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Abstract: Tourism industry provides an important source
of income for many countries; it has been considered the
second important industry of the 21st century. This study
analyses the effect of destination brand equity on tourists’
intention to revisit. Kish Island was chosen for this case
study. Components of destination brand equity include
destination awareness, destination image, destination
quality, perceived value, destination loyalty, satisfac-
tion and intentions to revisit. This research is a descrip-
tive and survey study. The target population was travel-
ers who visited this island in the first half of 2013. The
questionnaire was the research tool. Data were analysed
using SPSS and LISREL. The results showed that there is
a meaningful relationship between the destination aware-
ness and perceived value, image destination and per-
ceived value and satisfaction, destination quality and per-
ceived value and destination loyalty, perceived value and
destination loyalty, satisfaction and destination loyalty
and intentions to revisit, and finally destination loyalty
and intentions to revisit.
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1 Introduction

Tourism industry has been an important source of income
for many countries; it has been considered the second
important industry of the 21st century [17]. For this reason,
it is necessary to find reasonable ways and come up with a
disciplined plan to achieve a higher share in world market.
Tourism is among the few businesses in which evidences
of production and service in plans related to attraction,
maintenance and extension are easily observable [12]. In
the countries that rely much on tourism industry, it stands
at the top of all other industries as a green and non-pollut-
ing industry because it fits cultural, sociological, political
and environmental conditions of these countries and also
gives high returns [4]. Although the concept of destination
has attracted the attention of many researchers working
in the fields of marketing and tourism management,
academic and disciplined researches on this subject are
relatively few [2]. Some articles written about destina-
tion brand have not gone beyond conceptual research.
Measuring the effectiveness of such brands is of high
importance and can be determined using customer-based
studies [10].

Blain et al., while focusing on the measurement of
destination brands, give no empirical evidence on this
aspect and have used direct approach to measure cus-
tomer-based brands. Customers regard a destination as a
conceptual notion, which can be interpreted subjectively
and through experience [12]. If a powerful and stable
experience of destination is formed in tourists’ minds and
managed correctly, it would create the foundation of a
destination brand [21]. Destinations offer a combination
of goods and services that are referred to as destination
brands [19]. Destination marketing aims to increase the
knowledge of tourists of the destination through making
it a unique brand [24]. What determines a tourist’s choice
is his understanding of the destination. Understanding of
the market or tourists’ opinion are affected by appropriate
or inappropriate advertisements and market or tourists’
experiences, knowledge and awareness [32]. Managers
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of destinations are expected to review images held by
each sector of the market about the destination and take
necessary actions to keep or develop those images [29].
Destination loyalty is defined as the attachment that a
customer has to a brand or as a deeply held commitment
to rebuy or repatronise a preferred product or service
consistently in the future [23]. Mangers of tourist regions
should know what sectors attract tourists’ attention and
interest more because creating loyalty and attraction as a
way of ensuring tourists’ revisit is very difficult [10, 14].
Iran ranks approximately one-hundredth among coun-
tries and attracts only one million tourists. Experts believe
that if Iran attracts 12 million tourists in a year, the revenue
gained from each tourist is equal to the value of dozens of
oil drums with the consequence that revenues of tourism
industry will replace that of oil industry [2]. It can be
concluded from the above discussions that development
of tourism industry is of economical and socio-cultural
importance for all countries, including Iran. The purpose
of the current study is to propose and test a model for
determining the effect of destination brand equity on the
intention to revisit.

2 Literature Review

Following concepts introduced by Aaker (1991) and Keller
(1993), Konecnik and Gartner (2007) are possibly among
the first researchers who have addressed customer-based
brand equity for a destination [1, 5]. Their survey was a
questionnaire that had 32 questions, all based on previous
researches about destination image. They used this tool
to measure Slovenian brand equity among German and
Croat tourists. Their aim was to offer a model of destina-
tion brand equity and test whether components of brand
equity (such as awareness, destination image, destina-
tion quality and destination loyalty), which are adopted
from marketing literature, are valid to be used for mea-
suring brand equity or not. Konecnik and Gartner consid-
ered brand as an indicator. When tourists hear a brand, it
creates mental images of that destination. These images
have four dimensions: destination brand awareness, des-
tination image, destination experience and destination
loyalty [13].

Boo et al. started a research about customer-based
brand equity. While Konecnik and Gartner (2007) aimed
to test the validity of four dimensions of brand equity,
Boo et al. hypothesised that destination brand equity
has five dimensions: destination brand awareness, des-
tination image, destination quality, indicator value and
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destination loyalty. They didn’t consider brand associa-
tion as a dimension of brand equity. Boo et al. regarded
the first three dimensions as the outward-driven variables
that affect visitors’ perceptions of brand equity. They
also introduced an inward-driven variable called ‘equity
for money’. Following destination image, they believed
that this is a different multidimensional notion for creat-
ing brand equity, which includes product specifications,
brand personality and self-concept; however, they dis-
agreed on the way to measure it [11].

In another study carried out by Marino et al. (2008)
titled ‘Customer relations and brand equity in banking
industry’, the goal was an exploratory study for determin-
ing an elementary understanding of customer relations,
brand equity dimensions and the relationship between
the two [20].

The study ‘Destination Branding: Making India rele-
vant and competitive in uncertain environment’ was done
by Balaji Venkatachalam and R. N. Venkateswaran in
2010. The purpose of the paper was to draw together the
salient issues surrounding India as a destination brand
under uncertainty into a single coherent discussion. The
paper concludes with practical implications for desti-
nation marketer in India. The success of countries such
Australia, France and Italy shows that destination can
become brands that are contemporary and timeless [13].

Cui (2011) performed a research titled as ‘Creating cus-
tomer-based equity in the Chinese sports shoes market:
Measurement, challenges and opportunities’. The method
adopted in this study was quantitative. A total of 84
Chinese respondents between 21 and 36 years evaluated
five brands of sport shoes. The results showed that four
dimensions of brand quality (brand awareness, brand
loyalty, perceived quality and brand image) have signif-
icant effects on brand equity; store image have positive
influence on brand equity dimensions, whereas celebrity
endorsement has no influence on brand equity dimen-
sions [33].

Still in another study by Klara Trost, Sara Klarié¢, and
Marinela Dropuli¢ Ruzi¢ titled ‘Events as a framework for
tourist destination branding: Case studies of two cultural
events in Croatia’ done in 2012, the focus of research is
on tourist destination branding by means of events. The
relationship between events and destination branding is
examined through six phases of the process of building a
destination brand identity with the use of events. When
it comes to destination branding, a need for an analy-
sis of strategic documents of destination development is
required because event tourism strategies help destina-
tions plan how to use events in a tourism role [34].
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Mohammad Hossein Imani Khoshkhu and Hamid
Ayubbi Yazdi (2011) in a paper titled ‘Factors affecting
destination brand equity of Yazd’, while considering cul-
tural and sociological differences and specific features of
Iranian destinations, focus on domestic visitors’ assess-
ments of Yazd brand equity using Konecnik’s model
(2007). The results showed that in addition to brand
image — regarded as the most important factor of brand
equity assessment in studies done in last 30 years — brand
loyalty, perceived quality and destination awareness also
directly affect band equity of Yazd; as regards importance,
brand loyalty was the most effective factor [2].

Accordingly, having reviewed related literature, the
conceptual model of this study is presented in the Figure 1:

The current study consists of 12 hypotheses formed
based on the conceptual model of the research.

H1. Destination brand awareness will positively and
meaningfully affect brand equity.

H2. Brand image will positively and meaningfully
affect brand equity.

H3. Brand quality will positively and meaningfully
affect brand equity.

H4. Brand image will positively and meaningfully
affect brand loyalty.

H5. Brand quality will positively and meaningfully
affect brand loyalty.

H6. Brand image will positively and meaningfully
affect satisfaction.

H7. Brand quality will positively and meaningfully
affect satisfaction.

H8. Brand equity will positively and meaningfully
affect brand loyalty.

H9. Satisfaction will positively and meaningfully
affect brand loyalty.

H10. Brand equity will positively and meaningfully
affect the intention to revisit.

H11. Brand loyalty will positively and meaningfully
affect the intention to revisit.

H12. Satisfaction will positively and meaningfully
affect the intention to revisit.
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3 Methodology

This research is a descriptive and survey study and has
a practical purpose. Structural equation modelling (SEM)
was adopted to examine the relationship between the
components of the model. Structural equation model-
ling is a statistical method that provides an understand-
ing of multi-dimensional nature of the destination brand
[3]. Structural equation modelling is necessary for the
evaluation of marketing theories in that due to inevita-
ble measurement errors, it is difficult to operationalise
theoretical structures. Additionally, owing to the com-
plexity of evaluation of destination brand and the lack of
suitable measurement tools for destination brand equity,
structural equations present an organised way in which
certain causal relationships are established among the
observed variables of the destination brand. Structural
equation model is a technique for estimating and evalu-
ating models of linear relations among a set of observed
variables, while the number of latent variables is fewer [3].

LISREL model was used in this study to estimate the
structural equation modelling. The study was carried out
in the summer of 2013 in Kish Island. In formulating the
research hypotheses destination awareness, brand image
and brand quality are independent variables, intention to
revisit is a dependent variable, and brand equity, brand
loyalty, and satisfaction are moderator variables. The
target population was chosen among the visitors who
travelled to Kish Island in 2013. These participants were
selected through a simple random sampling technique. As
for the sample size, Cochran’s formula of infinite sample
size was adopted.

225{:3’ xpxg (1.96)" x0.5%0.5

: 384
(0.05)

n 4
et

Therefore, the sample size of this study is 384.
Questionnaire is the instrument used for gathering data.
Content validity was used to test the validity of the ques-
tionnaire. Content validity consists in experts’ subjective
judgments regarding the appropriateness of measure-
ments. Cronbach’s coefficient alpha was adopted for the
final confirmation of the questionnaire.

The mean of Cronbach’s coefficient alpha obtained for
all of the research variables is above 0.7, which is an indi-
cation of favorable validity of the questionnaire.
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Table 1: Cronbach’s coefficient alpha for research
variables

Research variables Cronbach’s alpha

Destination awareness 0.772
Brand image 0.707
Brand quality 0.713
Brand equity 0.776
Brand loyalty 0.750
Satisfaction 0.776
Intention to revisit 0.727

4 Findings

4.1 Testing the Normality of Distribution

Examining research hypotheses requires an examination
of normality of distribution among variables. So normality
was examined using Kolmogorov-Smirnov test (Table 2).
Due to the fact the meaningfulness of Kolmogorov—
Smirnov test in the above table is more than 0.05 for each
variable, it is concluded that distribution of these variables
is not meaningfully different from normal distribution;
therefore, research variables are normally distributed.

4.2 Factor Analysis

Using the model of standardised coefficients, we can
claim that there is a meaningful correlation between
latent variables and their corresponding indicators.
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Standardised coefficients are, in fact, path coefficients
or standardised factor loadings and indicators. Validity is
achieved when there is a meaningful correlation between
factor and dimension, and between dimension and indi-
cator. Standard estimation model is formed when two
covariance matrixes are coincided and which shows real
estimation of parameters of the model. The correlation
between factor and dimension, and between dimension
and indicator, is illustrated in this model. If the correla-
tion is higher than 0.3, questions are appropriately spec-
ified. As it can be seen, the indicators considered for the
questions related to variables have a factor loading of over
0.3. In the rest of this paper, the factor analysis of each
variable is presented separately and coefficients and indi-
cators of closeness of the model are finally explained.

4.2.1 Factor Analysis of Destination Awareness

0.83 = Q1
0.52 Q2 ‘\0.42
0.6%9
0.58 —#= Q3 =——0.65 1.00
0.50
0.75 = Q4 /’3.48
/.57
0.77 = Q5 /
0.68 —=] Q6

Figure 1: Standard model of destination awareness

Table 2: Kolmogorov—-Smirnov test for determining the normal distribution among research variables.

Variables Number Mean Standard Deviation Kolmogorov-Smirnov P-value
Destination awareness 384 23.18 3.00 2.689 0.245
Brand image 384 14.97 2.45 1.906 0.357
Brand quality 384 9.6 2.13 2.695 0.124
Brand equity 384 15.63 2.35 2.42 0.235
Brand loyalty 384 21.11 3.56 1.772 0.142
Satisfaction 384 18.3 2.88 1.583 0.313
Intention to revisit 384 13.72 2.33 1.969 0.115
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Figure 4: Meaningfulness of relationships of questions regarding

brand image
Figure 2: Meaningfulness of relationships of questions regarding

destination awareness 4.2.3 Factor Analysis of Brand Quality

4.2.2 Factor Analysis of Brand Image

Figure 3: Standard model of brand image

Figure 6: Meaningfulness of relationships of questions regarding
brand quality
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4.2.4 Factor Analysis of Brand Equity 4.2.5 Factor Analysis of Brand Loyalty

Standard model of brand equity

Figure 7:

ndard model of brand loyalty

Figure 8: Meaningfulness of relationships of questions regarding -
brand equity i ‘

Figure 10: Meaningfulness of relationships of questions regarding
brand loyalty
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4.2.6 Factor Analysis of Satisfaction
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Figure 11: Standard model of satisfaction
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Figure 12: Meaningfulness of relationships of questions regarding
brand satisfaction
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4.2.7 Factor Analysis of Intention to Revisit

0.97 = Q29

0.

0.82—% Q30 ~—

y 1.00
0.38—= Q31 /
Q.77 = Q32 /

Figure 13: Standard model of intention to revisit

13. 04 Q29 \
2.69
.28
0.00
.34
4

Figure 14: Meaningfulness of relationships of questions regarding
intention to revisit

11.54 4= Q30

2.84 ] Q31

Z\“’ j

10.39 == Q32

The chi-square value to the degree of freedom is lower
than 3 for all the variables. The root mean square error of
approximation (RMSEA) is equal to or lower than 0.08. In
the following sections, standard values and meaningful-
ness of each research variable are given:

Table 3 shows that the factor analysis of components
of the questionnaire has enough closeness and that these
components appropriately illustrate the variables.
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Table 3: Results of factor analysis

Variables Factor loading T-Value Variables Factor loading T-Value
Destination awareness Brand loyalty
1 0.42 7.37 18 0.52 9.88
2 0.69 12.91 19 0.65 12.62
3 0.65 11.97 20 0.70 13.88
4 0.50 8.97 21 0.59 11.28
5 0.48 8.55 22 0.57 10.95
6 0.57 10.34 23 0.68 13.34
Brand image Brand equity
7 0.39 6.96 14 0.69 12.92
8 0.69 11.98 15 0.52 9.47
9 0.86 14.31 16 0.62 11.55
10 0.41 7.42 17 0.72 13.45
Satisfaction Intention to revisit
24 0.53 9.36 29 0.17 2.69
25 0.58 10.28 30 0.42 6.28
26 0.48 8.40 31 0.79 8.34
32 0.48 6.74
27 0.62 11.16 Brand quality
11 0.35 5.35
28 0.65 11.71 12 0.76 7.32
13 0.54 6.59

4.3 Equation Modeling of Research Model

_0r—] Awareness / .

1]

o

.58 0.

v.36 A.oo—| Image 0.0
\

0.37 0.

\.n:r— Quality e

0.

1are=113.09, df=6, P-value=0,00000, RMSEA=0.217

Figure 15: Finalised research model
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Other values of the finalised model are given in the fol-
lowing table:

Table 4: Values of the finalised model

DE GRUYTER OPEN

Th ionships of th Esti d dardised ifi Testi

e. relationships of the stimate Standardise Standard error T-Statistic Spe'u ied Meaningfulness esting
variables value value variance (R2) result
1. Destination brand awareness
will positively and meaningfully 0.12 0.35 0.017 6.79 0.37 P<0.01 Supported
affect brand equity.
2. Brand image will positively
and meaningfully affect brand ~ 0.21 0.21 0.052 4.10 0.37 P<0.01 Supported
equity.
3. Brand quality will positively
and meaningfully affect brand  0.18 0.18 0.045 4.08 0.37 P<0.01 Supported
equity.
4, Brand image will positively Not
and meaningfully affect brand ~ 0.20 0.06 0.16 1.25 0.53 P>0.05

supported

loyalty.
5. Brand quality will positively
and meaningfully affect brand ~ 0.62 0.18 0.13 4.65 0.53 P<0.01 Supported
loyalty.
6. Brand image will positively
and meaningfully affect 1.53 0.53 0.13 11.41 0.28 P<0.01 Supported
satisfaction.
7. Brand quality will positively Not
and meaningfully affect 0.01 0.00 0.13 0.08 0.28 P>0.05

. . supported
satisfaction.
8. Brand equity will positively
and meaningfully affect brand ~ 1.03 0.30 0.024 7.26 0.53 P<0.01 Supported
loyalty.
9. Satisfaction will positively
and meaningfully affect brand ~ 0.53 0.45 0.049 10.80 0.53 P<0.01 Supported
loyalty.
10. Brand equity will positively Not
and meaningfully affect the 0.07 0.07 0.053 1.38 0.20 P>0.05
X . . supported
intention to revisit.
11. Brand loyalty will positively
and meaningfully affect the 0.05 0.18 0.019 2.86 0.20 P<0.05 Supported
intention to revisit.
12. Satisfaction will positively
and meaningfully affect the 0.10 0.28 0.02 4.88 0.20 P<0.01 Supported

intention to revisit.

4.4 Closeness and Research Model

The observed variance-covariance matrix or estimated
variance—covariance matrix should have close values; in
other words, they should have closeness. The more matrix
values are close to each other, the higher will be model
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Table 5: Testing of Model Closeness

Destination brand equity in tourism context: evidence on Iran = 185

Indicator Acceptable range Value Testing result
xX2/df X?/df<3 2.84 Supported
RMSEA RMSEA<0.09 0.00 Supported
GF* GFI>0.9 0.92 Supported
CFI? CF1>0.90 0.90 Supported
IFI? IF1>0.90 0.90 Supported
RFI# NFI1>0.90 0.91 Supported

1 Goodness of fit index
2 Comperation fit index
3 Inceremental fit index
4 Relative fit Index

closeness. In structural equation modelling, we can
trust the estimates of the model only when it has enough
closeness.

5 Results

The main purpose of this study was to examine tourists’
assessments of destination brand equity. To this end, Kish
Island was selected to be used as the case study.

According to findings of the study, hypothesis 1, i.e.
destination brand awareness will positively and mean-
ingfully affect brand equity, was supported. This is in
line with findings of Boo, Busser and Baloglu (2009), Pike
(2009), and Konecnik and Gartner (2007).

According to findings of the study, hypothesis 2, i.e.
brand image will positively and meaningfully affect brand
equity, was supported. This is similar to findings of Boo,
Busser and Baloglu (2009), Pike (2009), and Konecnik
and Gartner (2007).

According to findings of the study, hypothesis 3, i.e.
brand quality will positively and meaningfully affect
brand equity, was supported. This is similar to findings
of Boo, Busser and Baloglu (2009), Pike (2009), and
Konecnik and Gartner (2007).

According to findings of the study, hypothesis 4, i.e.
brand image will positively and meaningfully affect brand
loyalty, was not supported. The findings of this study are
similar to those of Boo, Busser and Baloglu (2009), Pike
(2009), and Konecnik and Gartner (2007).

According to findings of the study, hypothesis 5, i.e.
brand quality will positively and meaningfully affect
brand loyalty, was supported. This is in line with find-
ings of Boo, Busser and Baloglu (2009), Pike (2009), and
Konecnik and Gartner (2007).

According to findings of the study, hypothesis 6, i.e.
brand image will positively and meaningfully affect satis-
faction, was supported. This is in line with findings of Boo,
Busser and Baloglu (2009), Pike (2009), and Konecnik
and Gartner (2007).

According to findings of the study, hypothesis 7, i.e.
brand quality will positively and meaningfully affect sat-
isfaction, was not supported. This is this is different from
findings of Boo, Busser and Baloglu (2009), Pike (2009),
and Konecnik and Gartner (2007).

According to findings of the study, hypothesis 8, i.e.
brand equity will positively and meaningfully affect brand
loyalty, was supported. This is similar to findings of Boo,
Busser and Baloglu (2009), Pike (2009), and Konecnik
and Gartner (2007).

According to findings of the study, hypothesis 9, i.e.
satisfaction will positively and meaningfully affect brand
loyalty, was supported. This is in line with findings of Boo,
Busser and Baloglu (2009), Pike (2009), and Konecnik
and Gartner (2007).

According to findings of the study, hypothesis 10, i.e.
brand equity will positively and meaningfully affect the
intention to revisit, was not supported. This is different
from findings of Boo, Busser and Baloglu (2009), Pike
(2009), Konecnik and Gartner (2007), and Sibdari (2011).

According to findings of the study, hypothesis 11, i.e.
brand loyalty will positively and meaningfully affect the
intention to revisit, was supported. This is similar to find-
ings of Boo, Busser and Baloglu (2009), Pike (2009), and
Konecnik and Gartner (2007).

According to findings of the study, hypothesis 11, i.e.
satisfaction will positively and meaningfully affect the
intention to revisit, was supported. This is consistent with
findings of Boo, Busser and Baloglu (2009), Pike (2009),
Konecnik and Gartner (2007), and Sibdari (2011).
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6 Recommendations

Following the findings of the study, in this section, some
operational recommendations are provided in detail.

1. Developing advertising campaigns to raise tourists’
awareness: as it was shown in the analysis of the find-
ings, brand awareness affects brand equity to a rather
great extent. Correspondingly, the variable of destination
brand awareness has a favorable situation, but it seems
that effective advertisement can raise the awareness about
Kish Island. Therefore, it is recommended that advertise-
ments be put in shorter time limits and in higher quan-
tities so as to be internalised in the minds of tourists. As
for foreign visitors, international advertising is needed
to raise foreign tourists’ awareness of Kish Island attrac-
tions. It is preferable to advertise the island in a country in
which tourism industry is active.

2. Using picture advertisements instead of informa-
tion-giving activities as a way of raising tourists’ aware-
ness of Kish Island: it was pointed out that brand image
affects brand equity. In this way, tourists first notice a
picture advertisement of Kish Island and this picture will
be internalised in their minds. As a consequence, imag-
ined suitability of Kish Island increases in tourists’ mind,
leading them to treat its prices as reasonable and choose
it as their destination.

3. Pressing the monitoring of service quality in places
where tourists reside: based on the results of the study,
brand quality affects both brand loyalty and brand equity.
In tourists’ viewpoints, this kind of quality includes such
factors like easy transportation, quality of hotels, food
and the ways it is served, personnel behavior and safety.
Hence, due to the fact that brand quality has a significant
effect on brand loyalty, quality deserves more attention.
On the other hand, pressing the monitoring of service
quality increases customers’ loyalty and their intentions
to revisit. Furthermore, perceived value of Kish Island
leads tourists to revisit it. It is to be noted that this value
is not perceived by non-visitors, but tourists’ intentions
to recommend it to others results in the increased brand
equity and image. This will, in turn, lead to the attraction
of potential visitors.

It is recommended that future studies focus on the
comparative analysis of two or more than two destina-
tions in order to provide a comparative analysis of cus-
tomer-based brand equity. In addition, since tourism is
treated as a kind of service delivery and a brand model has
been applied to it, it is possible to do the same for other
utilities so as to increase the quality of such services.
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