommodation)

•

Culture

•

Non touristy

•

Proximity (to town/beach)

•

Relaxing/quiet beach

•

Good resort facilities (entertainment, pool, clubs)

•

Availability of excursions/trips from tour operator

•

Good nightlife

•

Sporting activities (water sports, sailing, tennis, etc.)

•

Convenience in getting around

•

Food & drink

•

Culture

•

Cost/value for money
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•

Friendliness of local people

•

Parks and entertainment (theme parks, water parks, zoos, nature parks)

•

Organised excursions and tours

•

Sport activities (water sports, hiking, golf, tennis)

•

Peace and relaxation

APPENDIX 16: BRAND SALIENCE STIMULUS BATTERY (TREMBATH
ET AL, 2011)
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APPENDIX 17: DOUBLE JEOPARDY IN INDUSTRIAL MARKETS
(ROMANIUK AND SHARP, 2016)
Concrete suppliers

Coronary stents

Penetration Purchase frequency (3-

Penetration Purchase frequency (6-

(%)

(%)

month average)

month average)

A

46

2.96

18

8.4

B

36

1.54

15

3.2

C

35

1.46

12

3.2

D

31

1.27

8

5.2

E

26

1.03

8

3

When listed in market share ranking order, both penetration and loyalty decline in line
with lower market share.
APPENDIX 18: ESOMAR CODE OF CONDUCT (ESOMAR, 2016)
•

Market researchers shall conform to all relevant national and international
laws.

•

Market researchers shall behave ethically and shall not do anything which
might damage the reputation of market research.

•

Market researchers shall take special care when carrying out research among
children and young people.

•

Respondents’ cooperation is voluntary and must be based on adequate, and
not misleading, information about the general purpose and nature of the
project when their agreement to participate is being obtained and all such
statements shall be honoured.

•

The rights of respondents as private individuals shall be respected by market
researchers and they shall not be harmed or adversely affected as the direct
result of cooperating in a market research project.

•

Market researchers shall never allow personal data they collect in a market
research project to be used for any purpose other than market research.
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•

Market researchers shall ensure that projects and activities are designed,
carried out, reported and documented accurately, transparently and
objectively.

•

Market researchers shall conform to the accepted principles of fair
competition.

APPENDIX 19: MRS CODE OF CONDUCT (MRS, 2016)
•

Researchers shall ensure that participation in their activities is based on
voluntary informed consent.

•

Researchers shall be straightforward and honest in all their professional and
business relationships.

•

Researchers shall be transparent as to the subject and purpose of data
collection.

•

Researchers shall respect the confidentiality of information collected in their
professional activities.

•

Researchers shall respect the rights and well-being of all individuals.

•

Researchers shall ensure that respondents are not harmed or adversely
affected by their professional activities.

•

Researchers shall balance the needs of individuals, clients and their
professional activities.

•

Researchers shall exercise independent professional judgement in the design,
conduct and reporting of their professional activities.

•

Researchers shall ensure that their professional activities
are conducted by persons with appropriate training, qualifications and
experience.

•

Researchers shall protect the reputation and integrity of the profession.
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APPENDIX 20: PRELIMINARY SURVEY
Q1: Please list at least four holiday destination attributes that are important to you (e.g.
nice beaches, family friendly, climate, variety of activities)
Q2: Please list at least four beach holiday destinations that come to mind.
APPENDIX 21: FINAL QUESTIONNARE
*Respondents were filtered based on location, gender and age.
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119

120

121

122

123

*Question six was asked for all five destinations.
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APPENDIX 22: PRIMARY RESEARCH FINDINGS SUMMARY

125

126

127

128

129

130

131

132

133

134

135

136

137
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APPENDIX 23: REFLECTIVE DIARY FROM MEETINGS
Date

Purpose

Outcomes

Changes

20/02/2016

Discussed the

A thorough discussion

I changed my topic rather

research aim

of my proposal and first

drastically, but for the

and objectives.

attempt at chapter 1

better. I moved away from

helped me refocus my

brand distinction and am

topic and narrow down

now examining brand

my research to find a

attributes. In addition,

gap in the literature.

instead of simple
comparing quantity to
quality attributes I am
analysing the quality
attributes on a much
deeper level in order to
provide very practical
implications for
marketers.

22/04/2016

Feedback for

Had a long conversation

I made changes to chapters

introduction

surrounding the focus of

1 and 2 to make it much

chapter and

my research and my

more focused and easier for

literature

research aim. The

the reader to understand. I

review

research question, aim

also added a fourth

and objectives were

objective and changed the

addressed during this

primary research to

meeting.

quantitative techniques
instead of the planned
qualitative techniques.

11/05/2016

Feedback for

Analysed each question

I made changes to all of the

139

methodology

in my survey to ensure

questions in the survey.

section and

the respondents will

They are now much more

survey

understand the

logical in structure and

questions. We also made much more simple in terms
sure the questions will

of understanding.

attend to the four
objectives.
20/05/2016

Discuss

We work on planning

I made changes to analysis

methodology

the analysis of the

section to ensure my

quantitative data to in

methodology was

preparation for the

appropriate and able to get

surveys.

the best results. I also
finalised the survey and
distributed it to my sample.
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