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Greetings commemorative of the publication of
the second journal of Morisita Memorial Research Foundation

We would like to express our sincere gratitude to all who contributed, examined and
edited the second journal of Morisita Memorial Research Foundation published last year.

We truly hope that this journal will be a contribution to developments in fields of
tourism and management studies. Thank you for your continuous support.

Memorial Research Foundation (General Incorporated Foundation) of Masaaki Morisita,
Professor Emeritus of Kyoto University
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Preface

Che-Jen Su

Professor of Restaurant, Hotel and Institutional Management
Fu Jen Catholic University

Taipei, Taiwan

As a forum of interdisciplinary and cross-cultural studies, the Journal of Morisita Memorial
Research (JMMR) acts as a linkage between academicians and practitioners in the fields of tourism,
hospitality, leisure, and their related areas. JMMR is also an appropriate outlet for manuscripts
designed to be of interest to its audience of professionals and scholars. We would like to thank our
reviewers for having been so professional in evaluating submissions and proposing comments
which help the authors to refine their valuable research outcomes.

By way of strict reviewing and screening process, we selected three excellent articles from
submissions for this issue which meet the audience’s need for inspiring topics. The first paper by
Tomonori Oshima presents the results of study on how to employ the concept and logic of revenue
management to ryokan business operation. This approach will support ryokan managers to craft
their business strategies in a more integrated perspective that maximizes profitability. In the second
paper by investigating behaviour of inbound tourists from China and Japan to South Korea,
JungSoon Lee depicts the profile of these markets of lodging products. The author proposes policy
makers managerial implications that guide them to improve the quality of strategic planning and
implementation. The third paper by Marica Mazurek aims to extend the theory of brand equity
models to settings of tourism destinations. Throughout conveyed in this article the author
demonstrates that brand equity research in tourism destinations is still underdeveloped and there is a
call for more endeavour to make on this research issue.

We thank you very much for your interest in JMMR. For submissions guidelines and
requirements, please refer to the manuscript guidelines at the end of this publication. We are
looking forward to receiving submissions from you.

Morisita Memorial & Research Foundation
Journal of Morisita Memorial Research No.2
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A Study about Adapting Revenue Management to Ryokan Business

K Fng
OSHIMA Tomonori

(2 &I

AFETIHE, b R_Rma— - v X VA POSERWRBEZ B Lz LT REEE~ OB ATRgtEIz oW TR &2
ToTWVD, LRoa— - vRXVAVMI BESEEOMEBEICHIEEZ 72 6T~ IS E RO REE 4@
CTCRLEZRELTZ270EATHY, =2 2R L, WEEDPHEN TEHEERNEHS ., —F THRENR
JAMARICEB T 2 FRETHREREHT 5, L R_R=a— v X VAL M, KEEITBOTHERWICHRZFHEHS
DRSNS, ZOBEMICHTZ o TE, BHBHEN—AOFEENLFEX-AOHABREH~LEHHA L, 1
AEMBICHMBBEREHLZEALZ LT, BT —ERAD L Roa— v X VA bOWA b MG LT
RHIRNE WS RENFIET 2 2 LR LNITR -T2,

Keywords : L R=a2— - RV A U b, ~—FF 1 78N, BEHMKARE, RAEX YT FE¥E, REEE

I. IIC®IT
1. FEOE R

AR, EEBCOEREMESTHRALZ Y T ¥ WRERERZED TS, BLICX
5 ZEWRN I OPLR T, HUIR DO IR IRV EZE (SHFE OFMLEM ORI & W o TR ESRE 72 b
TERBIRFESNTWVWD 2, LD DT, ZIHFICBONTREFLWIIBAEANRITW DD TA
YRT YR L, ANEEEOGHRHEE L LTORNEELMO TS, LLARRS, Btic
FoTHEELINIRFEDNR~OHFLITEBIC, EEOL A, 2L OBNFEEDREN
HENINL TSN TEY , TOPRTHHRANLRDUIE > T DL DONKREETH D,

HAR DG AR, 1960 FFR 0 5 1970 FFRICIT CTORIT 7 — L L ¥ v — 7 — KIS L
ZOMGHBEEIER LT CT& 72, L L, N7 VRENRE L 1991 F£0 4.8 k2 & —7
(AR MEANCES U, 2011 4R121X 2.4 KM L FBIL TWD, Zhid, 2008 FD Y —~ v a v
R 2011 FORAARBRKE Vot —REHNR~A T RAERICE DD TH DD, ZHLLRTDOK
WThD3KMBEICETEIET LI ERAHFICARAEND OO, THHABOME/NIEM D K

AR T RFERE REFER WL E R 3 EAE

Graduate School of Business Administration, Doctor’s Course, Ritsumeikan University.

LR (1999) ICENiE, RAE XU T 4R [V —CAEEOHTHLRICHAAEZ YT 0 &0 ) iR
FORMWEXHETHY, MAORTE LICBWT, EERHEEL L TEBEBELET I EEITOEXTHD,
REDFEEE R 572 51X, Hospitality (FBRRIE¥ - A7V - 2 - ~ U — 7 %), Attractions and
Entertainment (77—~ 3—7 - Bt#i%) . Transportation (FIZEMEIER - EEk - N X %) | Travel
Facilitation and Information (JRIT¥#EH%)| LEZIN TS, UMRER IRAEZX VT2 IcET 25 —%5
2] [rmfEitEsE] 55 38 & 55 3 5. 1999 4F, 186 H,)

2 BT TEDESIEESRIC T2 4] 2010 4, Web: http://www.mlit.go.jp/common/000131293.pdf,
2016 £ 9 H 13 HEIE,

Morisita Memorial & Research Foundation
Journal of Morisita Memorial Research No.2



— MY IR N RS R 2240 B T IEMA R ZERE &M
AR TMHARE H25

LYRELTEEBELTWD EWnWR KD, LA, TONRERD L AT VETHIEME G CTHE
BLTWDL2OIZRL, BHETHHOREEZED T EiREEZEIT L TCVWD (K1),

X1 EiRERO TSR OHER

kT BRria - BE

B AR RREAEPEMEAT TV ¥y — A F 2015] £ 0 EFER,

FREEIL B AR DB 72 @AM 720 & - T, 1957 AR CREIC i Eix 55, 515 #F, B=HK
13423, 672 ETH o723, FERERIRATREICHRM L S TRBEAIZEEI L, Mk $iE 1980 41T
83, 226 #f, KL 1987 1T 1, 027, 536 HICE TEL, L L, ZREE— 7 IZHEED
MR AT FFICHE U, 2014 FFI21E 41, 889 B L kT — L « LY XY — T — AN E -7
HIOKHEZE FEI> TN D, BRAIC, REOREZ LD EFICH 203, FHEEHIONTIE
—HLTHMEZH T T LD, DMREBRENSBD L TWDLZEREZ D, —J7. ATV
1970 4E DS g% $k 454 #F, &R 40, 652 K HHINIET CTHER Lgiir. 2014 1235k 9.
978 Hf, ZKEH 834, 588 E Lo TWD, Tk, AARDIENEFITMEE - BEE L bITHREE
WIRT NEERTDEVIHEETH 728, 2009 FICIZR T LVOREEPIKEEZ LR D &0 )
WHRBANEZ > TWDH, LR, TOEIREICHESOOH LI LENL, BEX—ATEAT L
MHARIZET D EROEAZR 20 22b 5 (K2),
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iREE & A BT NVEEHK —a— JiRER AR AL —e— IR T LRI

il s A TR AEITBOREE ) LY EE R,

2. MEDOHE

RNT IV | iREE - AT L OB EBIIHEMEERIZH Y . 2000 5 2003 4I21E 100 A&
Hx 2BEREW (K3), Ok, 2004 4, 2005 LR L b DD, 2006 4 LARE KK
ELTEAKETHR L T D, AEMAGFICOWVTIR, 1990 ELIREICHEMERICH > 726 D3,
2001 % ©— 7 (CHD LT U, T4 TN T IVREERTR OKEICE B EE>ob D5, AR
BRI OB FEEB M &2 R 5 & 1990 I X AME 10 B RMOBPEN 9 FILL L& 5o Tnin, &
T4 10 (81 DL E O RERL L AYAE 2 BE L. 2000 4ERICIZAEEE 10 ML Lo B ER A O 3 Fl
PUbEZEDDEHImoT-, &0 2000 F05 2003 F 12 TIEAMEE 50 (&1 2L Eo K8
BIFE OB T, SBITH D DOLHOM D A A eI U 7o 3 i #2105 o0 R Jeps E 7 3
KTholob &b, UK L, 2004 FELUEE LB EO/NRABA LA EA TE Y | ZONIFEIE,
WEORMRENAM LRSI RMBERE D B, ERRESCIREEARIRICL > TEMNZRED
EFREA T o T2 Wb DS S DR RER - ATV OFES KIEICHEML T D, BRI,
AT, REEZEDOK 9 BINEBMERIRT, &5 WIERE RIRIZH > Tnbd EEbih T b,

) (fEF)
140 6,000
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o Bl —e— AlKEATH

Hih) fFET — 2 N v 7 Thhl - AT VEROBPEEEME (2004) ] BI W
ThRfE - AT VREEF OB PFETMFAAE (2009-2016) | £ Y EH1ER,
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AH.BAEZ VT A EERICBOT, RENEEEFB zMET L2013, [bR=a— <X
v A2 & (Revenue Management) | D E Vg EFEHEZVWNICEBATLINNEETHDLI EEZD
NTW5b, LMLaenD, REFEEZETHMEREZOIFLAERFZENRE THY ., £V bITAIE
FREE TIRIN AR BB AR R MIC H D 3, ERRITRESBEFITHEM LR ETHICB W IR
EREE THORBERD o 12D, AT EERIT N O ARIT~E 7 ML, RKITED=—X
B« 2R LTSI o TE, BIERFHENRE TIERSEZE T2 2 EBNHEEE 72
STWD, ZD7), REEENFEEB 2kt 27201203, FrEmfR2INEER 2 EZET L2 &
DR KO LN TV D,

3. MEDEW L FHik

UEXED, KBETIEAAE X )T A EZECBOTHERAZED TVWEL R — w32V A |
DIREEE~OBEHAATREMEIC O W TRHT 222N ET 2, RUEAETH-TH, REEEL
RTNVETIEEVRRAET ANV ONORTRR LD, AT LVEICBITLHLRX=a— - vX
VAV M EZOEEREXZICEATE L LIEMRLARVDOTHD, bkl AR CIEXKEOEHE
b b Rm=a— =X PR PO oD T AD YL, TOEMBLERAMKBERTED T 0t
ZIZEHLTWD,
KFEORRIZIUTO®EY ThbH, H2ETIILR=a— « w2V A bOERB LS IZHON
TOEMEEITH, FEIETIHLR=ma— « v F VAV MBI DR RMERED HTIELE SN
2 RIS MRS X E DWW THBLT 5, FAECTIEHMEE~D L R=a— - v XV AV FO#E A
REME, 2B NCHEMIZH Tz > TOMRBEIZHOWNWTELEEITV, HZITHHEDOMIZIIT D FIAkc

DNWTRIET %,

O0. LRoa— 93X AV FOBE

1. LR=a— <XV RAVMEIE

ZbHZbh, LR=a— w3 T A2 ME. 1970 FROMLEHLEFEFI L > THZEE OE T
BEADWMAL LT, 7 AV I OMZEESFICB W THRE L NS E IR FIETH D, 1970 FARUFTH I
E#iE BAEOTIVT vz 2T TxARX) N7 —Y ==K (earlybird), T 7 b R
THRIFGEGEZEA L ZOR IR TIED 525, 1970 FREFITIET AV I OMfizEs4d b F 5
EEAZEALTND 4, AR R — v X VAV NOFELELTHLNRDDON, T AU

S IR TR R TERYT (BEHEH) MDA ERKAEORM EBE LoMBES) Tk - A7 AREOHA L EE] &
HESWE S, 2008 4, 21 H,

4R AMZEN 19TT HFEICHBORFE ORI KIERFBEGEZHIT L (=T oy 727 o, 7XV
WUMENT T A4 FO SBEMATE TICTPHEANTGAICFNIEGEZEH Lz TR——8 A1 —] BREITH
"5,
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T UED LA ER L O CEO Th - 72 Robert Crandall 7 1980 LTI HEA L [ —1
K+ A2 b (Yield Management) | TH5H, £ —/L K+ vxT A M EIE, REOLEENIC
J& U TR DO IREMid 2 #ET 2 2 L TR EAZRKIETO2FETHD, MEEROLLRLT, &
ERMA, AT BEECRA Y OT AR —VEE R EICHECHEHA I TWD 5,

L22 L7223 5, David and Allisha (2014) (&, £ —/L K « =3 ¥ A MIE AN I 72 Y R I
B2 FETOHST DD, A F—Fy POHBIZ L > THRELObD LA >TLESTZ D
EERERLTVWD 6 FEIZS U THX Ttk 2z LB I EL5 2L TR EORNEEKD A =L -
TRV AL FBBEET D7 0ITIE, BRx G E ORERFR (2B L TIHE FE OGRS Z L VKR
ThHHIENAMREL LD, A2 =3y PRERT DL N TR, HEENIMEEELK =
L— N ERGICHBRFTH2Z LI ARABTho7N, S H, 1TEAEOHEEE DR IZE
TOHEERMEAEFF>TBY ., —WEMORN» D FLMEORG M ZRINT 22 &N TE DHREIC
b, HBETA—/NEF s =XV A FEIHHBEORBLIZHESS FIETH - T, BRI R DEHR
CIEMEELZ b DO THHZ Enn, B TIEHaRndReRmETsencEonbic, #
AR 72 M B WS X AN IE TS | O Bkt G2 d> 5 WITTHBE BE O L L 720 2 5,

b RZa— s v RX A D EF PIHIONZEICEBK L7 Robert (1997) (2 XAuiE, HE vl pd
dha, WU S A IV 7T EERBEIS, WY RIRIET v fv 2l UC, @) i THRGE T
HIETMERERRETH2IE JEERIN TV D, REF L EEICH 25 S5 Fl4E (profit)
i, FEOLNWAT b HLIEE (revenue) 6, HHEDOEEH (cost. expense) 7 L5\ 7=
HOT, HATIE TRIE=T E—8H] Lxrashd, 25 LHBEOT, FAEEBNsE25&kb
HWilile HikaEZx 5L, BHEZHAD I EL HEE R EENSE L HELED 20805, BH%
W S5 FET - RICEABIEWD S22 X by FEMFIENDZ DO THY , B EEAHINS
EDLHENVNZa— v XA PMCEET LD, LEB-T, bR=a— - v XV AV MIE
#HEH (cost control) 1LE T, fifEE B (price control) & fEEEH (inventory control)
ICE>TREDHREMD LD LS TS,

eI, bR=a— s SRV AVERA =L R« v XV A P ERIFEFEE L TR TR
TWAHAEBR L TA RS2y, ZOHEAIE, LRX=a— v X T A MOBHB, H ETH
FEE LT, HDWVIEE A2 BN IETEIZO DTG T 220210 Hiv, ik 8 B/ A B o Fik
DHPBBFINTEENETH D, £1x LT David and Allisha (2014) X, v XR==2— -

5 ZFUKM, MHFHT., BT (- 2HEIBTL L Rma—<v 3 VAL MOV T~ % &KL
THPEE I~ [ZERAMEFIH) 2013 4., 89 H,

6 David, K. Hayes and Allisha, A. Miller, REVENUE MANAGEMENT FOR THE HOSPITALITY
INDUSTRY, Wiley, 2011. (#8FBHR [ R=a— - v F =V AV MG - FAE X U T 4 EEOREHS
— ] PR RS, 2016 £, FRER 16 H, )

7 Robert, G. Cross, Revenue Management, Crown Business,1997.
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YAV AY NOBRREIZEBNT, BEOHEMMNLIE ELY VEEOFIEEELTIRETHD
ELTWD 8, T2bb, ROV R=a— - v RX VAV MNIGEZXONETFEOHR T, % EO&K
RKIbERL2bDThoTeR, SHBITBEOMIEZ AT 57201258 Lo Kt (Revenue
Optimization) X2 L ERHDH EWVWH T L2 EHKL TW5H, b7 412, David and Allisha (2014)
FrRma— AT T x4 B—va %z TEEOMKITHT D 00% FRIL., PG OfEF %
b L, BROFEFREZELMT2OOHFEMWHENOEM o LEXL, ThEr@EdHoE
FOLR=a— - vRXT A FELTND,

INE, v R=ma— X VA NI =TT 4 UV TERTHLNE] LWVWH ZEEEKL
TWo LWz K95, Drucker (1973) (ICXNiE, ~—7 7 4 7 OH NI, EEORNTH D [#
BOAE ] ZERT DI, BEORREZMEZ LGRS — 22 -5 2 LT, Zh
ORATEEND LT D, T bbb e I V7 E2AREICTHILETHS 10, HED=—X|TxX}
JINT BB~ =TT 4 T e XV —NEHREE T DR 50E, B - — B X (product) .
fli# (price). Vil (place). HRFE(EHE (promotion) MBRD~—r7T 4 7D 4P & L TH
DNDEN, EOHRTHEMEIL T ROEDICHICAD  JJlSFFZ, BELTWERE 11 THD,
DFV, BREFHHICKEMBEZHET A ENTETLIN, TUITHEEOHERE, S 621X
BEAEDERICH SRR B 525, TOMHAIL, BMELLELFEICAHEZRO TR,
EZ T DR & MR B RGOV — B X OfiiE 2 7 L B EIREEZIToT0DE01HTh D,
L7228 - T, EEITFMLFR AT v 2SN T —HIHikk 2 2R+ 20 Tid e <, o
SR RICR T 2 HBEE OFMZ T3l L 72 E Tl EZ TR iEz sy, £ LT, B|E
WCEOHIEZ b b TRV N=a— « v XA M E{To o B¥ER, FROICEWEERN R
ZRAIMTA2ZLENTEDHDTH S,

2. LRoa— - wRX VAV MNOBERSZM

AT ARTZ L DI, b R=a— - w3V AV MIMHEER L ERERIC L > TR Lo &bk
MHbDTHLN, RAEZ YT 4 FEEICHLND b DDORMEMIZTHEIZEORR LS
LlEaNs, b, OEAHICH—ERZREL TND I L, OIUERT (capacity) 77
DHEEHRENEEN (REEFICOWTTHAR 12) THhDHZ &, QFENEHNICEE T 52
&, QEEFHRDELS . BHERDEN L, ORI —OMEmBKRA 2 Mlits THREEND, T2

8 David and Allisha (2011) op. cit., FX&R 56 H.,

9 Ihid., &R 114 H,

10 Dracker, P.F., Management: Tasks, Responsibilities, Practices, 1973, pp.64-65. (P-F+ K7 v h—F ;
FEREARR [~ A b FBAREFEHID 2001 45,)

11 David and Allisha (2011) op. cit., #'aR 44 H,

2 EIEICOWTIEEREEEEZRIET 2 2L THEEZRETH2 LN TE, WHRITGLTA=2—DfE
BENEB L NEWIRERH LD, LRX=a— « v XV AU NOFENRERD,

10
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LWEMEEBEADTRLTONDIEN, LR=a— - 3 VAV NOMAEKREER D,
Rt L Co—v R, AEORN L ITR 2D THEEM (intangibility) | [ A4 1E
(inseparability) | [ #EE (heterogeneity) | [THJME (perishability) | @ 4 DDFED H V13,

ETNOEFEENZE L CHHEZAIMT L Z L 2NEICL TWD, =B RITIEBLCITH, N7 4+

—< AL LTOERPBENZD, ATLIHOY—ER IR EL, Kby 2 &b, filiud

ZEb, HCZEDL, BnENRSZELTERY, Thbb, MEMNERYMENICHFEET 20
LiTiE-S T, BEITBHIZEY . > TH—EAZEEBKRT LI LN TERVEWNS T La2FRL

TWD, EEMHEEITS L TH—EXAOMIED KRR 21T O BRI, HEE P IEMEREEIC

ESWTHAHWA T T ZENTELLIICEERELRTNIIR LR,
2L, BEOMEHIW Ot R L7 b — A%, BE LI —EABEOHEL RER (HEUE

(B, WOER., TOMOBERE) OMAEENOHRETHY . T OAMELHEIXFRFFICEAET

b, ZDIH, Y—ERAEFAKL, AELHEOMAEFENNR T 0t ANEETLHET, —
EADAMEZ FHM T2 Z LR TERY, B, V—EXOMET THIERES OFIE+ I

— B RADOFZE — ik =1fifE 14 LaRSND, AMERPBEES LY —E20MEEIZEHTH
D, BEICE > THTEMELRRD, 205, RAMIC L > TEFICRME S D — 2 2 Dff

ENEIZ—ETHD EIFRERNTD, — X284 5 I I MMk 21 EFH O R G

ZAREIC TR L7 ECEB R MRREZITO ZEBROLNATND,

RAEZ YT 4 EFRTIE, FENEAYN (FE, A, @, A, e l) (LB 2 Hman
HDTHELPDLLT, INWERADBENTHLZ L0, FTEOETITI U TR OB A
PEEAZMBET D ENIZIEAARETH D, WEEEOLE, LE A b E2RINT D M7k & &
EL, WEOLEBIIS U CAERZFAEST LI LICLs TR EORHEILEZR L Z L Tx5, L
LG, MESIHERLARTAVOGE, REOEEN PRI TEL LTH, HIEICINAERE ) % H
TLHLZEETERVWDOTHD,

£lo, BREOME L b= XFHEE L TLE O 2, BEIICENE > 72V — B2 2 8T H
ICELDHTERDLI L TERY, [EENPHEET 25T, TLEZEINT L2 ERARAIETHD &
WO ZLEEEWRLTWD, 61T, MHEBEDODANESLYEROMFFERE R EOFEEE T, W
B TR EN DRz LTH —EDRFED N> T 5, Y—EADRMITARETH 223,
WENZIEALE, HBOVIEFELLBRWRIETH HIEHOZEHE (idle production capacity) (%, [EE
BREOBmNEAEZ VT 4 FEICBVWTEZRRALE LT HT 15

— . V=R T o MEMETHERICL > TRR L Z LD, H—0¥—E XDk N

13 Zeithamal, A., A. Parasuraman, and L. Berry, “Problems and Strategies in Service Marketing,” Journal
of Marketing, Vol.49, No.2, 1985, p.33.

14 David and Allisha (2011) op. cit., ¥R 77 H,

15 Tbid., FRER 75 H,
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BEADZ A I 7ROR, R, XAREREICEI s TEHICHRESN T ELTH, HE
ENR—WEMETETLI2H560305, LVDIMEF—EALERAT—ERL N ofzhRAEH Y
T A e BRI OWTIE, BICH & B Tl S E 720 Ny — VR A KIE Il S
TINTWVWEDVFTLHZERFEME L THEMEINTWD, LER-ST, FAEHX U T o EFEIZTON
T, 2 MPHBRREL TWAZ ENnD, a7 T4 7 A MmBERIM 23 R L Tz
FUE, L R=ma— s R VA MR E X OIS EENTHICERT 22 038 5,

ZOEDICHEMNMBHEIRA SV FEESERT DI b0 5T AHICTEENET L,
TEROZERRIZ L > TERBBPREFEDRAEX VT 4 FHEICL T, liMEEREEREFRICL
T bEER#ELT 2L R=a— v 32TV A2 NI FEROFERZ MR T D720 0D TH 272 F
EThdrEnz L,

3. LR=a— IRV AV I TrER
RAEZ VT 4 ERIZITZRRFENTEN, TRNENOFEEICL > TRV vy —DOALE ST
MBEIRDEIC, VR=a2— xR VAMIHTDIEATLTGIED ZLhE, bR=a— - vxY

Y —ORERLELE MIIERTHILITTE R, 2L, TOLAHOEWVWTIHLHLDOD, L
Roa— w3V A MIBBLZER EOFR#EIEZEZHT L7201, OMERE. OFETH,
OTEJE ik OB, @FtEEEOEIR, OFEOFFMEWVI HEHE L5 >0t XA %#0 K

LAT> T 5 16,

FT. LR — - IRV —RERINAT O EFE N —ERAOMEHRETH D, ik~ X
I, M — A DfEZ EEMIC R L7 LD T, HHEOWEIREICZ KA EEBEL LD
T, LRoa— - v XV — TR ORGEZ BE Ll ERME AR ET 22 LB kD 5
D, MikREDFIEZONTIEE 3 ETFHE LB, —KMIC, FETHRIITON I
ZORREEZEB L TR ENMTONDLHE LRI, LanL, RAEZ VT 4 EEIZBN
TIE, i OEENG U CHEELALHT 5720, TOMKREE L BN RITIUE— 2ot
TOHEEE TR D2 L i3md CREEE S D 1,

WIZ, b RZ=a— « ¥R T Y —IRE S Atk TS AT RER ¥ — B Rk 2 T/BET W &2 AT
Do EMEZRTE LTRIE, ¥ — B X Ol B/E S B, 1€ B OBRECHEL - i i1 55 D F I,

SICIEFEEICHTIEEBREIHK LD, LENR->T, bR=a— - v 3 Vv —2iF, BEERK
RPN E ORI 2T — 23 E2@LC T, ERICEEZTHTIZE08Rk0bN5,

RAEH YT o FETIE, FEPEAHMICEH T 55T, MENRGHRERH 72D, L
Sa— s AU Y Il L TEEAEEICER T 52 LT, B EORE(LERS R TIXR SR

16 Thid., #RFR 137-139 H,
17 Tbid., #RFR 137 H,
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W, MFEEE L, EEOEENRIAEN D GEICIIMEZ T CREZHMOL, FEBRES A
AENDLGAICIEMEEZ EF CHREEZX Yy XU T o UMb ThD, —FH, fEEEHL
X, PSSO E WY — B 2R ZBEMICIRIET 572010, B R 24576 5 O IR 78 & % 75 EITIS

CCHEIET S22 & Th D,

Flo, RAEX VT4 EEICBWTE, BFETIEEVDTA VY —Fy FOERIZEYERD
HWIML o2& 50, RIEL ORENPINEZ L EZET AR H L, MAEEICL-T
REEFEBB L=V U RITR DL E0D, LR=a— - v XV A NI E S THEREOE

PUIEEREE Th D, M ¥EH O FERFCMIT R M| Pd Rk = & omE R (EICHIZER)
ZAHT L. TR O BEERIN AT L2 TR 67220,

ZLTC, bR=a— v xVy—%, ~HOTr R L ZOMBEFEMCON L, FHET 54
B L, WERMIMERE, ER - IS, MEREEREZIT O 202X, @7y — X% 0ig
Al R=a— - XV —ORBBLNAENR AR TH DL, MEI ToI L R=2— ¥
XA NEFHETHZEIE, bR=a— - XU YOO EE LM RS, 20oHkO L
Roa— XA NDORT p—w U AR REITS,

FNEFNORAEZ VT 4 HEICL->T, LRoa— - vX VAL FOVWTFRO T uk X CH
RBNEPND DR ED DN, WEPHL, TERE - M&EHR, WBRREHRIIT X TRIORE SN
TAIEIZ SN TITbI D, Lo T, flilSREIZLX=a— « v XV A NORBE L 2 5k
HDTCHEERTOEATHLENZ L), RETIE, LR=a— - v X VAV MBI LR
ik B E O 7 1 & S 4L 2 MRS Bl AS BR E I DWW Tk R 2,

M. L Roa— s XA MBI 5 BRBRMEERHRE
. MR EREDRE L FIE

RHEFICBWTIFE L BB OB L > TR RESND EBEX LN TN D, TFEODIEH]
XL B OMBENEWEE HREFOHHEERITE T L, FEENBLTLHBAITHY , —F,
fAG ORI & 13, FREESENT 213 E, EEFEPELOBBELZEMNT 5L W I EAITH 5,
Z LT, PashOFFE &G B H 3 2tk Tl ThH v, TS MG AR DOHA 1T
2 ER UTHEENEA L, HEEE 0L S I3MESMET L CREPEINT S, 2ok o2, B

B MR EDORIE & 13, TIHITIIMEOFREREN H 572D, TELMEHEDONT (T
Bt L, A 13X TR ~ S NIRRT D& 0O DO ThH D,

LIALennb, RAEZ VT 4 EETIE, FHEADHSCRRIEBOLELZ TS W EOHN
LY, EMICTEEZ THTA2ZEPRNETHD, WREBEOEBEDHT-HICH O TRENEE S
oD, WRGeis 25X E T RN H Mg 2 XA+ 2 2 EnRETH L, ZOREE, AAYE
2 VT 4 EFE TR, Ba ol & S OM R EN 72 STV D | BEa M o ik 22 812
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WE) LM AEEN R EINTZD LTWD, ZRICK LT, bRoa— - v 3 Uy — I XHFE LG
DEAE itz BET 25D TERL, HL E TR EDHEH L 22 b0 L LTRMT 24
% 18, B AL, FEOMEF AR BAG BRI 235 A LT Mgl S8 LA i s 23 PR 36 L
LT, TNDREEL— M2 LT LHEETIED LIRS, W oM~ DFE K%
BmL, HoFREL— 2 ERSELIIELREIVBINSGTHD,

o, RACZ VT 4 EEOMEHRESFEL LTE, Y —EAOEEICHLERERICEELY
Rk 22 CHRFeMitg 2 ET D T2 A b « 77 25K (cost-plus method) | & DWW ix [EHE
k%% & (cost-based pricing) | WEWRTH D, T AL « T ZAFATIE, FHEICET HEA
nEREZFHEL, Hog LERER (FE®+Z8HE) P—HT 28R EHET 52 L3
HDTHEBELRD, HRDIER S ZRE->TLE X, —EOHIMWICHER DI R ZERLT D720
WM RIKTE LW 5 MSP (minimum sales point) (2325 %, —H L TH—E XD FEM
KR pEa OEEE M %2 LD KO IR ELT DI LN TE D,

X4 oA E MSP

BRI R Flh waER

o
=
7]
o

ot

h.

ot

HET) AR

LU s, RAEX VT 4 FHETIE, EHOREZHEDLEERENTNETNOY —E A
DEMRICESSNDTZD, REHEEICL > TENTAOY —E A0 FMITETT 5, AN ER
THE AT REMEr T EEREL, BRENEMIHELZEZDL VW) LTHY, FER
DLW TIHMEE MRS 2 Y | FEEODRWHL TIIMMH A E < 2o TLES, L VDITR
ARV T A EEICITBRICHERBIR S 2720, BICHICIEEOEMRNMET L, B5I4EE

18 Tbid., #¥aR 88 H.,
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D OFIGRITHEMNT 208, FEBENIIEAEN EF 35720, WG 4720 ORI T 5,

David and Allisha (2014) (X, =22 « 79 2 HFRUIC LA HREIT L R=a— v R A
FOREEENDOLDTHDLZD, L RX=ma— - w3V A 2 MIBWTIE, BWYICHEE SN
—ERADMREMEEN . EOEEEMOFERFMMAZRE LR2TIERERWVWERERHLTWD 19, 72
2L, B2 HEDORWIRED OISR ELITO T L bIEFICHETH L2, 2 A - TTRF
RIIMAEREEZITOBEDOSE L LTIAHTHLIE VR LD,

0. ERBEHOMEAREREDIRE & K

FHIZHEARTZ LT, L R=a— - v X T A NTIE, BEOFBENAIHINTWS Z ENEE
ThHhdI b, REMEORMERREZ T DRI, TTx 3 58 F OMEH W2 5 E T
LMENRD D, FDIH, T—H o EINE N 2 @A L, BE OG5 IRE ik %
IRBICRET D22 & Wbwd THIRAIFEEE (strategic pricing) | 1%, L X==2— -+ ¥ X
V¥ —Ill o THROEBREREROOLOLINTND 20,

HEE IO TEHMELZBRTIFETHY . BEIOMELZ&ED L Z EICHELTWD, EF
MREHEOBEICENT, HEHFIWEICL > THORRER LN D LG LESAICITBAT
LIEAIN, BEICEL s TIEEALHIEEZHG LR, HDWITHEKZH D LHIE L2612
MROZERPOHIEALZZNWEAS, (F1) Lo T, BEOMMEIEIIEIY 5 —1v R
Xt W E DM 2 & &tk 2% &3 5 [lifE LM 4% (value based pricing) | % H:ff
ELRITNE RN ESIND 2L,

£ 1 RGN O E D S AT AR R I3 % i E AU O 5

Bl 2 400 o 25 7 NI
1. 2R AR — fiifs =¥ v i L2V B b7

2. TR BRI — fidh =¥ v ic % LU FE A EOHEE, TbAR
3. IS AL — bk =¥ v % @ 2 % i 5

HPT) David, K.H. and Allisha, A.M, REVENUE MANAGEMENT FOR THE HOSPITALITY INDUSTRY, Wiley, 2011.
(FEBHR [V_=a— - wx—=V A0 M) MEEE P HRE. 2016 4, MR 40 H,)

L, HBEHICE S TH—EADBAICKL > THLREWEEZ L8, Thbb XA
(WTP ; willingness to pay) 2720 HEE N — 1 2 DN THEERIC KA - 72850 L
KR Z FE-ZHEAICITHEA ST (consumer surplus) BNEEN D, HEERFNIL., BEICx

19 Tbid., ¥R 556 H
20 Thid., #iR 59 H.,
21 Thid., #iR 88 H.,
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LTCEOESBERTIETOBRKE LT N, — T, RENELEEZHENT H7-0I2ITPLTHE
SOWEEBEFRFZES L2TNE2bRW, L, P—EXICEEME S L < IXHE i 2 5%
ELTEHE. ARGENICES TS OHERERFLZHEICHRELTLE) RELRDH D, LR
ST, bR=a— v X VAT, fiHEEICH L TH-MMigZ2HET 20 TIER, filk
ZNW OO T A MIGEIL, R—b L FZLbRL—v 2%, ThEho® s A0k

LAk CEGET D THEJEMiA% (differential pricing) | BNERA SN D, HARAIT, FAEH
VT 4 FHEIZIE, RUY—ERExRET A MRS ik CIRFET UM, I]FET
LHGETCHEM, B, FOERE., KRS L o TR 2B S8 5 Tk, D0 —E 20K
BRLZRALT 5 Z LI KVl 22 b S 2 FIE. Ny —VIRIEIC K 2 GG ORER L
W& g At A 5RO % T BRAUICAT O AR FIEDR H D,

& . David and Allisha (2014) > I 2L — a3 U EZHWT, RTIIEIT 5 BEME % TG
AU 7o RIS B AS B EIZ DWW TR TV, FifgE LT, ZDORTNAVOEFEHIT 500 T, HEE
DIIAFFAFIT 110 1508, 1 BEZRT L7cH G OF R ATRERE. TRbbRELHEIT 758 L
"ET S (K5),

6 [ Al e & o e A B

RFEEEEH IRFTEEM
500% 5002
\ $100 x 1002
EEREE=50% =$10,000 - :
ADR=$150 3758 7 @Ei_i{ﬁ@—m
GOPPAR=$37.5 ¢ ADR=§140
c GOPPAR=$48.75
- BHERE 275%
250=F
A
A $150 x 2503
$150 x 2505 =$33,000
=$33,000 B
HBERE .
B’ $200 x 255 =$5,000 R
0 $75 $150 $225 0 $75 $100 $150 $200
/' =
5 EEE BERFTIMEE e = R 55 {5
gfgfﬁﬁﬁ%%?&g E=EL—k AREORAZLL SR | RICI

HiF7) David, K.H. and Allisha, A.M, REVENUE MANAGEMENT FOR THE HOSPITALITY INDUSTRY, Wiley, 2011.
(PFBEFBR [Vv_=a— - =x—U 22 MR ERERFHRS, 2016 48, FER 90-92 B L » EF1ERL

R ErR KT 2O THIIX, V— %2 1 8 1$ICRELLEEA. EEBME (occupancy
percentage) 2213 100% & 725723, 52 L CHBERERHEZI ) Z LIIARAETHLIZD, TDOLH 72
AR EFAT A2V, — 5, 173 300$ & SLIFFAREED 2 15 Offiks THRIE 3 HIE, Py %K =E Hifl

H

2 fH, Hl, A, FLOol —EHMRAOIREATREEELD O 5, EBRITIRIE S NI FER DR,
HEBER =BT FEL - RIRE TR =K
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(average daily rate : LL' T, ADR &F£F) 281X\ < 250, WEREERIIKRIBIZH LT 5725
Do ZORTINTHEEMABIEZRM T 256 XLFAETH D 110 1508 THRIET 5 Z L T,
WADOIRKAENAGEEL 725, ZZTIHEL ATRLELIIC, b—F%E 1A 15080 B —fli#E 12 3% E
L. 1 HORZEFEEKIT 260 =, FEBEMRIT 50% L ELTWD,

IR LI HBEBE L > TR EN R D720, 1A 1508 T BICRINDHE
FERFBNFEAT D ENEHZ D0, BEEMEEE CIIHEERFELIY ZIZLTLESTND,
F72, ClX 1A 15080 ZHFFRFIT RN REEME O 758% L0l 5 A RFED & 5 1T
Whard, REhEz LRZ28HETENLL., TOEHAIEEREDO XL WICEYTEX L0 0bH
T OEE AR CIXEBEFREL BT LN TE R, BEMERIE ST, 25 LZHES
RFCEETFE 2 G T 5 720D Ol EIE TH 5,

ZZ T, L—F% 17A100$. 150$. 2008D 3 Ex[& o & & ks % 5% . 17115080 L — T
A FETEY O 250 2, X HIZ 100$D L — KT 100 =, 2008D L — hT 25 ERFETE/ LT
L. TOREFR. 1 H 3T BPMRIE S, BEBMERITH Ml ORI~ 50% LA L. 50%05
5% 72 o 1o, FREINAITHE ik TiX 37, 5008 Th o722, BEEAMIME D EFHTIX 52, 5008 &
mote, L L, BEEMA CHGE L7-B o ADR IZ 140$ & . B —ffifs THkFE L 72D ADR150$.C
ERT-6.T%& 7> TWd, L, 17410080 L — KT 100 e Liz7=0, #¥IKHIZ ADR
RFLIEZENEHZ D, —H, L RXR=a— - v X VA OB L L Tl TEHEZREHE
EH A% (gross operating profit per available room : UL F. GOPPAR & #it) 2422\ CIid,
B — i ¥ Bl s TU 37.58 T D DITKF L, W& MMFS s Tid 48.756% & 30% b1l L L TW5,

2 B HRES & MM S TO R T o — v A DEN

wa L—t | mmEE \ Z=QA | ADR | GOPPAR
Bl
$150.00 | 250 $37,500.00| $150.00| $37.50
B JE {5
$100.00 100]  $10,000.00 $100.00 $5.00
$150.00 250  $37,500.00 $150.00 $37.50
$200.00 25 $5,000.00 $200.00 $6.25
BEE SR 375 $52,500.00 $140.00 $48.75
1L 125|  $15,000.00 -$10.00 $11.25
% 50.0% 40.0% -6.7% 30.0%

B H,H, A, FEVo e BRI AN O K EIRIE ATREAMAS O V-4, ADR=%=i{e7E L+ R7eK =K
24 &)Zo JE I H N D iR 72 T Eii&l%%k@ﬁﬁi@%?%ﬂﬁf\ GOPPAR= (i 7t b — F =L E &)+ I 5E v

ERBTRDOEND, RITRITITHEEFET LG ENDN, T2 TD GOPPAR i@%?ﬁid)%ﬁ#%%ﬂj
éﬂflﬂéo FERRIC, b R=a— -'?Z/%/}\%fﬁﬁﬁ”i’r %, FER =T LD GOPPAR I K IFTHEIZOWN

TLEELZ2TNIE RS 20,
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HPT) David, K.H. and Allisha, A.M, REVENUE MANAGEMENT FOR THE HOSPITALITY INDUSTRY, Wiley, 2011.
(FTEFBHR [V _=a— - v x—T 20 MR WERERFHRE, 2016 4, FER 90-92 H &L v #51ERk,

ok, BWREMEEKEEZRATSZ LIk T, BRI CIXINEEE SNBSS
FEBETFEZERTDHDILENTE D, FEORKEEEBT H72DIC, LR=a— vV
— IR EOEEFBELBED THURDL, FEROFTET M 28U A Lz BT, #EBRHAIZ &K
BRICAEN L CHEEZRMERELITY ZENRRDLND, EL, iIZbib_72L oz, L_X==a
— AV AY MBI IRBAMARETH ETY—Tr T4 U TERT, HICERICHLED
SNDFEIZOVWTERE L 2R2IT TR 57220,

V. REXE~DL R=a— - XV A MNOEA
1. MEBEE~D LR — - =X VA FOEA W REME

ZZET, UR=a— s X VA Y MOEERNBE L, TORE L R KR E T 7' I

BT 2 MISAIAS R E D FIUIC DWW TR TE 7z, AETIE, bRX=a— - v XV A FOJREE#

O A FRENE, 72 O NICHEAIZH 72 o TORBEE 55

FREE I AR T VL R, BRICxH L TR, Ralaotk, BB, HERECHEST LD
BV —EAZRIEL TV D, BEEPRES>TVHLEONEENDIIHEENTH S —FH., BED
JEHIENCEB L TR Y (EEBED S W OIER O ZEIRIIREEICZ R REREZ 6 LTV D,
2L, BIATROXA I 7RFER I T AR5 2 L, REOHEAY —E AT
EMROZ L L LTHBIRBEL TS, LER-> T, b R=a— - v XV AV MIREEEICE
WTHBREFEST LI O LAEIND,

LAl EEEICBNW L Roa— - w3 VA MERBLEGA, Bl R=a— <X
VAP EBALTWLIRTNVEU EOMRPIHGIND, TIIZIEFERELS 2 DOHEARH Y |
IREERPAR T VITIZ SRR E VR AET AR D 5120 —IZIEF 220D, O DITREFEE(EDOTHE
WARTNE (V=R T &R UECEHT2BmICHD 2L Thd, TITRE L KT
N DOSLHBN AR BB OB LD b DONRKEN, HRAIT, KIF (2011) O BEKITH A
S FEHEBOETSN TIX, BISMIH L b OO, REHEIEEFHLTHN/ NS, #F T
FEEBARENVEWVIFHERN/ETND 25, BEICLRN=a— X VA PEEALTVD LD
BRARTNIE, L ZELFHEBOL R OKEHEIC ML, EUVRAFALZWEOFERICH —
EEOBENLIAEND, T LT, BCHOR RIS T 2 REEIX,. LY v — - BUEH]
AMEEALEDEDFERICHERTEAMBOFTBENL . REKRIRICINARE ) 4 Hil 3 2 FEN
EF L. ZNUADIZEAENPEBB E Wo o XS ICEHABIMD TREVHDO LHR SN D,

25 KRR (2011) TEVAMITHEGTARIC L 2 BHABICE T 2 —522) 80T [ 3EBEHt2EA L
FAE SHTICEET 2 (CEE 28 ) ] 2011 £, 9 H.,
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O] L BB T D T kA b BEEAHAS IR & 75 O Z8ER 1T R 7L 3L b B e R
THhY, LR_Roa— w32 VA ML AHERLEL IR TS,

HOOEDF L Roa— « IR VA IREEOHMEEL D) 2 ETHDH, —HITIE
SRV, RTNVEOREANT 7 F v —1x, OFTVAREHELFTA L, JIHRELEMHTD
—J7, ERENGE LT ATAKIE. OREBER - THINY —ERAEZREIT 2R TAREORY
ERTHY, 8- HREOBREEAMT L —F, HINY— B RDRFEL S ER S L O EiE
T4 BB RIS L T A RE R, @R T LY vy B L OMEE Y — R 2R L
WEHEFET 4 — DR AL THEEREICHHS N TN D, 209 b, K7 L ETREEED
TEEERL, BELVIALVRIEAI OO, BYR LM E Vo R REIEIC T B E Y 2
7B MBI, T, REEEOREA 57 F v —k, A - RE - EEFETHY
FTNOHETOIV A7 —FICADLRITIIER LR\, KEXED 9FLL EABENLRRTH 50T
REARARIZHESD TWVNDEINDEN, ZTDIIFEAENBRICBITOIHREORKRBICERT2LDOTH
B, Lo T, 5%, MEFEICIEL_Roa— - v 32U A0 hOEEERE 2T LT, BEHE
EFTCENEEMTHLS L VAL D,

2. MEEE~D L R=oa— =X VAV MERAEORE

e l, IREEEIC L N2 — - v XV AV FEEHAT2ICHT> T, WS OO BEICE R
LZENBESNDN, 22 TEHVR=a— - v RV AL OB T o 2 Ik 5 E 12 B
T2200EEFT D,

O EDF, LYV DIFFREMNREORIEECTITHBEHERNEE L TBHT, b bENF—E
ADMIZODDEAIZ L EMICHEESNL TV RWEARS 5, BIKHHEREIEIH ETY
—EARBRICHOTARZEE L TITbN D b DO Th DM, IFEERICH S S5 FEEHS
REEEZEL L B TE, BEA Mo REMES LMK R E O B 2223 722 IR B I M
STLEI, WTFRIZL TS, BBEHMGIERE X 1T > 7% ITIL, AEE M OFFRHEHH 2 E L7
TR o720, ZORICENENORMERMT 52 L1025, Lo T, REEEICE
WTIE, bR=a— - v X VAV MEEHAT OLUROERE LT, 203 X MG L EfICHE
LTEPRTER S22, bleRia, REEEICIIHEBHRMZ CERY— 2 A0 LR L IZBEFRO
IRNEBR 2B MR LT EH70 26, L R=a—« v RY A MIAAT L THE ORI 2 #Ei/h L7z
DB DWW TTHUERUE A ISR B HIR 21T 5 BN B D,

H OOV E DL, MREEHE L AT NVETITRRGEESCIIEIEN R R 572D, AT VEDOLX=a
— IRV AV N ERIEECZOEFHEAT L ENAAREEVOMETH L, ST VEICBT

26 MILEZ VR NIIERICEL DB EFETORRKEREGE~OBLA ) [HEE - S 7 AVRE OFA L E
Bl BRELESTHES. 2008 45, T4 H,
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LRERRBIIETEER—ATEZLNLTEY ., BREBBHEL ADR bR Shiz, 55—
BN O FREZEERBICHT S 1Eh-0 OFEHEREE ., 725 RevPAR (revenue per
available room) 273 /37 f —~ U ZADFIiEAE L 2 5, FEB@EFR L ADROWT KT L
L ThH, AT NVICEG D —FHE2 EASELIEEIDH L0, T EBTEITHEMIZ
RevPAR ZET HZ L MAREELE R DD TH D, LB T, RTNLVEDLR=a— - 7RI A
Y EOBMERET NVITT R TEEN—ATHESINTEY . Thz@EH T 2ITITMREX TSN T
HbEEN—ADEBEHRZITOLERD D,

—J7. WL TITAEDEEOE A L > THS b FET D08, FREEEICR T 2 iR O IERE I
14 1H2 8, 124U EOENRLZAIRE LTEZXALNTEY ., BHRKHEME EE®K
RN NT =< ZAOFMEAE L 72> T D, R, JREEE TIIIERDZEHER L WD U X 7 %A
BT 2720, VDT EERBEO LENERINTE R, AEKITHEEORBA B L OME RS
BMiOETICE 2T, ZOEVRAETNVEFRAZTZTND, £DD, REEEIC L N=2—
IAVA M RERTHICHo TR, £, MEDBEORGIZE~ L WA L, HiRHMi &R
B & TEMAEREEAZMIE L 2T NER 52V, ZRICL > T, BERHMAIZ O W TR TV
EDLRoa— X TVAV NOMERET A EEZOEFHEAT LI ENTEDL LR D, 12
L. EEEOMBHMICIBIT I L Roa— XV A bE | AT AVEORBIHMLZ OMO
BV —ERAEIIBITDI LR — <XV A P TERAMEEEDRKELS BTV E, 2T
RTNERREF —ECREIRFEZRO—RBEBEEZHRL T L0 L, [ ZEHERE DRI
A — X2 RAET D REEOREMMNITFTERARD H, Lo T, JREEEOKEHM
DL R=a—-v XA MIBRONEFEOF TR Z AT 2 X< 5E EofkiE X5 Hh,
AT VELFERRIC - BREBEECORAET —ERAZRBETIEORAET AA~LEBL, 22 TO
MERLET NV EEAT LI LRTNIERS 20,

Bbyic

ARTIE, Z20IFE AL EPEERNRREGEICHE > TOWORIEE~DL X2 —« v RV AV
kO3l AIZ O W TR E21T > TE T,

B1IETE, LR=a— - vRx VAV NORARNLMEOER L Toc, LR=a— vV
AV NI, R¥EOARLRLTHEHEICOAEN b EIND L OIC, 7 LakiE{bkT 2 —ED 7 ntk
ATHY, ~— T4V TERATHLZENRDOLNTND, LR=a— vz A ME, O
BRI —ERERIELTVWDHZ &, QUARNBEEN TS D Z &, OFENE ML T
THZ L, OEEEENELS ., EHEENMENZ L, @O WEMENEEERFALTNDLZ LD

clt

A REZ EiE

F!‘/

27 RevPAR=ADR X Z =B =, & 5\ T RevPAR=F = R FCHIN A + K5 R

20
Morisita Memorial & Research Foundation
Journal of Morisita Memorial Research No.2



— MY IR N RS R 2240 B T IEMA R ZERE &M
AR TMHARE H25

b DOFMEMIETHETHREREL, ZNOLICHEBOTONDIERAE XY T 4 EE¥EDLHER
FEICEASHHAENLDOH D, LX=a— v XV A Y ME, OffifsEE. OFE TR, OFEE -
filiks & 2, OFERHKERE, OFROFFMOMER L7256 >O7m X &M ViRLAT) 2L Tl
DL EZR D, ZRH0 ) BAIEHEEIZL R=a— - v XV A MO LR DD THE
7B ATHD I L EBRAT,
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[ABSTRACT]

In this study, adapting Revenue Management to Ryokan Business is considered through reviewing
primary concept of it. Revenue Management is the process of revenue optimization with price control and
inventory control to bring profits for both customer and company. It elicits an effect when service is offered,
capacity is rigid, fixed charge ratio is high and demand fluctuates periodically. On the other hand, RM elicits
great effect in Ryokan Business, shifting from customer based to room based P/L control, and considering
adapting of food and beverage revenue management after introducing sectorial P/L control is needed for
adapting RM to Ryokan Business.
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[ABSTRACT]

Inbound tourism in Korea is beset with problems. Among them, an overconcentration of accommodation
in Seoul have caused shortages of facilities and raising cost. This study investigates the policy initiatives
toward the institutional development for the revitalization of the lodging industry by examining the
characteristics of demand for accommodation in the Korean travel market from Chinese tourists, who
constitute the majority of overseas travelers, as well as those from Japanese tourists, who followed in second
place. This investigation confirms that the resolution of the accommodation issue does not necessarily lie in
the general travel needs but rather in the effectiveness of policy and institutional planning that corresponds
to the diversity of tourist demands.
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[Conceptual Research paper]

Models of brand equity — a transfer from the production to tourism settings
and their application

Basic parameters of a successful destination brand

Marica Mazurek”
(Abstract)

The study provides insight into the theory of brand equity models, which are predominantly used for non-tourism settings and the
discussion of the applicability in tourism destinations. The contribution of this article is to try to think out of the box and use some
principles of branding and brand measurement also in tourism destinations, at least to be able to understand some different
concepts. The results of research and study revealed that the brand equity research in tourism destinations is still underdeveloped
and only some of studies discussed models suitable in tourism settings, which confirmed a need for further research of models of
brand equity in tourism destinations.

Keywords: Models of brand equity; Brand equity measurement; Competitive advantage and innovations

1. Introduction

Branding as one of possible way of the competitive advantage improvement of destinations has been
studied during the last decade and even earlier (after 2" World War in production settings) by academics or by
practitioners (DMOs, governmental or private marketing and planning bodies, etc.) Branding belongs to the
topic popular especially due to its internal meaning and strength, which could be expressed by branding equity.
Howard Schultz, the founder of Starbucks mentioned that “the most powerful and enduring brands are built
from the heart. They are real and sustainable. Their foundations are strong because they are built with the
strength of the human spirit, not an ad campaign” (http://www.ultraupdates.com).

The importance of self-expression and emotional attachment, which is embedded in brands, enables to
boost competitiveness of tourism destinations, especially by stronger attachment and loyalty and so called
kinship of destination. These components build a structure of models of branding. Brand equity measurement
and application of models is emerging and the academics became more curious how the existing practices and
models are applicable and if they are applicable in real settings and what is the benefit of their use or
application for destinations and communities. This question became even more striking due to the fact that the
future of marketing will be a battle of brands (Pike, 2005).

1.1. Methodology and Goals

In order to be able to understand brands, principles of branding and brand equity creation and measurement,
the aim of the paper is to explain how the principles of brand models and brand equity have been constructed in
production and transferred into tourism concepts. Several models have been specifically used in production
settings and specific models have been constructed for tourism settings; however, their applicability or
measurement of brand equity has still not been fully explored. The most important argument, which has
influenced this type of conceptual search is the question if really a brand fulfills the brand promise and if the
brand equity models should be created from the supply side or demand side or both sides (more versatile) and
especially which elements should a successful brand (and model of brand equity) contain in order to fulfill it.
For this reason our methodology will follow the specific goals of research:

*MSc, PhD. candidate University of Matej Bel Banska Bystrica
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a) make review of different chosen set of brand models (common, even suitable for production, and
tourism destinations)

b) set up criteria for their comparison (supply side, demand side, both sides - versatile, production and
tourism settings)

¢) determine crucial items (dimensions) for each group of models

d) create own model comprising the demand and supply side perspective and combining both sides in
order to fulfill the promise of a tourism destination

e) discuss and explain the principles and methods of measurement of brand equity and
implementation constraints

The study has been based on a research of selected academic literature dealing with branding, models of
brand equity, brand management in production and in tourism settings, comparison of different approaches to
brand models and discussion about these differences. The goal of this study was to combine together the
existing knowledge on brand equity measurement and selected brand equity models. These models have been
chosen especially due to their possible implementation in tourism destination setting. The choice of models is
selective and there exist several different models of brand equity, which were not included. However, we claim
that the models used in this research are suitable for the comparison and the explanation of principles of
functioning in tourism destinations. A selection of models of brand equity was based on former research dealing
with brand equity concepts and the fact that the concept of customer-based brand equity has been developed at
highly qualitative level by the studied authors as Aaker, Keller, Cai, Boo, Busser and Baloglu (2009) model, etc.

The study could be used as an exploratory conceptual research for further measurement and
implementations of specific concepts in tourism destinations and become a source of inspiration for developing
of methods of brand equity measurement in tourism regions, destinations or tourism generally. The goal is not
to discuss specific examples or cases, but to compare the models and their concepts, discuss their applicability
(strengths and weaknesses) and find among those models some useful and inspiration components for tourism
managerial practice.

2. Literature review
2. 1. Brand equity

Brand equity as a source of wealth and “added value” has emerged enormous interest among tourism
marketers and academics despite of the fact that brand equity is rooted in financial disciplines, for instance in
the accounting. Thode and Maskulka (1998) defined positive brand equity in financial content as corresponding
to a situation when “the producer is able to sell their product at a price above the commodity (bulk) price and
the premium price can be attributed to the bond itself.” Additionally, Wood (2000) pointed out that “the brand
construct has proliferated into multiple meanings. Accountants tend to define brand equity differently from
marketers, with the concept being defined both in terms of the relationship between customer and brand
(customer-oriented definition), or as something that accrues to the brand owner (company-oriented definitions).”
Dual approaches to the brand equity creation and perception of brands inferences the construction of models of
branding.

Brand equity creation could be perceived from two paradigm angles — the neoclassical and the relational.
Neoclassical approach in marketing is based on the micro-economic perspective with a predominant function of
marketing mix tools. However, in this period of time, the relational paradigmatic approach to branding is
becoming more popular in the most successful marketing strategies. In order to support this statement, Ambler
(1997) distinguished “the underlying discipline of the marketing mix or neoclassical paradigm 1is
microeconomics, whereas the relational paradigm is about people and draws its substance from the other social
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sciences.” A shift from classical marketing and branding theory to the place marketing and branding by offering
the relational and network marketing paradigms and alternative branding perspectives (relational branding) have
demarcated a contemporary development of marketing and the growing importance of brand equity function
even in tourism destinations.

Pritchard and Morgan (1996) suggested that a successful brand builds an emotional link between product and
consumer and that “mood marketing” is a useful method of destination branding; where brand saliency is
created through the development of an emotional relationship with the consumer through highly choreographed
and focused communication campaigns.” The emotional attachment to tourism destinations can be fulfilled via
attitudes, attributes of a place, especially through the sophisticated management of a tourism system in a place
(place branding and management), management of brand attributes (natural environment, history, culture,
heritage as well as services offered in a tourism destination and their quality). Several authors as Pyo, Mihalik &
Uysal (1989) underlined a multidimensional character of the motivation of tourists seeking an experience and
the emotional attachment in tourism destinations.

For this reason, it is important to evaluate in branding a historical potential, heritage, character of
destinations (city, town, rural place, coastal or mountainous destinations). The role of history and culture in
branding of places has been supported also by academics Go and Govers (2009) who described in their the 3-
gap place branding model based on the idea of the 5-gap service quality analysis model by Parasuraman et al.
(1985) in the Place identity (Anchor) section the importance of authenticity and history, culture and religion for
successful place branding strategies. Experience, imagery and emotional bonds are the results of the
implementation of culture, history and heritage into the branding strategies of destinations.

The emotional bonds and motivation are formed on a demand side; however a tourism destination’s desire is
to create favorable conditions and to motivate and attract more visitors. Hence, as has been mentioned by Kozak
(2003), on the supply side, the trip is not a single product; it is made up of components supplied by a variety of
organizations with different objectives. For this reason, the process of branding and branding equity creation
could be a really peculiar, and the author added that “all these elements make a contribution to the tourists’
cumulative experiences with the vacations”. The attributes as a part of brand equity may influence the emotional
attachment, attitudes, brand loyalty, and the awareness as one of the most influential factors of the brand
strength jointly with the brand attributes. A complexity of destination product in tourism destinations consists
also from a local community and the representatives of public and private sector. Important is a mutual co-
operation of these entities and especially the co-operation with the community and local people. This process is
crucial for a successful branding process and the participation of local community influences better authenticity
and mutual co-operation and co-creation processes. It is a process of improvement of mutual relationships
among brand creators, community (setting of a brand, a place) and the brand users (visitors, customers), which
influences a loyalty growth.

Based on a relational network of a brand and place branding concept (Hankinson’s place marketing and
branding concept, Scheme 1), a success of branding and brand equity depends on the coexistence and co-
operation of brand creators (supply side) and brand users (demand side) and a congruence of their perceptions
of attitudes and attributes offered by a tourism destination. Building a destination brand and creating of brand
equity requires a fulfillment of an expected experience and promise. The above discussed ideas were expressed
in a definition of brand as a “name, symbol, logo, word or other graphic that both identifies and differentiates
the destination, furthermore it conveys the promise of a memorable travel experience that is uniquely associated
with the destination, it also serves to consolidate and reinforce the recollection of pleasurable memories of
destination experience “(Goeldner et al., 2000, p. 653). The most important in this definition is the idea of a
promise, which needs to be explained and especially to understand a necessity of a holistic approach to branding
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process. A holistic approach to branding enables to implement a holistic view of all important attributes, e.g.
tangible (utilitarian and environmental), intangible (symbolic) and experiential (based on Keller, 1993).

Scheme 1: The relational network brand
Consumer relationships -

non-conflicting target markets .
residents and employees .
internal customers.

manage d relationships.

Brand infrastructure

relationships
Access services

Primary service .

relationships .
Services at the .

Core brand -
Personality -

Hygiene . core of the brand .
Brandscape Positiontng’s experience .
(infrastructure) .
\ Media relationships -
Public relations .
Advertising .

Source: Hankinson, G, 2004.

The models of brand management (identity, equity, and brand architecture), constructed by Aaker (1991),
Kapferer ((2004), and Keller (1993), contain main principles of branding based on methods of benchmarking.
For this reason, the most useful strategies and tactics for data collection have become a priority of branding
researchers. To create these strategies or tactics, two main approaches are familiar in branding — management
of brands (supply side) and consumer culture and brands (demand side); however, another familiar approach
involves mixing of both in order to achieve a congruency. For instance, Kapferer’s model (Scheme 2, 3, and 4)
includes six facets: physique, personality, relationship, culture, reflection, and self-image. Consumers perceive a
destination from a bottom-up perspective. Scheme 6 explains the logistic of brand management and brand
perception. Consumers perceive first the tangible character of a destination; however, before a visit, they create
attitudes and beliefs. Consumer’s image is created by the organic image (knowledge about a destination from
different source, and media), or the induced image (promotional and marketing activities). Crucial for trustful
image creation is a principle of respecting the brand core identity. Brand and image building needs to stem from
the brand core identity, and the image has to be created before the identification of the brand core identity
(Kapferer, 1995). This fact influences congruency of destination image (represented by a brand) and self-image
(a consumer’s perception and feelings during a visit.

Scheme 2: The Brand Pyramid and the Identity Prism

Brand style

Culture
Personality I ‘ Self-image

Physique Reflection
Relationship

Source: Kapferer, J. N., 1995.
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Scheme 3: The Brand Pyramid and the Identity Prism

| Picture of sender - |

(e ]

Relationship -

Externatilization. - | Internalization «
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Source: Kapferer, J. N., 2004.

Scheme 4: The brand system

Brand management Brand perception process:

process! top-down « bottom-up «

‘ Brand vision and

‘ Core brand values -

| Brand personality codes Semiotic

| Strategic benefits and attributes - |

AN

| Physical signature: family resemblance

N
Source: Kapferer, 2008.

The Kapferer’s brand prism model (Scheme 3) contains an emerging salient component (physique) — the
tangible added value. Physique contains the characteristics of a destination, its qualities. Kapferer (2008)
stressed the importance of material benefits even for the image-based brand. Physique is the backbone of the
brand with its representative qualities. In addition, it has a tangible character and means the icon of a destination.
The problem with brands, representing physical facets, can be in their weak functional added value caused by
the intangible character of services. In a service sector as tourism, the intangible character of services originates
a case wherein many brands start as ideas and not as tangible added values. For this reason, in tourism branding
based on the emotional connection to a destination, stronger factor as the physique, would be for visitors the
emotional attachment and experiences.
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The two-legged concept, described by Kapferer (2008), confirms the importance of emotional branding,
creation of pleasant attitudes, image, and the appreciation of attributes of a tourism destination. Figure 1
illustrates the concept of brands as two-legged value consisting of intangible and product values. This concept
supports the idea that effective branding of tourism destination has to be grounded on the emotional content and
the intangible values are primary sources of brands.

Fig. 1: The two models of brand building

Intangible added values

Values, mission 4

Benefits \

Attributes
Ingredients T

Tangible added values >

Source: Kapferer, J. N., 2008.

Some authors claim that experiences can be managed as products (Zeithaml & Bitner, 2003), which supports
the importance of experiences for both — consumers and tourism destination marketers. Kapferer’s model
enables to understand the principles of brand identity building and its components, for example culture and
history, which influence the uniqueness of a destination.

A fact that tourism is predominantly a service sector, has implications for branding and the impact of
relationships among the service providers and consumers. The inner relationship with a brand is expressed in
the self-image of the brand user. The brand identity prism model contains the ideas and relationships, which are
useful for explanation and comparison of models of consumer brand equity, their efficiency, and efficacy. In
addition, the model confirms the importance of relational marketing and explains the construction of a brand.
In order to understand how consumers decide and where their decision is rooted emerges a need for the
competitive environment. Measurement of brand equity and the implication of brand equity models dealing with
the consumer based equity needs to implement a decomposition approach (discussed by Aaker and Keller). The
following discussion will highlight some main principles of these models and their conceptual base, their
strengths and weaknesses and possibilities of the implementation of some of their characteristics into tourism
settings.

2.2. The Aaker’s and Joachimstahler’s model of consumer brand equity

The importance of brand identity building with a core and extended identity has been confirmed also by
Aaker. Aaker (1991) is one of few academics dealing with models of brand equity who combined the concepts
of consumer perception (awareness, brand associations, and perceived quality) with the consumer behavior
(brand loyalty).

The author grouped 12 dimensions of brand identity into four perspectives: “brand-as product (product scope,
product attributes, quality/value, users, and the country of origin), brand-as-organization (organizational
attributes, local versus global), brand-as a person (brand personality, brand-customer relationship), and brand-
as-symbol (visual imagery/ metaphors and brand heritage)” (Keller & Kotler, 2006). Aaker’s model is
considered the most generally accepted model, and represents the demand and supply side of branding with a
strong managerial and marketing impact.
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Aaker (1991) discussed the difference between the classic brand management model and the brand
leadership model, where in the second type of model a brand equity principle is rooted in the strategic, visionary
approach. The first version of the model (Scheme 5) was created by Aaker and later developed by Aaker and
Joachimstahler (2000). The model is based on a systematic analysis of branding and a strategic vision, which
are important for systematic and pragmatic models. Brand loyalty, brand awareness, perceived quality, brand
associations, and other proprietary assets (patents, trademarks, and channel relationships) are five assets of the
model. Aaker (1991) defines brand equity as “a set of brand assets and liabilities linked to a brand, its name and
symbol that add or subtract from the value provided by a product or service to a firm and/or to that firm’s
customers” (p.15).

Scheme 5: Managing Brand Equity
AAKER'S MODEL

Perceived Quality

Name Brand
Awareness \ / Associations

Brand Equity
Name, Symbol

Brand Assets

Brand Loyalty ‘ / \ Other Proprietary

Provides Value to Customer by Provides Value by:
Enhancing customer’s Efficiency and Effectiveness
Interpretation/Processing of Information of Marketing Programs
Confidence in the purchase decisions Brand Loyalty

Use satisfaction Prices/Margins

Brand Extensions
Trade Leverage
Competitive Advantage

Source: Aaker, D. A., 1991.

Brand loyalty measures the consumer’s commitment or attachment to the brand and refers to repeated
purchases or visits to a destination. Some authors define brand loyalty from the attitudinal or behavioral
perspectives, where a former means commitment to some specific value of the brand and the latter refers to a
preference for a specific product or service. Brand loyalty increases chances of a target market to be competitive
by the strengthening of components of brand equity (Aaker, 1991, 1996). It is the only one component of this
model, which cannot exist without a personal experience or use. For this reason, brand loyalty is one of the most
important components of brand equity. Awareness, associations, and perceived quality (customer’s subjective
opinion) are not so strictly based on personal experiences with a brand.

Brand awareness is consumer’s ability to recall a brand. The strongest factors influencing awareness and
recall involve product and service quality, and brand associations (the set of information and characteristics
known about brand). The level of awareness stretches from mere recognition to brand dominance. Aaker (1991,
1996) distinguishes two factors associated with brand awareness — brand recognition and brand recall, where the
latter means to retrieve a brand from memory. Perceived quality is rooted in subjective evaluation of quality by
a consumer. A gap between quality of tourism products, services, and perceived quality originates a decreased
trust, popularity of a destination, and means a decrease of competitiveness.

The reason to buy a product or visit a destination is incorporated in brand association, and customers express
through their positive attitude their relationship to a brand. Aaker (1991, 1996 b) added that the most influential
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brand equity’s components, which are part of brand associations, are brand personality and organizational
associations. Positioning is a tool used in competitive destinations and its powerful character stems from the
creation of strong associations and differentiation (Aaker, 1992).

Figure 2: Managerial and consumer-based approach presenting the role of brand positioning

Brand image

Brand identity

Brand
positioning

Actual image held by
consumers

Desired brand image

Source: Aaker, D.E., 1996.

The strongest bond with brand associations involves brand awareness, especially through the implementation
of names, symbols, slogans associated with tangible physical attributes or intangible attributes of tourism
destinations. Hankinson and Cowking (1993) matched the consumer’s physical needs with the functional
attributes and the psychological needs with the symbolic values of a brand. For this reason is important to
create strong brands fulfilling the brand promise and enabling to combine the managerial and consumer-based
approach (versatility in the use) with a strong commitment to fulfill the expectations of visitors.

2. 3. Keller’s customer-based brand equity model (CBBE)

Keller confirmed in this model the Aaker’s idea of combining physical and imagery components in order to
create a strong and rich brand. Aaker and Jacobson (2001) explained that emotional needs are satisfied by
emotional concerns and utilitarian needs by rational concerns. Keller’s model is less versatile as Aaker’s and
Joachimstahler’s model because it is based on a consumer’s behavior and a managerial (marketing and
management) approach.

These concepts of Keller's model are based on the theory of planned behavior (Ajzen, 1985, 1987, 1991)
and the theory of reasoned action (Fischbein & Ajzen, 1975). Keller originated three types of models - Brand
Positioning Model (identifying the differences and point of parity of products), Brand Value Chain Model
(suitable for financial settings), and Brand Resonance Model. For our research interest, Customer Based Brand
Equity Model (CBBE) or the Brand Resonance Model (Scheme 6) will be explained.

Scheme 6: Keller’s CBBE model

Consumer-Brand Resonance

Consumer Consumer
Judgment Feelings
Brand Performance Brand Imagery
Brand Salience
Source: Keller, K.L. (2003).
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The model was primarily constructed for production setting, but some principles and concepts are also
flexible for tourism destinations. Three major characteristics shape the model — brand knowledge, brand
awareness, and image. All three concepts have been transferred from a cognitive psychology (associative
network memory models). A major idea concerning strength of branding, is that minds of consumers are the
most powerful weapon (Keller (1993), i.e., the brand knowledge is presented by thoughts, feelings, images,
perceptions, and attitudes. Knowledge of brands and consumers’ response is a determinant of the customer-base
brand equity. The origin of knowledge and its impact on consumer behavior is an influential factor. Heding et al.
(2009, p. 88) explained that in cognitive psychology, “knowledge in memory consists of nodes and links and is
structured into associative networks....the nodes vary in strength; some associations are stronger than others.”
Recognition of brand knowledge consisting of brand image and awareness, classification of brand associations,
attributes, attitudes, brand recall, is important source of information for consumers, as has been presented in the
Scheme 7.

Scheme 7: Dimensions of brand knowledge

Brand recall

/ Packaging
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\\ Brand Recognition
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Keller stressed the importance of image and brand awareness in his model; however also other factors are
influential. For example, in order to understand the imagery, a demographic and psychographic characteristic
of consumers is required. Performance building block contains service effectiveness. The evaluation of
historical, heritage potential is rooted in the imagery. Important source of data is the evaluation of attitudes and
attributes and the image of a destination. Burmann et al. (2009, p. 393) claimed that “the level of benefit
provided to buyers by the brand corresponds to the amount of brand strengths ascribed to the brand”, which
means that the brand strength is crucial for the creation of a strong brand equity.

Except “Brand knowledge” as one component of a strong brand, Keller (2002) agreed that differentiation,
positioning, and a response of consumers to marketing are decisive factors for creation of strong brands.
Differentiation and positioning belong to the recognized influential factors of competitive strategy by Porter
(1980). Another important factor of a strong brand is a consumer response to marketing. Keller (2001)
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underlined that in the first phase of model preparation is crucial to recognize brand identity, especially the
relationship of a customer to the brand associations and a search for meaning of brand in the minds of customers.
The brand knowledge creation scheme contains steps, which enable to recognize attitudes of consumers and to
evaluate attributes and benefits (functional, experiential, and symbolic). Functional attributes represent the
tangible character of a tourism product whereas the emotional (symbolic) attributes fulfill social and personal
needs of consumers and create self-esteem (Keller, 1993; Hankinson & Cowking, 1993; de Chernatony & Mc
William, 1989). The feelings about a brand and emotional aspects are embedded in the experiential attributes.

Keller’s CBBE model and especially brand ladder building follows a vertical and horizontal division with a
bottom-up direction. Division of the model into two horizontally and vertically separated parts explains the
approach to the creation of brand equity and the approach applied to the brand equity building. The right side of
the pyramid contains the emotional characteristics (imagery, feelings). The rational characteristics (judgments,
performance) are predominant on the right side of the pyramid. The bottom — top approach determines a priority
of primary search for brand awareness through the salience identification. Model consists of six building blocks
— brand salience, brand performance, brand imagery (foundation for the construction of the three remaining
building blocks — consumer judgments, consumer feeling and consumer-brand resonance).

Salience measures the effectiveness of brands (consumption, purchase), which means a probability to be
chosen by a consumer (Kotler & Keller, 2006; Keller, 2001). Awareness, recognition, and recall are the most
important factors of salience and create a deep awareness in the minds of a target market. Depth and breadth of
awareness enables a creation of salient brands allowing customers to recognize and recall easier a brand. The
salient brand resides in a mind in the top position, in the right time and place (Keller, 2001). Mathieson and
Wall (1982) explained in their sequential model of consumer decision making how the awareness is created in
the process of decision. Meaning of a brand is embedded in the imagery or image building from more
intangible components. The use of brands by different people evokes different meaning for various social
groups based on demographic and psychographic factors. Image and brand associations, consisting of attributes,
benefits, and brand attitudes, are basic concepts of a model. The character of attributes influences the brand
imagery creation, i.e., the tangible attributes as scenery, history, heritage, which could be easily captured in
customer’s memories. The intangible attributes are, for instance, the atmosphere of a place, a character of the
environment, services, quality of infrastructure. The implementation of symbolic attributes, such as the
atmosphere of a place (ambience), is crucial; however a peculiar character of symbolic attributes and their
uniqueness complicate the process of communication in branding. A success of branding influences the richness
of symbolic experiences (Gnoth, 1998). The importance of symbolic attributes also means a stronger protection
against copying of brands.

For this reason, image has an enormous impact on the success of branding despite the fact that image is not
branding...it is only one step closer to branding and brand equity creation. Image, consisting of a variety of
dimensions (cognitive, affective), has been identified by Henderson (2000) as construct of the knowledge,
feelings, beliefs, opinions, ideas, expectations and impressions about a tourism destination. Brand image is
closely interrelated to the feelings dimensions of a destination as a part of the CBBE model, for example, the
feeling of security, social approval, etc. and is associated with the recognition of brand by consumers. The
evaluation of quality and satisfaction with services belong to the building block “judgments” as well as the
differentiation and the evaluation of credibility of brand. Quality and satisfaction with services are evaluated
from the consumer’s perspective, which means a subjective approach based on different criterion as for instance
a quality of services measured by specific standards constructed by service providers.

The final steps in building a model of consumer-based brand equity reveal the responses of customers to
brand meaning and a creation of brand loyalty between the customer and creator of brand (a tourism destination
and its entities). The most sensitive indicator of the consumer’s loyalty and attachment is the consumer-brand
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resonance, which contains the affiliation to the community (kinship), attachment to brand (attitude to the brand).
The final step of the attachment and relationship to brand is the engagement with a brand through a personal
involvement. It means to become involved in the supporting groups, fun clubs of a particular brand in a tourism
destination. The most important requirement for the brand resonance fulfillment is a situation when a
congruence of the expectation has been achieved (Keller, 2001).

2.4. Cai’s destination brand model

Cai’s model of destination branding (Scheme 8) is merging the branding concepts from a perspective of
brand creator (tourism destination) and user (customers). Cai agreed with William and Palmer (1999, p. 737)
that “brand image is a pivotal aspect of a marketing strategy for a destination”.

Scheme 8: A model of destination branding
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Model of cooperative branding, known as Cai’s model, is blending some formerly created concepts of the
image projection based on the studies of academics as Hunt (1975), Baloglu and McClearly (1999), Echtner and
Ritchie (1993), Gartner (1989), Crompton (1979), Fekeye and Crompton (1991), Dann (1996), Gunn (2001),
and others. Despite the image is a crucial factor in destination branding, it is not sufficient for a success in
branding. The difference between the creation and branding image means a dual epistemological approach,
which influences a deeper understanding of branding and brand equity.

Cai (2002) stated that “the model considers destination branding as a recursive process that revolves
around the central axis formed by brand element mix, brand identity, and brand image building” (p. 736).
Spreading and activating of model’s elements in the clockwise direction logically explains the supply side (left
side) and demand side (right side) of brand equity and brand image creation as two-dimensional process
(organic, induced image) or three-dimensional (organic, induced, composite). The author, similarly as Kapferer,
Aaker, Keller, Hankinson and Melin admitted the importance of brand identity in branding, especially the
application of the psychological theory of Adaptive Control of Thought (Anderson, 1983) based on the
interconnection of brand identity and image. The idea is rooted in the interconnection of nodes (information) in
verbal, visual, or abstract form as a network, which serves as the ignition for activation in the external
environment. The most effective approach to strengthening and activating of linkages is through the brand
image building.
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The concepts of Gartner’s image creation corresponded to Cai’s perception of destination image creation.
Consumers create images and perceive branding messages individually. The cognitive components of image
consist of beliefs and attitudes of individuals (consumers) creating a specific mosaic of attributes (Pike, 2004;
Garner, 1993). Some beliefs can be based on the former experiences, perceptions of reality; however, some are
most present. Fischbein (1967), Pike (2004), and Fischbein and Ajzen (1975) questioned the importance of
accepting a difference between individual’s beliefs and attitudes. Fischbein expressed the idea that sometimes
both terms are understood as “attitude”, but the former [belief] is based on the information about the country
and the latter [attitude] means the feeling about the country. The second component of image is the affective
component, which means a selection of a destination based on motives (Gartner, 1993).

Destination attributes are crucial for a development of the affective image. The final, action consensus of
formerly developed cognitive and affective image, is embedded in the conative image. Gunn (1972) opposed the
idea of Gartner’s three-dimensional image creation and introduced two-dimensional approach as the organic and
induced image process. Goodrich (1978) similarly agreed on the two-level division of image — the primary
destination image (visit perception) and the secondary image (based on external sources). Fakeye and Crompton
(1991) developed the three-dimensional image model — organic, induced, and complex. The most holistic
approach to the image creation developed Echtner and Ritchie (1993) in their model consisting of three
dimensions — holistic, functional-psychological, and common-unique. The conceptualization of Echnter’s and
Ritchie’s model and Baloglu and McClearly concept (1999) based on the implication of personal factors
(psychographic and demographic) and stimulus factors (experience, knowledge) created more consistent body
of knowledge on image and contributed to the concepts of branding applied in Cai’s model of branding.

The importance of Cai’s model could be explained in a connection with a discussed psychological theory
(Fischbein, Ajzen), self-image creation, and the image and positioning strategy forming in tourism destination
branding. As Cai (2002) explained, “image formation goes beyond the tourist-oriented approach to encompass
what image a destination marketing organization (DMO) wants to project through each of the three As” (p. 726),
e. g. attributes, affective components, and attitudes. Actual image created by consumers, or brand image
represents the destination’s image held by visitors or potential visitors, which has multi-attributed character
(composite image). Baloglu and McClearly (1999), Gartner (1986), Mayo (1973), Stern and Krakover (1993),
Dichter (1985), Maclnnis and Price (1987) and others understood imagery as the multi-attribute construct in
gestalt. It means that the images are perceived during a visit of a destination as a holistic experience.

The image, originated in the minds of potential visitors and visitors, is rooted in the individual perception of
a destination attribute, which is not similarly important in marketing strategies of tourism destinations. The
preferences are subjective and a result of it can be a gap between the projected and perceived image. Kozak and
Tacsi (2006, p. 304) stated that “theoretically, the projected and received images could be different and the fit
between the two would depend on the success of the destination marketing activities, eventually contributing to
the consumer satisfaction upon visitation.” For this reason, the aim of the brand equity and image creation is to
match individual attributes and attitudes (brand image) with the brand identity (desired or projected brand
image) through the marketing (induced image and the application of the appropriate marketing mix).

The concept of image, brand identity, positioning and differentiation is crucial for competitiveness, and Poon
(1993) stressed the influence of positioning and differentiation on the competitiveness of tourism destinations.
Brand positioning means the ability of a tourism destination to compete for a specific market. Branding of
destinations includes a task to indentify meaningful images of destinations and prompt the emotional visitor’s
reactions. Positioning means the use of meaningful images to position a destination against the competitor’s
destination. Cai’s model contains a positioning strategy, but also the Aaker’s model was based on positioning
concept. Pike (2008) presented a scheme of brand positioning (Scheme 9 in appendix) as a source of
competitive advantage, which is a good example of the interrelation of image, positioning, and competitiveness.
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In the model of destination branding, Cai explained the process of implementation and placement of marketing
strategy, differentiation and positioning; however, the model contained also some ideas transferred from the
Aaker’s model.

2.5. Konecnik’s CBBETD model

Konecnik’s aim was to add into the model of brand equity new dimensions, which will improve the concepts
of Keller’s model (CBBE model) and some dimensions of Aaker’s model. The attempt to shift the study focus
of branding equity from the image and perception (Keller’s model) by merging of some concepts of Aaker’s,
Kapferer’s and Cai’s models, inspired Konecnik to several academic discussions, which enlarged a view on
branding (Konecnik & Go, 2008; Konecnik, 2006; Konecnik, 2004). The proposed conceptual CBBETD
(consumer-based brand equity model for tourism destination) added to Keller’s dimension of CBBE model two
components: perceived quality and loyalty (Scheme 10). In our opinion, those dimensions already existed in
Keller’s model in the building block “brand resonance” (brand loyalty). Perceived quality has been defined by
Keller (2003) as performance, features, confirmation quality, reliability, durability, serviceability, style and
design and is incorporated in the building block “brand performance”. Konecnik, similarly as Cai underlined
the importance of image, awareness, quality and brand loyalty for the brand equity concept.

Scheme 10: Conceptual model of the customer-based brand equity for TD
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Source: Konecnik, M.,2006.

Konecnik and Gartner (2007) identified brand quality as main dimension of customer-based brand equity. A
majority of former studies, concerning quality, has become a part of image studies, as for example the studies of
Hunt (1975), Gartner (1986, 1989), Baloglu and McClearly (1999) and later Gallarza, Saura and Garcia (2002),
Guthrie and Gale (1991), Chon (1992), Echtner and Ritchie (1993), Opperman (1996). The evaluation of
attributes of quality complicates a character of tourism product in a tourism destination, which is predominantly
service based. The character of tourism product, defined by Smith (1994) as the construct of the physical plant,
service, hospitality, freedom of choice and involvement in the model, described the author as “the progression
of elements from the core to the shell is correlated with declining direct management control, increasing
consumer involvement, increasing intangibility, and decreasing potential for empirical measurement” (p. 587).
The importance of experiences for tourists (consumers) and for the consumer’s perception of quality of products
and services has been admitted by Murphy, Pritchard and Smith (2000); Mannel and Iso-Ahola, (1987) and
Mayo and Jarvis (1981).
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Thus, when we discuss brand quality in a tourism destination, a meaning is the quality of attributes (products
and services, environment, etc.) of destination, but for the visitors the most important seem to be social and
cultural features of a destination. Based on the study of Mo, Howard & Havitz (1993), the result showed that
“the destination’s environment was the primary factor (“Destination Orientation Dimensions”: e.g. social and
cultural features), and the destination’s service infrastructure the secondary factor (“Travel Service Dimension”:
e.g. transportation, food and lodging services) in the experience desires with the tourism product” (p. 44). The
complexity of tourism destinations and the assessment of quality of tourism destination attributes in advance is a
challenging process, for this reason, a brand becomes a representation of expected quality and diminishes a risk.
Combination of functional and emotional values applied in branding of tourism services allows achieving better
effect (Chernatony & Riley, 1999). Perceived quality corresponds to the brand value and means a subjective
evaluation of the quality of services from the customer point of view. Lovelock and Wright (1999) admitted
differences in the level of expectation of service quality. Desired levels of satisfaction tend to become different
depending on the individual expectations. Another approach is setting the specific criteria for the quality of
services, initiated by providers, which are called standards of quality. The recognition of quality by consumers,
in the form of a specific brand, enables to implement the premium price, which adds to the brand equity.
Zeithaml (1988) defined perceived quality as an important part of brand value, which influences a consumer’s
preferences. For this reason, service quality in tourism destination influences competitiveness of destinations
and has an incremental impact on brand loyalty.

Brand loyalty means that consumers are satisfied and are interested to repeat their visits to tourism
destinations. In other words, loyalty is satisfaction with a brand and commitment to the brand — emotional
relationship with a brand, which represents some pattern of consumption. Intangible and emotional elements are
the most important factors influencing brand loyalty. The mentioned authors of brand equity model (Aaker,
Keller, Cai, Konecnik, and Kapferer) omitted the importance of human factor as a component of marketing mix.
A fact that services, as a major part of tourism product, depend highly on a human factor, the employees of
tourism businesses as well as other type of businesses as part of destination infrastructure, have an influential
impact on brand loyalty and brand equity.

2.6. Boo, Busser, Baloglu Baseline Model

The model combines the destination brand awareness (DBA), destination brand image (DBI), destination
brand quality (DBQ), destination brand value (DBV), and destination brand loyalty (DBL) and the model is
depicted in the Scheme 11.

Schemell: Baseline model
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Source: Boo, Busser, Baloglu, 2009
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Upon Boo et. al the most important characteristics in brand management is destination brand loyalty. The
authors also proposed baseline model in the alternative form (Scheme 12).

Schemel2: The Alternative model

- G

Source: Boo, Busser, Baloglu, 2009.

Boo, Busser and Baloglu Baseline model seems to be similar to Aaker’s and Konecnik’s concept of brand
equity. Despite its customer orientation, the concept of brand experience is an interesting concept of this model
(DBEX) and the importance of experience for brand equity creation is incorporated in this model (The
Alternative baseline model). This model seems to be the alternative for the improved assessment, evaluation and
measurement of brand, despite of a fact that brand personality concept is not directly incorporated into a model
(unlike Cai’s model).

2.7. The implementation of models in different socio-cultural settings

A generalization and implication of managerial and marketing approaches in different social and cultural
settings originates various specifics, for example, the managerial approaches, community responses, and the
consumers’ responses. Models can help one to understand the phenomena in tourism, but cannot replace human
decisions and fit all different socio-cultural milieu. For example, in a case of brand personality as a part of brand
equity in different settings, Phau and Lau (2000, p. 131) mentioned that “understanding cultural meaning in the
context of brand personality requires linking it to the cultural dimensions identified by Hofstede.” Foscht,
Maloles, Swoboda, Morschett and Sinha (2008) similarly agreed that culturally diversified markets require
different approach.

Hofstede (1980) recognized the existence of cultural and social dimensions that significantly influence
management processes, for example the collectivism/ individualism, power distance, performance orientation,
and masculinity/feminity in a society. Differences arising from these characteristics influence the
implementation, perception, mutual understanding (consumers, community, employees) in a tourism destination.
For example, collectivistic eastern cultures tend to be less attached to brands than do individualistic and
success-oriented western cultures. Foscht et al. (2008) mentioned that in the predominantly collectivist societies
ruggedness dimension in Aaker’s model was missing. Dimensions of preferences will influence a choice of
functional and especially emotional (symbolic) attributes and attitudes among different cultures. Differences
between eastern and western cultures also shape the managerial approach in branding. For this reason, the
applicability of models of branding across different cultures might become an obstacle to the brand equity
measurement.
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Yoo and Donthu (2001, 2002) measured brand equity by the implementation of a brand equity scale across
several cultures. Similarly, Erdem (2006) studied changes in consumer choice and brand equity creation in
multicultural settings and confirmed differences of brand perception in cross-cultural settings. One of the
emerging questions is the applicability of models to different settings consisting of various entities — public,
private sector, and a community — citizens living in a destination. Cai (2002), Konecnik, and Gartner (2007)
highlighted the importance of stakeholders’ collaboration in the implementation of branding and the interests of
different stakeholders in a destination. Paucity, governance and power can be influential in branding efficiency
and decisive points for the managerial implications of the branding principles into tourism settings. Each
destination might be specific; however, some general rules could be applied based on the studied models and
branding equity principles.

In order to build a stronger consumer loyalty, confidence, and a long- term attitude, it also requires long-term co-
operation of stakeholders in a destination and to understand place marketing and place branding principles. Co-
operation and partnerships play an important role in different cultures, but might be approached differently.
Important is the sustainability of partnerships because a partnership for ad-hoc reasons cannot create deeper
relationships among a destination’s stakeholders and visitors. Destinations need to approach a concept of
partnerships creation by being more strategic in pooling resources, sharing responsibilities, and developing of a
marketing mix that will accept interests of all stakeholders.

3. Results

3.1. Comparison of models and their applicability

Kapferer’s brand pyramid or the identity prism model enables one to understand a creation of brands through
a three-tier pyramid. Brand personality concept is the key component of effective branding. The concept of
brand identity (personality) has been used similarly in the models of Aaker or Cai. The inclusion of this concept
requires growing competitiveness and over-communication among destinations, when brands can be easily
copied. Hankinson’s model is suitable for tourism setting due to the service concept content and compound
product concept and is familiar in place marketing conceptual frame and practical implementation in tourism.

Aaker’s and Joachimstahler’s brand equity model consists of brand loyalty, awareness, perceived quality,
brand associations, and other proprietary assets and respects both perspectives of creation — consumer’s and
managerial approach. The model belongs to the most systematic, comprehensive, and pragmatic models of
brand equity, which allows capturing a congruity between destination image (self-image) and consumer-image
construct. Aaker’s main argument for the brand equity models is that the attitude of consumers is insufficient for
brand equity creation because consumer behavior is a multidimensional concept.

Keller’s consumer-based model applied a brand equity perspective from the consumer’s perspective by
framing of six building block constructions — brand salience, brand performance, brand imagery, consumer
judgment, feelings, and consumer-brand resonance. The synchronic interrelations of building blocks of Keller’s
model have been designated as the most important pre-conditions for reaching the pinnacle - brand loyalty. The
Keller’s model is more useful for the assessment of brand equity perceived by individuals, but could be useful
also in the destination context.

Cai’s destination brand equity model, similar to Aaker’s model, contains a dual perspective and admits the
importance of brand identity (personality) in branding. Cai’s concept is based on the connection of brand
identity, image (self-image), and consumer’s image, aims their congruence among those factors. Congruence
can be achieved by the implementation of effective positioning and marketing strategies. Cai’s model is one of
the most suitable for using the both perspectives (demand and supply side approach) for example in image
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measurement, but this model was never used for practical tourism settings. It is a really positive characteristic
that the model contains also brand identity concept; however does not discuss how to develop it. The proper
understanding and use of the brand identity concept and demand and supply side approach implementation are
crucial for tourism destination management and tourism branding success.

Similar to Keller, Konecnik proposed a model representing the consumer’s perspective of brand equity
building — as a value for consumers. The model consists of brand awareness (brand recognition, brand recall,
and familiarity with a brand), image, perceived quality, and brand loyalty. Two additional dimensions of
Konecnik’s model as perceived quality and brand loyalty have been included in previous models under a
different structure (in Keller’s model as brand resonance and brand performance). Stronger attention was
focused on perceived quality due to the predominantly intangible character of tourism products and the impact
of perceived quality on brand loyalty and brand equity.

Boo, Busser and Baloglu Baseline is similar to Aaker’s and Konecnik’s concept of brand equity. Despite its
customer orientation, the concept of brand experience is an interesting concept of this model (DBEX) and the
importance of experience for brand equity creation is incorporated in this model (The Alternative baseline
model).

As a result of comparison of models and their components we tried to create a modified model based on the
discussed model (Boo, Busser and Baloglu model, Konecnik and Cai model especially for tourism settings) with
the aim to combine the supply side and demand side perspective and incorporating the brand identity concept.

GAP — Brand Identity and Projected Image

Block 1 Block 2 Tourism Destination
Destination Brand Identity (Personality) Projected image (Self-Image) { ;
Marketing, Communication, Media, ICT Brand Performance Gap

Block 3 ﬁ%

Perceived experience — Identity versus Image :> Tourists
DBA, DBI, DBQ, DBV, DBL

Universal model of brand equity (DBA — Destination Brand Awareness, DBI- Destination Brand Image, DBQ — Destination Brand Quality, DBV
— Destination Brand Value, DBL — Destination Brand Loyalty.

Source: amended from the formerly discussed models, own presentation.

The final outcome of this comparison of different models is the following table (Tab.1) containing the studied
models (chosen by own suggestion and advice of experts), major dimensions of models, characteristics.

58
Morisita Memorial & Research Foundation
Journal of Morisita Memorial Research No.2



— M A N R 4 B AR T IR SE RS M
A TMHRE 25

Tab. 1 The comparison of discussed models of brand equity and their characteristics

Model Items (Dimensions) Production | Tourism Supply Demand Versatile
based based side side (both sides perspective)
Aaker’s model Perceived Quality, Name, X X X X

Awareness, Brand recognition, Brand
recall,
Brand Associations, Brand Assets,
Brand Loyalty

Brand Awareness

Keller’s model (Brand recall, Brand recognition), X X
(CBBE) Brand Knowledge, Brand Image
(Uniqueness of Brand, Strength of
Associations, Attributes),
Favourability of Brand (Attitudes)

Market associations

Cai’s model Induced image
Attributes
Attitudes
Brand Identity X X X X
Awareness
Konecnik’s Image
model Perceived Quality
Loyalty
Boo’s, Busser’s Awareness
and Baloglu Image
model Quality X X X

Destination brand value
Brand loyalty

Brand experience

X X X

Source: own comparison based on studied models

3.2. The implementation and constraints of measurement of brand equity

In order to explain the principles and methods of measurement and implementation of brand equity, some
authors such as Myers (2003) mentioned the importance of understanding brand equity as it involves consumer
perception and consumer behavior. The latter was defined by Biel (1992) as being influenced by consumers’
image and perception of a place, incorporated in a brand. Thus, the blending of both concepts — consumer
perception and consumer behavior - is crucial for the brand equity effect. It might be crucial not only to
understand the brand equity principles discussed in several models below, but also to explain possibilities of
measurement. However, these measurement principles are again based on production environment. Despite of it,
there might be some ideas of further usefulness also for tourism settings. This was also one of motives of our
discussion.

Yoo et al. (2000), Yoo and Donthu (2001, 2002), Washburn and Plank (2002), Netemeyer et al. (2004) and
Pappu et al. (2005) presented and tested empirically the scales for the measurement of brand equity. Some
authors, such as Erdem et al. (2006) discussed an economic paradigmatic approach and measurement specifics.
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You and Donthu (2001, 2002) recognized the complications with the cross-cultural implication of measurement
scales of brand equity across different cultures.

The approaches to measurement can be divided into the measurement focused on the mind of customers and
the measurement of market behavior. The second approach is based on the characteristics of the components of
brand equity, which are incorporated in the models of brand equity, e.g. brand awareness, image, brand
associations, and brand loyalty. This approach has been defined by Erdem et al (1999) as being a component
based. A component-based approach has been used in models of brand equity by Keller (1993, 1998), Aaker
(1991, 1996), Cai (2002), and Konecnik (2006, 2007). The holistic utility-based concept was mentioned by
Swait (1993), Park and Srinivasan (1994), and Kamakura and Russel (1991). The difference between
component-based and holistic approaches involves logistics and results. In component- based approach are
measured the individual elements of a model, and the holistic measurement leads from the specific to the overall
measurement. Holistic approaches are used for financial value assessment in a business environment, which is a
main distinctive characteristic. For this reason, in the studies of tourism destination brand equity, a component-
based approach has to be applied. Another classification of the holistic or component-based approach is direct
or indirect, but the former classification means the use of financial measures and the latter is more suitable for
branding management, due to easier measurement. The use of parametric and measurable approaches leads to
stronger accuracy in brand management and avoids results based only on assumptions; however, both
approaches — parametric and non-parametric are used.

To discuss the component- based approach to brand equity measurement, Erdem (1999) admitted that both
Aaker (1996) and Keller (1998) used in their models of brand equity awareness measures (e.g. recall and
recognition), beliefs, and attitudes. The problem is that some mental processes seem to be more important than a
measurable awareness, and the importance of indirect measures might be crucial for research and measurement
of brand equity in the future.

Wang, Wei and Yu (2008) criticized that constructs in Keller’s model are not operationalized and describe
only a relationship of components, and Aaker’s model requires an empirical research to prove a validation.
Churchill (1979) agreed that quantification of attributes by assigning numbers to objects might be a challenge,
and mentioned the possibility to avoid complications in the construct measurement (for example attitude) by
applying the multi-item measures, which will be discussed later in the association to the Keller’s model of
consumer-based equity and its measurement.

Churchill (1979) critically approached the measurement of marketing constructs by stating that “most of our
measures are only measures because someone says that they are, not because they have been shown to satisfy
standard measurement criteria (validity, reliability, and sensitivity)” (p. 64). In the measurement of efficacy of
models brand equity has to be acknowledged the purpose of this measurement. Measurement of brand equity is
crucial for the effectiveness and efficacy of branding because brand managers” decisions depend on the
empirical results and the economic and especially financial outcome of branding. The reason of investment of
enormous financial and other resources into branding is to be profitable; for this reason branding has to bring a
return of investment, and this return has to be measurable, even in the long-term perspective. In comparison to
the production sector, branding, similarly as marketing, has a longer period for return of investments.

In branding, consumer benefits need to be taken into account, and some authors stressed the opinion that
brand equity is determined by a consumer (Farquar, 1989; Crimmins, 1992). Measurement of consumer-based
equity seems to become even more complicated due to a separation from the brand, intangible character of
branded components of the tourism destination, and the emotional essence of brands. The microenvironment of
tourism destination, consisting of natural environment, services (hotels, restaurants), attractions, infrastructure
and local residents, and macroenvironment (economic, political, social environment), seems to be too
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complicated for consumers to evaluate it in advance or to create a clear picture of it even during a visit. Some
evaluation and recollection processes occur after the visit of a destination.

Brand equity creation and measurement seem to be a question of a patient approach, strategic, mostly based
on the evaluation of the intangible characteristics, which create the brand equity. Brand equity of services and
its measurement is still underdeveloped, which complicates the construction of brand equity models applicable
in tourism (predominantly rooted in a service industry), which is another constraint of the effective
measurement. Additionally, there exists lack of empirical research on the equity in a service sector. The efficacy
and measurement of the models of brand equity influences a fact that originally have been those models (as for
example Keller’s or Aaker’s model) constructed for the production environment and only later have been some
principles implemented into the tourism settings. The complication with the measurement of brand equity and
the understanding the concept discussed Ambler (2003); and the authors Darvasula et al. (1993) and Mavendo et
al. (2003) criticized the testing methods applied for the measurement appropriateness, which need to be more
rigorous.

In operationalization (efficacy) approach and measurement exist two main brand equity approaches, i.e.,
from the consumer perspective, or managerial perspective. The authors (Aaker, 1991; Keller, 1993; Biel, 1992;
Farquar, 1989, Cobb-Walgren et al. 1995) are still not consistent in the approach if the consumer based,
managerial perspective, or the holistic view are the ideal base for the implementation of brand equity and
especially a measurement. Biel (1992) commented that the behavioral measures are unable to reveal what is in
the mind of consumers and originates the brand equity. Measurement of brand equity, the implementation of
models in the managerial practice, and the use of both measurements in the brand equity evaluation has been
discussed by Keller (1993) and Aaker (1991), Mackay (2001), Agarwal and Rao (1996), Cobb-Walgren et al
(1995), Sinha and Pappu (1998), You and Donthu (2001, 2002), Yoo et al (2000), Park and Srinivasan (1994),
Farquar (1990), Krishnan and Hartline (2001).

Krishnan and Hartline (2001) commented on direct and indirect measures of brand equity, which are based
on assessment principles. Both measures have already been discussed in the association with the possible
constraints of measurement. In the direct approach exists direct assessment of added value, but the models of
brand equity apply, due to their managerial usefulness and acceptance and better control, the indirect
measurement of brand equity.

Value of brand or direct perspective represents the financial perspective or the evaluation of a brand,
especially in the production environment (Brasco, 1988; Mahajan et al. 1990; Shocker and Weitz, 1988) where
it is easier to perform financial measurements of brand equity benefits. However, tourism destinations are
heterogeneous entities built up from various components — natural, historical, business - oriented, community;
for this reason, direct equity measurement is really challenging.

Indirect measurement seems to be more practical and useful for brand managers; however, the academics
dealing with measurement of brand equity did not find a consensus on the content of indirect measurement tools.
Aaker (1991) suggests to use, for example, of repurchase rates, switching costs, level of satisfaction, brand
preference, and perceived quality of services as the main dimensions of indirect measurement. Keller (1993)
prefers the concept of brand knowledge and the use of top of - mind recall, free association, ratings of
evaluations and beliefs of associations. Winter (1991) prefers the measurement of share of mind and esteem,
perception of quality, willingness to continue to purchase, level of commitment, profit potential, awareness,
liking, and perceived quality. Agarwal and Rao (1996) and Mackay (2001) similarly agree that measurement of
awareness (brand recall) is not relevant to brand choice measurement, probably because to recall a brand does
not actual equate with using it.
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A combination of measuring tools used for single items and complex brand equity would be ideal for
measurement of brand equity. Despite the complicated character of direct measurements, some authors
recommend the combination of direct and indirect measures. For example, Agarwal and Rao (1996) combined
direct measures - brand preference and purchase intention and indirect measures — unaided recall, familiarity
(awareness), attitude constructs (weighted attribute, value for money, and quality of brand name).

Creativity and innovation in combination with other measures seems to be a benefit for brand equity
assessment. In the future, brand managers will find the information such as market share indicators, which are
more efficient at measuring of market behavior than the value for money, because consumers tend to express
their implicit preferences based on price premium and not on decreased price levels and the brand quality.

Conceptual models of brand equity, for example Aaker’s, Keller’s or Konecnik’s models focus on a set of
specific dimensions (for example awareness, loyalty, perceived quality, etc.), but the proposed measures and
some concepts are different. However, some authors such as Yoo and Donthu (2001) have attempted to create
an universal scale that can be used in multicultural settings. Despite their concept has been acknowledged by
other academics (Washburn & Plank, 2002), the dimensions of measurement of brand equity are still open to
further research (Sinha & Pappu, 1998). Thus, the application and measurement of models of brand equity and
the empirical research of consumer- based brand equity require further attention of academics and practitioners.

4. Conclusion

The application of branding principles in tourism destinations has emerged questions concerning a transfer of
value incorporated in brand equity in order to improve competitiveness of tourism destinations. Academics
developed a variety of models of brand equity, which embraced a number of insights into their applications;
however, these models were predominantly constructed for production environment. A change of perception of
brands from the brand-centric managerial perspective to the relationship perspective requires more information
from consumers with the aim to understand their motives of consumption. A shift from classical marketing and
branding theory to place marketing and branding signified by the relational and network marketing paradigms
and alternative branding perspectives (relational branding) demarcated contemporary development in marketing
and branding.

The models of brand equity, discussed above, contained different approaches to the construction and
measurement of brand equity, however, some common features were similar. Disparities exist in the focus of
those models, for instance, some models are dealing with the consumer-based brand equity, which means the
incorporation of consumers” perception of brand equity. More versatile models merge both dimensions —
consumers’ perception and tourism destination perception, which is more demanding on measurement, but
allows capturing the complexity of destination brands. Some academics developed sophisticated models, which
contained holistic approach to branding equity creation, but were not able to explain measurement and
implementation of models.

Brand equity measurement in tourism destinations is based predominantly on indirect measurement of
components, which is focused on consumer perception and behavior. The implementation and efficacy of
models of brand equity, due to epistemological complications and measurement constraints, need to be tested
and proved, especially in tourism destinations settings, however there exist the possibilities of transfer of
specific approaches to measurement of brand equity from the production environment, which has been
discussed in the paper. This attempt, however, might be areal complication due to the fact that tourism
destination is a composite product built up from various components as the natural environment, services,
internal and external environment of destination and governed by the private and public sectors. These factors
might complicate measurement of brand equity. Moreover, disputable is the application of models in real social
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environments, communities, destinations, in different cultural settings. Despite of it some principles of the
discussed models could be useful for development of own framework and measurement constructs for tourism
destinations generally.

Speaking about tourism destinations, new dimensions and factors, which might be important for consumers
allowing them to express their individual preferences and life style, tend to become more evident in consumer
behaviour patterns. It opens new avenues to creativity, innovation and the application of component based
measurement with the application of mental processes and indirect measures of brand equity. Brand managers
could be able to mingle the information such as market share indicators and value for money. The former, based
on this statement discussed above, is more efficient at measuring of market behavior than the value for money,
which has been used in market behavior measurement. Ideal could be a combination of direct and indirect
measurement of brand equity, which has been recommended by some authors and discussed in the article. New
sources of value and equity rooted in non-material components (creativity, innovation) raise more attention and
require further research and managerial practices. Results of the research indicated that the models of brand
equity suitable for tourism destinations are still not fully explored and developed and further research and
investigation is needed, especially in the area of brand equity measurement and the benefits of branding in
tourism regions, cities, countries.

REFERENCES

Aaker, D.A. (1991). Managing Brand Equity. New York: The Free Press.

Aaker, D. A. (1992). Managing the most important asset: brand equity. Planning Review, Vol. 20, No. 5, pp.
56-8. In Pappu, R., Quester, P.G. & Cooksey, R.W. (2005) (Eds.) Consumer-based brand equity and
country-of-origin relationships. Furopean Journal of Marketing, Vol. 40, No. 5/6, pp. 696-717.

Aaker, D. A. (1996). Building Strong Brands. New York: The Free Press.

Aaker, D. A & Joachimstahler, E. (2000). Brand Leadership. New York: The Free Press.

Aaker, D. A. & Jacobson, R. (2001). The value relevance of brand attitude in high-technology markets . Journal
of Marketing Research 31 (May), pp. 191-201.

Agarwal, S. (1997). The resort cycle and seaside tourism: An assessment of its applicability and validity. In
Buhalis D. (Eds.) Marketing the competitive destination of the future. Tourism Management, 21, pp. 97-
116.

Ajzen, 1. (1985). From intensions to actions: A theory of planned behavior. In Kuhl, J. & Beckmann, J. (Eds.)
Action Control: From cognition to behavior (pp. 11-39). Heidelberg: Springer.

Ajzen, 1. (1987). Attitudes, traits, and actions: Dispositional prediction of behavior in personality and social
psychology. In Berkowitz, L. (Eds.) Advances in experimental social psychology, Vol. 20, pp. 1-63,
New York: Academic Press.

Ajzen, 1. (1991). The Theory of Planned Behavior. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes. 50,
179-211, pp. 179-211.

Ambler, T. (1997). How much of brand equity is explained by trust? Management Decision, 35 (4), pp. 283-292.

Ambler. T. (2003). Marketing at the bottom line (2nd ed.), London: Prentice Hall.

Anderson, J. (1983). The Architecture of Cognition. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. In Cooperative
branding for rural destinations. Annals of Tourism Research. Vol. 29, No.3, pp. 720-742.

Baloglu, S. & McClearly, K, W. (1999). A model of destination image formation. Annals of Tourism Research,
Vol. 26, No. 4, pp. 868-897.

Berry, L., L. (2000). Cultivating Service Brand Equity. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, Vol. 28,
No. 1, pp. 128-137.

63
Morisita Memorial & Research Foundation
Journal of Morisita Memorial Research No.2



— M A N R 4 B AR T IR SE RS M
A TMHRE 25

Biel, A. (1992). How brand image drives brand equity. Journal of Advertising Research, Vol. 6,
November/December, RC6-RC12.

Brasco, T. C. (1988). How brand names are valued for acquisition? In Leuthhesser, L. (Eds.) Defining,
Measuring and Managing Brand Equity: A Conference Summary Report, Marketing Science Institute,
Cambridge, MA, No. 88-104.

Boo, S., Busser, J. & Baloglu, S. (2009). A model of customer-based brand equity and its application to
multiple destinations. Tourism Management 30 (2009) 219-231.

Burmann, C., Jost-Benz, M. & Riley, N. (2009). Toward and identity-based brand equity model. Journal of
Business Research, 62, pp. 390-397.

Cai, L. (2002). Cooperative branding for rural destinations. Annals of Tourism Research. Vol. 29, No.3, pp.
720-742.

Cobb-Walgren, C. J., Donthu, N. (1995). Brand Equity, brand preferences, and purchase intent. Journal of
Advertising. Vol. 24, No.3, pp. 25-40.

Crimmins, J. C. (1992). Better measurement and management of brand value. Journal of Advertising Research,
Vol. 32, No. 4, pp. 11-19. In Pappu, R. Quester, P.G. & Cooksey, R.W. (2005) (Eds.) Consumer-based
brand equity and country-of-origin relationships. European Journal of Marketing, Vol. 40, No. 5/6, pp.
696-717.

Crompton, J. (1979). Assessment of the Image of Mexico as a Vacation Destination and the Influence of
Geographical Location upon the Image. Journal of Travel Research, 17(4):18-23.

de Chernatony, L. & Mc William, G. (1989). The strategic implications of clarifying how markets interpret
brand. Journal of Marketing Management, 5(2), pp. 153-171.

de Chernatony, L. & Riley Dall O’Imo, F. (1999). Modelling the components of the brand. European Journal of
Marketing, 32 (11/12), pp. 1074-1102.

Chon, K.-S. (1992). The role of destination image in tourism: An Extension. Revue du Tourisme, 112-118. In
Gallarza, M. G., Saura, 1.G. & Garcia H.C. (2002) (Eds.) Destination image. Towards a Conceptual
Framework. Annals of Tourism Research, Vol. 29, No.1, pp. 56-78.

Churchill, G. A. (1979). A Paradigm for developing better measures of marketing constructs. Journal of

Marketing Research. Vol. XVI (February), pp. 64-73.

Dann, G. M. S. (1996). Images of destination people in travelogues. In Butler, R. & Hinch, T. (Eds.) Tourism
and Indigenous Peoples, Cornwall, UK: Thompson Business Press.

Darvasula, S. et al. (1993). Assessing the cross-national application of consumer behavior models: a model of
attitude toward advertising in general. Journal of Consumer Research, Vol. 4, pp. 626-36.

Dichter, E. (1985). What is and image? Journal of Consumer Research, 13 (March), 455-72. In Ekinci &
Hosany, (2006) (Eds.) Destination Personality: An Application of Brand Personality to Tourism
Destinations. Journal of Travel Research, 45, pp. 127-139.

Erdem, T., et al.(1999). Brand Equity, Consumer Learning and Choice. Marketing Letters, 10:3, pp. 301-18.

Erdem, T. et al. (2006). Brands as signals: a cross-country validation study. Journal of Marketing, Vol. 70,
January, pp. 34-49.

Echtner, C. M. & Ritchie, J.R.B. (1993). The measurement of destination image: An empirical assessment.
Journal of Travel Research. Vol. 31, pp. 3-13.

Fakeye, P. C. & Crompton, J. L. (1991). Image Differences between Prospective, First-Time, and Repeat
Visitors to the Lower Rio Grande Valley. Journal of Travel Research, 30, pp. 10-16.

Farquar, P. H. (1989). Managing Brand Equity. Marketing Research, Vol. 1, No. 3, pp. 24-33.

Farquar, P.H. (1990). Managing brand equity. Journal of Advertising Research, Vol. 30, No. 3,
August/September, pp. RC7-RC12.

Fischbein, M. (1967). Readings in attitude theory and measurement. In Pike, S. (2004) (Eds.) Destination
Marketing Organizations. Oxford: Elsevier.

64
Morisita Memorial & Research Foundation
Journal of Morisita Memorial Research No.2



— M A N R 4 B AR T IR SE RS M
A TMHRE 25

Fischbein, M. & Ajzen, 1. (1975). Belief, attitudes, intention and behavior: An Introduction to Theory and
Research. In Pike, S. (2004) (Eds.) Destination Marketing Organizations. Oxford: Elsevier.

Foscht, T., Maloes, C. III, Swoboda, B., Morschett, D. & Sinha, 1. (2008). The impact of culture on brand
perceptions: a six-nation study. Journal of Product & Brand Management. 17/3, pp. 131-142.

Gallarza, M. G., Saura, 1.G. & Garcia H.C. (2002). Destination image. Towards a Conceptual Framework.
Annals of Tourism Research, Vol. 29, No.1, pp. 56-78.

Gartner, W.C. (1986). Temporal influences on image change. Annals of Tourism Research, Vol. 13, No. 4, pp.
635-644.

Gartner, W.C. (1989). Tourism image: attribute measurement of state tourism products using multi-dimensional
scaling techniques. Journal of Travel Research, 28 (2), pp. 16-20.

Gartner, W. C. (1993). Image Formation Process. Journal of Travel and Tourism Marketing 2(3), pp. 191-215.

Gnoth, J. (1998). Conference Reports: Branding Tourism Places. Annals of Tourism Research, 25, pp. 758-760.
In Morgan, N.J. Pritchard, A. & Pride R. (2004) (Eds). Destination Branding: Creating the Unique
Destination Proposition.Oxford: Butterworth-Heinemann.

Goeldner, C. R. et al (2000). Tourism: Principles, Practices &Philosphies: New York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc.

Gunn, C. A. (1972). Vacationscape-Designing Tourist Regions, Austin, Texas, University of Texas. In Jenkins
(1999) (Eds.) Understanding and Measuring Tourist Destination Images. International Journal of
Tourism Research, 1, pp. 1-15.

Gunn, C. (2001). Vacationscape: Designing Tourist Regions. New York: Van Nostrand Reinhold. In Cai, L.
(2002) (Eds.) Cooperative branding for rural destinations. Annals of Tourism Research. Vol. 29, No.3,
pp- 720-742.

Guttrie, J. & Gale, P. (1991). Positioning Ski Areas. In New Horizons Conference Proceedings, pp. 551-569.
Calgary, University of Calgary. In Gallarza, M. G., Saura, 1.G. & Garcia H.C. (2002) (Eds.)
Destination image. Towards a Conceptual Framework. Annals of Tourism Research, Vol. 29, No.1, pp.
56-78.

Go, F., Govers, R. 2009. Place Branding. London: Palgrave MacMillan.

Goodrich, J. (1978). A new approach to image analysis through multi-dimensional scaling. Journal of Travel

Research, 16(3), pp. 3-7.

Hankinson, G. & Cowking, P. (1993). Branding in action. McGraw Hill: Maidenhead.

Hankinson, G. (2004). Relational network brands: Towards a conceptual model of place brands. Journal of
Vacation Marketing, 10, pp. 109-121.

Heding et. al (2009). Brand Management. Research, Theory and Practice. Oxon: Routledge.

Hofstede, G. (1980). Culture’s Consequences. Beverly Hills, CA:Sage Publications.

Hunt, J. D. (1975). Image as a factor in tourism development. Journal of Travel Research, Vol. 13, No.3, pp. 1-
7.

Kamakura, W. & Russel, G.J. (1993). Measuring brand value with scanner data. International Journal of
Research in Marketing, Vol. 10, No. 1, pp. 9-22.

Kapferer, J. N. (1995). Strategic Brand Management: New Approaches to Creating and Evaluating Brand
Equity. London: Kogan Page Ltd.

Kapferer, J.N. (2004). The New Strategic Brand Management. Creating and Sustaining Brand Equity Long
Term. London: Kogan Page Ltd.

Kapferer, K. L. (2008). Building Customer-based brand equity. Marketing Management, Jul/Aug., 2001, 10, 2;
pp. 15-19.

Keller, K.L. (1993). Conceptualizing, measuring and managing customer-based brand equity. Journal of
Marketing, Vol. 57, No. 1, pp. 1-22.

Keller, K.L. (1998). Strategic Brand Management: Building Measuring and Managing Brand Equity. Upper
Saddle River, NJ: Prentice Hall.

65
Morisita Memorial & Research Foundation
Journal of Morisita Memorial Research No.2



— M A N R 4 B AR T IR SE RS M
A TMHRE 25

Keller, K. L. (2001). Building customer-based brand equity. Marketing management, 10 (2), pp. 14-19.

Keller, K.L. (2002). Branding and Brand Equity. Cambridge, Masachusetts: Marketing Science Institute.

Keller, K. (2003). Strategic Brand Management: Building, Measuring and Managing Brand Equity, 2nd ed.
Upper Saddle River, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall.

Keller, K. L. (2006). Brands and Branding. Research Findings and Future Priorities, Marketing Science, 25(6),
pp. 740-759.

Keller, K.L. & Kotler, P. (2006). Marketing Management (12th ed.). Upper Saddle River, New Jersey: Prentice
Hall.

Konecnik, M. & Go, F. (2008). Tourism Destination brand identity: The case of Slovenia. The Journal of Brand
Management. Vol. 15, Issue 3, pp. 177-189.

Konecnik, M. (2004). Evaluating Slovenia’s image as a tourism destination: A self-analysis process towards
building a destination brand. Journal of Brand Management, 11, 4. pp. 307-316.

Konecnik, M. (2006). Customer-based brand equity for a destination. Annals of Tourism Research, Vol. 34,
Issue 2, April 2007, pp. 400-421.

Konecnik, M., Gartner, W.C. (2007). Customer-based brand equity for a destination. Annals of Tourism
Research, Vol. 34, Issue 2, pp. 400-421.

Kozak, M. (2003). Measuring tourist satisfaction with multiple destination attributes. Tourism Analysis, Vol. 7,
pp- 229-240.

Kozak, M. & Tacsi, A. D. (2006). Destination brands vs destination images: Do we know what we mean?
Journal of Vacation Marketing, 12, pp. 299-316.

Krishnan, B. C. & Hartline, M. D. (2001). Brand equity: is it more important in services? Journal of services
marketing, Vol. 15, No. 5, pp. 328-342.

Mackay, M. (2001). Evaluation of brand equity measures: further empirical results. Journal of Product &
Brand Management, Vol. 10, No. 1, pp. 38-51.

Mahajan, V., Rao, V.R., Srivastava, R.K. (1990). Development, testing, and validation of brand equity under
conditions of acquisition and divestment. In Maltz, E. (Eds.) Managing Brand Equity: A Conference
Summary Report, Marketing Science Institute, Cambridge, MA, No. 91-110, pp. 14-15.

Mannel, R. & Iso-Ahola, S. E. (1987). Psychological Nature of Leisure and Tourism Experience. Annals of
Tourism Research, 14 (2), pp. 314-331.

Matthieson, A. & Wall, G. (1982). Tourism: Economic, Physical and Social Impacts. London: Longman.

Mavendo, F. et al. (2003). Measuremen invariance of marketing instruments: an implication across countries,
Journal of Marketing Management, Vol. 19, pp. 523-40.

Mayo, E. J. (1973). Regional images and regional travel behaviour. Research for changing patterns:
interpretation and utilization. Proceedings of the Travel Research Association 4th Annual Conference,
pp.- 211-18. In Leisen, B. (2001) (Eds.) Image segmentation: the case of a tourism destination. Journal
of Services Marketing, Vol. 15, No. 1, pp. 49-66.

Mayo, E.J. & Jarvis, L.P. (1981). The Psychology of Leisure Travel. Boston: CBI, MA. In In Leisen, B. (2001)
(Eds.) Image segmentation: the case of a tourism destination. Journal of Services Marketing, Vol. 15,
No. 1, pp. 49-66.

Melin, F. (1997). Varumarket son strategisk konkurrensmedel, Lund: Lund University. In: Johanssen, J. (2007)
(Eds.) Working with Events to build a destination brand identity — the DMO perspective. Master Thesis.

Mclnnis, D. Price, L.L. (1987). The role of imagery in information processing: a review and extentions. Journal
of Consumer Research, Vol. 13, No. 4, pp. 473-91. In Leisen, B. (2001) (Eds.) Image segmentation: the
case of a tourism destination. Journal of Services Marketing, Vol. 15, No. 1, pp. 49-66.

Mo, C., Howard, D.R.& Havitz, M.E. (1993). Testing and international tourist role typology. Annals of
Tourism Research, 20 (2), pp. 319-335. In Murphy, P., Pritchard, M. P. & Switch, B. (2000) (Eds.)
The destination product and its impact on traveler perceptions. Tourism Management, 21, pp. 43-52.

66
Morisita Memorial & Research Foundation
Journal of Morisita Memorial Research No.2



— M A N R 4 B AR T IR SE RS M
A TMHRE 25

Morgan, N.J. Pritchard, A. & Pride R. (2004). Destination Branding: Creating the Unique Destination
Proposition. Oxford: Butterworth-Heinemann.

Murphy, P., Pritchard, M. P. & Switch, B. (2000). The destination product and its impact on traveler
perceptions. Tourism Management, 21, pp. 43-52.

Myers, C.A. (2003). Managing brand equity: a look at the impact of attributes. Journal of product & brand
management, Vol. 12, No. 1, pp. 39-51.

Opperman, M. (1996a). Visitation of Tourism Attractions and Tourist Expenditure Patterns: Repeat versus First-
time Visitors. 4Asia Pacific Journal of Tourism Research, 1(1), pp. 61-68.

Pappu, R., Quester, P. G. & Cooksey, R.,W. (2005). Consumer-based brand equity and country-of-origin
relationships. European Journal of Marketing, Vol. 40, No. 5/6, pp.

Parasuraman, A., Zeithaml, V., Berry, L.L (1985). A Conceptual Model of Service Quality and its Implication
for future Research, Journal of Marketing, 49 (4), pp. 41-50.

696-717.

Park, C.S. & Srinivasan, V. (1994). A survey-based method for measuring and understanding brand equity and
its extendibility. Journal of Marketing Research, Vol. 31, No. 2, pp. 271-88.

Phau, I. & Lau, K.C. (2000). Conceptualizing Brand Personality : A Review and Research Propositions. Journal
of Targeting, Measurement and Analysis for Marketing, 9 (1), pp. 52-69.

Pike, S. (2004). Destination Marketing Organizations. Oxford: Elsevier.

Pike, S. (2008). Destination Marketing Organizations. Oxford: Elsevier.

Pike, S. (2009). Destination brand positions of a competitive set of near-home destinations. Tourism
management, doi:10.1016/j.tourman.2008.12.007.

Poon, A. (1993). Tourism, Technology and Competitive Strategies. Oxon, UK: CAB International.

Porter , M. (1980). The Competitive Advantage of Nations. New Y ork: Free Press.

Pyo, S., Mihalik, B.J. & Uysal, M. (1989). Attraction attributes and motivations. A canonical correlation
analysis. Annals of Tourism Research, 16, pp. 277-282.

Shocker, A.D. & Weitz, B. (1998). A perspective on brand equity principles and issues, in Leuthesser, L. (Eds.)
Defining, Measuring and Managing Brand Equity Report: A Conference Summary. Marketing Science
Institute, Cambridge, MA, No. 88-104, pp. 2-4.

Sinha, A. & Pappu, R. (1998). Parcelling of the sub components of consumer-based brand equity using factorial
survey: an empirical investigation in the New Zealand consumer electronics sector, Proceedings,
Australia New Zealand Marketing Academy Conference (ANZMAC), University of Otago, Dunedin,
December, pp. 2433-8.

Smith, S.L.J. (1994). The tourism product. Annals of Tourism Research. 2(3), pp. 582- 595.

Stern, E. & Krakover, S. (1993). The formation of a composite urban image. Geographical Analysis, 25(2),
130-146. In Pike, S. & Ryan, C. (2004) (Eds.) Destination Marketing Organisations. Oxford: Elsevier.

Swait, J., Erdem, T. Louviere & J. Dubelaar, C. (1993). The equalization price : a measure of consumer-
perceived brand equity. International Journal of Research in Marketing, Vol. 10, No. 1, pp. 23-45.

Thode, S.F. & Maskulka, J. M. (1998). Place-based marketing strategies, brand equity and vineyard valuation.
Journal of Product and Brand Management, Vol. 7, No. 5, pp. 379-399.

Zeithaml, V. A. (1988). Consumer perceptions of price, quality and value: A means-ends model and synthesis
of evidence. Journal of Marketing, 52, pp. 2-22.

Zeithaml, V.& Bitner, M.J. (2003). Service Marketing. New York: The McGraw-Hill Companies.

Yoo, B. Donthtu, N. & Lee, S. (2000). An examination of selected marketing mix elements and brand equity.
Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, Vol. 28, No. 2, pp. 195-211.

Yoo, B. & Donthu, N. (2001). Developing and validating a multidimensional consumer-based brand equity
scale. Journal of Business Research, 52, pp. 1-14.

67
Morisita Memorial & Research Foundation
Journal of Morisita Memorial Research No.2



— M A N R 4 B AR T IR SE RS M
A TMHRE 25

Yoo, B. & Donthu, N. (2002). Testing cross-cultural invariance of the brand equity creation process. Journal of
Product & Brand Management, Vol. 11, No. 6, pp. 380-98.

Wang, H. , Wei, Y. & You, C. (2008). Global brand equity model: combining customer-based with product-
market outcome approaches. Journal of Product & Brand Management, 17/5, pp. 305-16.

Washburn, J. H., Plank, R. E. (2002). Measuring brand equity: an evaluation of a consumer-based brand equity
scale. Journal of Marketing Theory and Practice, Vol. 10, No. 1, pp. 46-62.
Westwood, S., Morgan, N., Pritchard, A. & Ineson, E. (1999). Branding the package holiday — The role and
significance of brands for UK air tour operators. Journal of Vacation Marketing, 5, pp. 238-252.
Williams, A & Palmer, A. (1999). Tourism destination brands and electronic commerce: towards synergy.
Journal of Vacation Marketing 5, pp. 263-275. In Cai, L. (2002) (Eds.) Cooperative branding for rural
destinations. Annals of Tourism Research. Vol. 29, No.3, pp. 720-742.

Wood, L. (2000). Brands and brand equity: definition and management. Management Decision, 38/9, pp. 662-
669.

30 Most Inspirational Quotes By Successful CEOs Around The World. Retrieved November 20, 2000, from

http://www.ultraupdates.com/2013/12/30-most-inspirational-quotes-successful-ceos-around-the-world/).

Appendix:

Scheme 9: Brand positioning as a source

Brand positioning

Competitive Advantage
(Destination Attractiveness)

Source of
comparative
advantage

Organic
images

Awareness
set

A

Induced
images

Conation

Affect

Evoked set

Travel context

Motivation

Attribute
determinacy

Previous visitation
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[ABSTRACT]

The current article reviews the preceding research, focusing on foreign case studies conducted by
Japanese researchers. They, as a policy of our country, emphasize the importance of efforts in the tourism
zone and the organization that has a collective control in it. Chapter II reviews articles that take up a
concept of tourism zone and its examples taken in overseas. It, then, examines the challenges of the policy
in the tourism zone and the importance of the organization that takes a collective control. Finally, Chapter
IIT evaluates the methods of future approaches.

74
Morisita Memorial & Research Foundation
Journal of Morisita Memorial Research No.2



—RMIEN AR BB
A& P IETSERL Y ]

FesE TR FIATHACEL
— et —

HE 201548H16H

1. eI

(1) FeRUsfaid, TR & BRFRC T B

Do

(2) BREROHT TV =1L, JFRIE LT s
M) THFZE/ — b TRl (GGG 12
DAty & L, EKEERICSO T, RERESICR
WCHS 2T T —RELZTE D, Fio, e
oW TIE, oA T 2V —CIHiEis TE el
SHITTE D HDOITHONWTIR, BEER LIERES
IZRWCHD e T T —ORELZ TE D,

(3) HBllRfaE., RAGE XIIIGEHI L5 bDET
%o HL., FHNTHREZBZDFROT b DI Z DR
UNQEVAAN

(4) HARRAE. TEZERITRT DmETEOH

E AR X 0 1T 5,

(5) HFFRE TR0 (ICoWTx, Bwachd, e
3L PSADAT T Y —OEFRFRRI VTR, #ie
ZEEDWE LT DA TG,

(6) HEEBHHICHOWTIIRBRED 5,

(7) RGOV CTHIFIIREEZ B S TT 9.
(8) fodUsfaid, &b - A2,

(9) FHRIDEHEHRERE LTA 2RO T, R
T D FA FHEI TR 40 B AR T IEPANERL &
WENTIRET 2, L, $EERIL. SR
OWTHRIFIITE 2, 723, £0%6. FIHIE

75

— M A N R 4 B AR T IR SE RS M
A TMHRE 25

AT, e, FITHEA A O RS R ES L
R UL 2 70,

2. BAROKME

(1) JFRSIIARFERO L DIZRD, HL, PHERTH
STHMERZER b ENZR0, BHSHERTZR L
T 5T Z DR Y TR0,

(2) BRRSRIE, FRAA B N IEIIERL
SMHIORERE X3E DFEET 5 KRR L <
(IREFEBHE TH, L OWMEHEESEOREREOH 5 A1 &
HHDLT D, HEDGEIL, FIEL D LLEL T
TN D D

(3) FEBREFAEZEERR FIEADT L e OMERL
BOFRES D REBASUIRABHE TH DR S
DY, FHEIRTAEAAAR T IENIN SR U O
RERR R 72 DI EHE OAGB AR TR B 720y,
UAHREHEIT, TOAHGEEH A DITET20 . A
HOWHICITA DN ONETH D Z & et L
FIUFe 6700y,

3. BFRRERROWNE
Wik, BRI AMEE T 5, 2L, REEERE
SDERBDT-HEIXZ DR Y Tu,

4. BFRRROBRS
BARAERRIL, TREZ BRI LGB DY AT
BT, AHFHOZEFA DWW TILA TR T# Y
Thd,
(1) AFdE, 24 TI7H, Btk IEZRERICE
F oW B MR L VT 2, 7. Aais
D 9 Bl 1 A TR A E B T IESIE
FLOHHIORERE & L, SRS AL BB F1EH
WFZERL A O B LIS b DI AR 2 AR A

Morisita Memorial & Research Foundation
Journal of Morisita Memorial Research No.2



DHAIE, WEEZ BRI TR R4 S0 F1EH
PRSI OB E L O EZEEHZ TR CTE 54
ZFETHZ L &L, ERRIFESE IS L TED
BT 5,
(2) EHEIL, RORITEE L TEHRET 5,
1) BFEFSRHIEGEL TWDE 9
2) BT BEFRE S D
3) MDSTEREED S OHENTS I, HIg5, AR
#i7n CEERER L QRN E S
4) PEEREIIRK L TORVINE 57
5) FHL FmBMMEZ R 72 EHEICIZ D720
DTIRVINE I D
6) Eaie & DORFOMEHHIMED & 5 EIRAT
boloh | 5, BEETHD Z LTk pgdE
IRITHZ L ZBRNC, YRRRRESELTZY
BT IR B O ATREME DI A4 A TR E D
yap)
(3) EFeaL, B>, [l HEE#E
W, TR TR ORI R
M5, £, meialx MEERER onaTo
&, [ShatER) OEAIEE OBl R OYdED
TobOFESE, IR OSEIEE OB ZfT LG
FLRTIUTZ2 720, ERIRITZ Ofs KA HEE
(DIEETT D, 7pds, THall) 132D E FH#EE FTRE L .
MEEMSR#R) 13, EEFEFMEESILTO D%
MRS CHERE D LIl T %, ZO8G Z ORI T
) SHMrShChboeldn, £, [h%s
E [ A 1 =25 7 e s
(4) 240OEHTED I B 14H el L7
BAE, BEEROLLOETD, BL, FERIC
BT, oMW OBR %558 L CE OfAICE
WS 5 2 L & TfEE T 5,
(5) LR BT Ml 23580 bIRWEE

— M A N R 4 B AR T IR SE RS M
A TMHRE 25

(X, PERIIREZESICEER L TET DL
INTE D, (HL., FEBK A ZBEAR T IEFIIERT
S ORERLE DOFRES 2 KFBEA TR FBE
THEDPEGER SLTET D50, TR P2 8%
2% T IEBRFZeE A R ORSER B 7= 2 FeiE s 8 o7&
RERFRTIUT e BTUN,
(6) HFHADEA. WHEEERIT. Hotd MOBES
DEREEE LT, BREIZOWTOHET I,

5. FhaThix
BefEE 1L, Microsoft Word (97 X VLV vx—
32), NO'PDF EAOETT—4  AMHIRES

Bl 2,

6. BEAM

Wi, BEREHIMI LRy, 7272 L, RROOERR L
L LSORR A A3 & S B85, B S
K92,

7. IRIE
FHEREZFRIE 95, MEIZG U TRERESN
BAEZAT Y BENRH 5,

8. il
PRNCOWTIE, f2E1E3 083 0 0 0 I Tl

ATELbD LT D, TAAEMERGAIT, FE1

oo 10 OMFERT 2,

Morisita Memorial & Research Foundation
Journal of Morisita Memorial Research No.2



—RMIEN AR BB
A& FIEWIERL &Y

FesE TR FIATHACEL
— B —

HlE 201548H16H

1. BREORERR &

BT 2IEROBEIC Y 7> Tk, FAIE LT
Microsoft Word (97 KWLV vI—a>) ZHNT
PRI 52 &,

Fo, JFREE A4 TIRE IV, F0 - A TR - B
BICR - X - BE THRCT D, AR OFEAL
LLTFDERBY THS,

(1) FH&: K8 - 84 - (RHIL >, 72720
TEZBEDGROT A Z DR Y T « F—T—
K (6 DL, 7272 L. . WL/ — MIBRD)
% AAGE & S35 CRU 2, FAHI WL, F—U
— RO ISR, EREOESHFRE LD
FECRLT D 2 &, o, ERFRROFERIZOWTS
Rt 52 &,

(2) A3 : BAGEDS &, BiEXT1 HbHZY 4017
X 40 FCERRT 5, SMEREOYF AL ZAUCHE U7 i
THIBI % Z &,

(3) 1 : FESNACIER L, ASCHORUEINIE S
AT Z LA LRVGRITENET 5 Z LB TE D,

(4) BB EFEOGEIL 184 - T4 - HhR
A - FATHL . FslOSA1E BEE4 - Fslsh - Hisk
o« BB H TR (ST AR A LTI L,
TIVT 7y MRS THE#ET S 2 &, 72720, X
BROZERITZEE DB 27 TS 2 b D L5,
fEH L2RWGAITENS T 5 2 LR TE D,

77

— M A N R 4 B AR T IR SE RS M
A TMHRE 25

(5) M : AT T DA, EEIFHNCES
25 U ASCHORES G 5 7 COFRT D70,
AR D 2 L, 22 L, MEROWSTAE
MT 25613, T TN TESZINETHZ L,
A LZ2WGEIAEIET 5 Z R TE %,

(6) BT : AAGEOSATE 400 FLN, FSEOHA
ILZAUTHEC T e 9%, 7288, Rt « dmail 2R Y

HAGE & SGEOMGTOEEZ T2 bD LT 5, &
7o, BEETOFSL « Fwnl SOV TUIBRRE O TR A5
T, WEZRERITTRRT 2,

. RO

Rl E230 BEC, 12 HE IR &35, ZORS
ZHEA D bOTH MERARDWE LGB TAIE,
Yl 5 2 LD,

Morisita Memorial & Research Foundation
Journal of Morisita Memorial Research No.2



— MY IR N RS R 2240 B T IEMA R ZERE &M
AR TMHARE H25

[ #&EE—F ] (YEHIE)

FuILEAT
— S MR N R 240 B R T IEW e R R (=S 2

Che-Jen Su
Professor of Restaurant, Hotel and Institutional Management, Fu Jen Catholic University

Taipei, Taiwan

R s
SEATEE R PR PR R ZE R R AR

F HIE
B R E R BUOCSER B

Marica Mazurek

MSc, PhD. candidate University of Matej Bel Banska Bystrica, Slovakia

SUIC:
BFEMZEHERT: I EhRkan

78
Morisita Memorial & Research Foundation
Journal of Morisita Memorial Research No.2



— MY IR N RS R 2240 B T IEMA R ZERE &M
AR TMHARE H25

CEfE] REEA]
AR N DK S 4 S 2 T IE R R th— CRakILo B S)
SAMMORE T4 FHERE] 1, #2 5%2% Il T =2
T2 LN TEE L, MEEAITIL, kLT G RIE  GESICRRE )
FATTEXI-Z LA, fEER L LTETIILHEL M BEE CGURELRE e B T -)
THYET, SN, BEEOHTE 3 ABH KB s (SRR SRR
TE, 209 b 1 KT P ORFRNT-TEEF L
P E B — R b 1 ARBRLCOES, % iR ]
. SEG ., B - Kl B FLE R
DA HIT T Preface ZEF\\V-7F 2% L7, el A — (Fnak LB 55)
AT 2 DR EE D LICh O R ED ML R GUERR PP EHT ) -)
L (57 e SR e 2T A
I, ST, ARommseonL. 6k o A CIAEDCSREE IR
R E LR, 2055 3KIEERNRD, &
[HEH%]

MG EENREOND Z LT E LT, T
FREIETHEIHIND Z E0NWRFINET,

K DIFATHWMHARIEE TH 5 AIBITR
ERRERE. WERE LUERL CW2nWek
EHHIGIZA 9 & ZANKE L, W= L
F9, o, lHxOARNIHET ONETAN, H
WA TR A BREV L7 B AT I, iR 2
2 WEZEARGDOEMRICKRE S TRV
FEE L, ZOHEZEY TEILA L LT ET,

A M H X
Association (ETASA) 1T E ¥ R AMIEre
EREREGELDL, INLDOFEENLELNT
R D AREICB# L TWE ET, WRFLED,
HIEommeEkmaein L T 9. (R
HKEZAR HEWH—)

Euro-Asia Tourism Studies

79

B sk (B T IEANHERL&ER)

— AN
SRR R80T IEWI R ZERE &
AR TR %2 7
(4 1 [R%E4T

©Morisita Memorial & Research Foundation

2017 & 3 H 20 HFAT

TN AL BAT
FATAT IRMEEA
SRR RS20 B T AR SERE Y [
T 606-8226

FUARR T A X FR AR S T 101 &
TEL : 075-712-0909

http://www.morisita.or.jp/

FI il T T—INVTRAS S =

Morisita Memorial & Research Foundation
Journal of Morisita Memorial Research No.2



	表紙
	目次
	代表理事挨拶
	蘇先生からのお言葉
	旅館業へのレベニュー・マネジメントの適用に関する一考察
	韓国における宿泊施設の基盤整備に向けた取り組みについて―インバウンド旅行の受け入れを中心として―
	Models of brand equity – a transfer from the production to tourism settings and their application
	観光圏に関する文献研究
	投稿規程

