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 Image perception has been acknowledged as a critical component of branding. Perception of image 
is comparatively difficult for intangible entities like ‘destination’. Research initiatives, thus far, has 
postulated destination branding on associations namely cognitive and affective image inputs. Mul-
tisensory brand associations were never tested for destination branding model, although, sensory 
brand associations were found to play major role in the tangible product branding and influence 
purchase behaviours. Further, attributional elements, specific to destination are assumed to play 
critical role in developing the brand identity leading to choice of destination. Perceived destination 
brand image was empirically tested for its influence on post-travel behaviours and was identified 
as one of the potent travel motives, however, the predictive capability of perceived destination 
brand image on favourable post-travel behaviours seems to fall off due to reasons unknown. Re-
searchers like Fournier, observed that relationship-branding can induce favourable post-purchase 
behaviour. This study focuses on developing a destination brand model using conventional brand 
associations, namely cognitive and affective image inputs, and new associations, namely, attribu-
tional and sensory image inputs. The study further incorporates relationship-branding as a multiplex 
phenomenon and tested its possible intervening impact between perceived destination brand image 
and post-travel behaviours. The results established the destination brand model based on the image 
associations and confirmed the role of relationship-branding as a para-social and socio-emotional 
moderator to influence post-travel visitor behaviour. The study plugs in the gap that existed in the 
present body of knowledge addressing destination branding and reinforces the relationship theory 
in establishing the ‘brand – purchase – post-purchase behaviour’ triad. 
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1. Introduction 
 
 

Branding of services represents the height of intangibility. Experiential services, namely tourism, there-
fore, has been grounded on visitors’ evocation and choice of destination to shape into a brand (Tasei & 
Kozak, 2006). Branded content, too, seems to play a role in the articulation of destination branding. The 
choice of destination depends on the extent to which they are differentiated on the basis of destination-
specific attributes (Pawaskar & Goel, 2014) and its compatibility with the socio-emotional, ethno-cul-
tural and socio-economical scaffold of the visitors (Qu et al., 2011). Therefore, branding of destination 
also seems to be influenced by attributional images. 



 

1170

Perceived destination image, a reflection of preserved set of memories associating visitors with destina-
tion visited, has been identified as a major destination branding component (Cai, 2002; Pike, 2009). 
Therefore, destination image, thus far, has been constructed on the ground of this ‘memory-association’ 
comprising of perceived cognitive and affective images as sensory inputs (Hosany et al., 2007, Uysal et 
al., 2000) and is apprehended to be critical in branding destinations (Pike, 2009; Hosany et al., 2007; 
Baloglu & Mangaloglu, 2001). Destination branding has been conceptualized as an integrated series of 
marketing tasks that reinforces the differentiation between destinations based on attributes, consolidates 
the expectations of a cherished travel experience, ensures the socio-emotional and ethno-cultural bonding 
between the visitor and the destination and diminishes the perceived risk associated with the travel (Blain 
et al., 2005). Studies by Chen and Phou (2013), Bove-Sans and Laguado-Ramírez (2013), Mariutti et al. 
(2013) indicated that destination attributes have impact on the formation of perceived destination image. 
With proliferation of brands the problem of clutter has thrown major challenges to the marketers to pen-
etrate the crowd. Marketers are replacing the mass marketing strategy with customized and relationship-
based marketing, but, that too seems to be inadequate in the context of destination marketing. For years 
the sensory perceptions of the consumers (sight, sound, smell, touch and taste) have guided them towards 
selection and endorsement of brands, yet, they were largely neglected as constructs in sensory image 
building by the researchers. The individual sensory perception of a brand is a psychological projection 
of expectations from the same based on experience logic, which, essentially is configured by the human 
brain with simulation from five senses (Hulten et al., 2009). Lindstrom and Kotler (2005) observed that 
sensory inputs namely vision and sound influence brand perception. Subliminal perception has been 
widely used by the marketers to tap human senses and guide them to choose brands in multi-branded 
product outlets. The service industry has also adopted subliminal sensory-based branding, namely, Sin-
gapore Airlines, for example, masks fragrance with interior colour and hue of the cabin and reflects the 
image in the uniforms of flight attendants (sight) to create a unique sensory experience for their custom-
ers. Joshua (2008) and Morrin and Chebat (2005), in one of their studies, found significant relationship 
between the use of aroma and increase in sales in multi-branded retails. The tourism industry has also 
initiated tapping human senses, namely, olfactory (aroma), optic (visuals), tactile (touch), gustative 
(taste) and auditory (hearing) to allow a multi-sensory image perception of brands. Sensory inputs in the 
context of destination attributes and tourism products contribute in perceived destination image. Multi-
sensory branding techniques can be used for differentiating destinations based on sensory image percep-
tion (Fan, 2006). 
 
This study argues that sensory and attributional image of a destination, apart from the perceived cognitive 
and affective image, are critical brand associations to influence the perceived image of destination. The 
destination brand model has been posited on this assumption of multiple inputs in creating perceived 
destination image. The study further implicates the impact of perceived brand image on the post-travel 
behavioural pattern of visitors. Although sensory and attributional images are assumed to shape destina-
tion branding, empirical studies to assimilate their effects in conjunction with the cognitive and affective 
image inputs have remained inconclusive. 
  
2. Literature review 
 
The strategy of branding destinations has been used as differentiator between multiple destinations based 
on attributes specific to the destination (Morrison & Anderson, 2002). Considering the complexity in-
volved in branding a destination based on attributes and perceived image it is quite inevitable that creation 
of a branded identity is equally important as differentiation (Qu et al., 2011). The visitors develop an 
attachment with the destination based on the projected brand identity developed from travel experience 
(Konecnik & Go, 2008). Apart from creating a brand identity, a branded destination differentiates itself 
from its competing destinations in terms of unique attributes, scope-of-activities and image that serve as 
an attachment factor for the visitors namely accommodation facilities, dining facilities, public utilities, 
accessibility, socio-emotional attractions, ethno-cultural phenomenon and physical landscape (Baker, 
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2007). Point of differentiation facilitate visitors to perceive destinations image based on the identity cre-
ated (Keller, 2008). Many studies, thus far, have posited that brand image and brand identity are critical 
in the formation of a destination brand (Florek et al., 2006; Nandan, 2005) with the brand image aggre-
gating perceptions of visitors about a brand as projected by the brand associations (Keller, 2008) and 
brand identity, on the other hand, incorporates brand elements, assigns direction to the strategic brand 
vision and synthesizes brand associations (Keller, 1998; Aaker, 1996). While branding a destination the 
marketer propagates the brand identity, based on destination attributes, as a potent differentiator to stim-
ulate visitors’ perception of the destination image (Florek et al., 2006). Destination marketers can create 
a positive brand image of the destination by emphasizing on unique brand associations (Qu et al., 2011). 
 
Brand associations stimulate consumer decision about brand preference (Low & Lamb, 2000) and has 
been classified into attributes, benefits and attitudes (Keller, 1998). While attributes are perceived to be 
the brand offerings, the benefits are the socio-emotional and experiential attachment with the brand based 
on the offerings (Qu et al., 2011) and attitudes are reflective of the decisions based on evocation, an 
assimilation and synthesis of attributes and benefits. Brand attitudes inherently refers to the perceived 
image of the brand and are significant determinants of post-purchase behaviours. This notion received 
concurrence in the study by Ryan and Gu (2008) as they observed that perceived destination image as a 
critical brand asset is deterministic of post-travel behavioural pattern of the visitors. Past studies have 
identified cognitive and affective inputs towards the formation of destination image (Hosany et al., 2007). 
Cognitive inputs are beliefs and logical synthesis associated with the destination visited and affective 
evaluation refers to the feelings associated with the same (Baloglu & Brinberg, 1997).The Image For-
mation Process (IFP) laid down by Gartner (1993) considered as a comprehensive model for destination 
branding is compatible with Keller’s (1998) concept of brand associations. Cognitive and affective im-
ages were referred to as the ‘push’ factors (Pikkemaat, 2004) in perceiving a destination while the desti-
nation attributes were considered as the ‘pull’ factors (Lam & Hsu, 2006; Nicolau & Mas, 2004). Nolan 
and Keller-III (2006) identified three sets of destination attributes namely natural resources, cultural re-
sources and commercial resources. Destination attributes were found to be significant influencers to-
wards selection of a destination (Lam & Hsu, 2006) and are apprehended to be critical in destination 
branding. This paper, therefore, proposes that the perceived destination brand image is influenced by the 
cognitive, affective and attributional image perceived by the visitors about the destination and draws 
rationale from the existing literature on destination image and brand associations. The attributional, cog-
nitive, and affective image inputs are expected to have individual impact in the formation of perceived 
destination brand image unlike the previous notion of combined impact (Cai, 2002; Woodside & Ly-
sonski, 1989). Therefore the following hypotheses were proposed: 
 
H1: Cognitive image influences perceived destination brand image.  
H2: Affective image influences perceived destination brand image. 
H3: Attributional image influences perceived destination brand image. 
 
The influence of sensory perceptions on perceived brand image component has not been explored em-
pirically for destinations, although, it is expected to be quite critical in shaping the overall perceived 
destination image. The use of multi-sensory branding strategy is replacing the conventional form of two-
dimensional marketing (use of sight & sound) with the five-dimensional model (use of all five human 
senses) to stimulate perception of a comprehensive brand image. The use of sensory perception can gen-
erate a humanized and anthropomorphic perception of destination image.  Multi-sensory branding (based 
on sensory image perception) creates socio-emotional make-over of the visitors by linking the experien-
tial output with the sensory organs creating a favourable memory-trap about the destination (Pawaskar 
& Goel, 2014).Visual and olfactory senses were well used in the multi-branded retail industry to stimulate 
the subliminal perception of the consumers and assist them in purchase decisions (Baksi, 2013). Odours 
or aroma probe the human brain for impulse decision and often differentiates between propositions (Rus-
sell & Pratt, 2008).  The visual ambience of the destination makes a lasting imprint on the sensory per-
ception of the visitors. Aroma of rustic soil, fragrance of wild flowers and smell of unpolluted terrain has 
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served as travel motives (Baksi, 2016, 2017). Characterization of brands by signature tunes prevails in 
traditional format of marketing communication (Hulten, 2009) which often arouses evocation of exclu-
sivity (Lindstrom & Kotler, 2005). Destinations with indigenous ethno-cultural implications often use 
sound to lure visitors as witnessed in the tribe-infested destinations like Jangalmahal and Santiniketan in 
West Bengal. The sound of the Santhal (a tribe) drum and flute has profound cognitive impact in the sub-
conscious of the visitors to the extent of predisposing travel motive for repeat visitation and associate 
preference to the sound-of-destination. The sensorial strategy of taste, too, is probably one of the critical 
success factors to destination branding. Gustative branding or use of taste connects the visitors with the 
local gastronomy and can contribute to perceive destination image (Bertil et al., 2009). Tactile branding 
or use of touch has remained an elusive phenomenon in the consumer-product industry, but, in travel and 
tourism domain the human touch creates a sense of assurance for the visitors (Pawaskar & Goel, 2014). 
The concept of tactile branding was also found in the practice of Craftourism (Baksi, 2016, 2017) as 
visitors experience hands-on activity in moulding local crafts. Rewatkar (2009) observed that creation of 
brand consciousness depends on socio-emotional linkages triggered by the activation of five human 
senses. Qu et al. (2011) introduced the concept of ‘unique image’, a comprehensive differentiator that 
envisages the overall destination brand image. Sensory images, at the micro level, can be a more potent 
contributor to destination image building as it aggregates destination attributes and scope-of-activities to 
facilitate associations (Keller, 2008). 
  
Therefore it is deduced that: 
H4: Sensory image will affect perceived destination brand image. 
 
Yu and Dean (2001) observed that perceptual evaluation of destination brand image acts as an antecedent 
to socio-emotional state (e.g. satisfaction) leading to post-travel behaviours. Kuenzel and Katsaris (2009) 
observed two significant post-travel behaviours of visitors namely intention to return or repeat visitation 
and advocacy through word-of-mouth (WOM). This study was a reinforcement to the findings by Murray 
(1991) and Alcaniz et al. (2005).  Bigné et al. (2001), too, found that perceived destination image impacts 
a number of post-travel behaviours including destination choice option for future travel plans. WOM can 
serve as a positive indicator of perceived destination brand image (Yvette & Turner, 2002; Weaver & 
Lawton, 2002; Oppermann, 2000). Therefore it is hypothesized that: 
 
H5: Perceived destination brand image influences intention to revisit by visitors. 
H6:  Perceived destination brand image influences positive advocacy & WOM by visitors. 
 
Traditional format of mass branding, however, is far from effective to cut the clutter, more so, for service 
brands typically mystified with intangibility and heterogeneity. Concept of ‘relationship’ is fast replacing 
the ‘transactional exchange’-based marketing notions (Fournier, 2012). Relationship marketing is posited 
on the realm of interpersonal exchanges namely reciprocity, purposiveness, broad-spectrum coverage 
and process phenomena (Hinde, 1995). Researchers have explained ‘relationship’ in the context of brand-
ing by proposing the concept of ‘brand-as-partner’ (Fournier, 1998) whereby brands are humanized, per-
sonalized and animated. Thus far, relationship, as a multiplex phenomenon have been studied as socio-
emotional state culminating into psycho-social identity-complex, namely,  perceiving images and social 
integration (Fehr & Russell, 1991). Most of the researchers have used a five-phase model of relationship 
covering initiation, growth, maintenance, deterioration and dissolution (Levinger, 1983). Past research 
identified broad socio-demographical and ethno-cultural aspects to define relationship attitudes and be-
haviours (Dion & Dion 1996; Levinger 1995). These factors were found to influence the strength of 
relationship drives, the types of relationships cherished and desired, the pattern of emotional expression 
in relationships, pattern of interaction in relationships, the manner in which relationships are dissolved 
and the degree to which sustainable commitments are sought (Holt, 1997; Thompson, 1996). Considering 
the strength of ‘relationship’ paradigm to mould behavioural issues and the scope of its embodiment in 
branding, the researcher expects a significant and positive moderating effect of relationship-branding on 
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the relationship between perceived destination brand image and post-travel behavioural pattern of visi-
tors. Therefore it is hypothesized that 
 
H7:  The impact of perceived destination brand image on post-travel behaviours of the visitors is signif-
icantly increased under the impact of relationship-branding efforts  
 
Fig. 1 represents the conceptual model involving all the variables: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Fig. 1.  A conceptual model of destination branding 
 
3. Methodology 
 
Three districts of West Bengal, India, namely, Birbhum, Murshidabad and Bankura were selected for the 
study by considering their attraction based on ethno-cultural heritage and traditional art & craft forms. 
Three specific destinations namely Santiniketan (Birbhum), Bishnupur (Bankura) and Murshidabad were 
chosen known to induce profound influx of both domestic and foreign visitors. Considering the experi-
ential nature of the study, extreme mobility of the respondents (visitors) and unknown variability of the 
population, the study used confidence interval approach (Burns & Bush, 1995) to determine the sample 
size. The sample size was determined at the level of 95% accuracy with 95% confidence interval: 
 

2 2

2 2

1.96 (0.4 0.6)
370

0.05

z pq
n

e


    

(1) 

whereby, n = sample size, 
p = estimated variability in the population 40%* 
q = (1 – p) 
z = standard error associated with chosen level of confidence (95%) 
e = acceptable error + 5% (desired accuracy 95%) 
 
The response rate and un-usability of response were assumed to be 60% and 10%, respectively. Therefore 
529 (370/0.70) visitors (respondents) were approached for the study. For the hoteliers and other service 
providers stratified random sampling was used. From the enlisted hotels and resorts, restaurants, logistic 
service providers and tour-guides obtained from the local administration a random number between 1 
and 10 was chosen to decide on the first sample unit and the successive unit or the interval size (k) was 
calculated as k = N/n (population size/ sample size). A total number of 18 hotels & resorts, 9 restaurants, 
9 logistic service providers and 12 tour-guides were interviewed. A structured questionnaire was used 
for the study purpose. The survey instrument was a structured questionnaire.  
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Perceived cognitive image was measured with a list of 43 items adopted from the study of Qu et al. 
(2011). Perceived affective image was measured with the bi-polar scale developed by Russel et al. (1981). 
The four dichotomous distribution of the scale (0 & 1) included: arousing-sleepy, pleasant-unpleasant, 
exciting-gloomy and relaxing-distressing. The items capturing the perceived sensory image of the visitors 
were adopted from the studies made by Russel (1981), Pawaskar and Goel (2014), Rewatkar (2014) and 
Bertil et al. (2009). Attributional image perception was measured with 42 items aggregated from the 
studies of Joppe et al (2001) and Opperman (1996). A 7 point Likert scale was assigned to generate and 
interpret response. The questions regarding post purchase behaviour of the visitors namely intention to 
revisit and positive WOM were fitted in a 5 point scale with ‘1’being most unlikely and ‘5’being most 
likely. The relationship construct was adopted from the studies of Fournier (1998) and was measured 
with 15 items. The perceived destination-brand image was measured using 12 items taken from the study 
of Echtner and Ritchie (2003). Pilot study was conducted to understand the capability of the instrument 
to capture the constructs adequately. 
 
A reliability test was conducted which measured the Cronbach’s alpha for perceived images namely 
cognitive (0.89), sensory (0.91) and attributional (0.93) which were considered acceptable as standard 
reliability measure (Hair et al., 1998). The Cronbach’s alpha for relationship-branding was found to be 
0.85. 
 
3.1 Data analysis  
 
Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was used to determine the factor structure of perceived destination 
brand image with inputs from cognitive, sensory and attributional image constructs.  The determinant of 
the correlation matrix was found to be .007 which established that it is neither an identity matrix nor a 
singularity matrix and hence provided substantial evidence of interrelationship between the items under 
study. The Barlett’s test of Sphericity gave significant result (χ2 = 1972.41, p = 0.00), thereby, confirming 
that the correlation matrix is not an identity matrix. The KMO result (0.879) established sample adequacy 
(Hair et al., 1998) and hence the data was found amenable to EFA. Based on the eigen value criteria 
(eigen value >1) a four factor solution was retained for perceived destination brand image. These four 
factors account for 24.090 (attributional image), 17.181 (cognitive image), 15.912 (sensory image) and 
14.011 (affective image) % of the total variance, respectively and together accounted for 71.19 % of the 
total variance. Relationship branding was explained adequately by five factors, namely intimacy, com-
mitment, self-connection, interdependence and brand-partner quality which attributed for 74.65% of var-
iance. The principal component analysis using orthogonal rotation (VARIMAX with Kaiser normaliza-
tion) allowed to identify the underlying factor structures of perceived image inputs. Factors with low 
loading scores (<0.60) were deleted (Hair et al., 1998). The results of the EFA using PCA are summarized 
in Table 1.  
 
Regression analysis used to test whether there is a direct effect of input images namely attributional 
(ATTR), cognitive (COGN), sensory (SENS) and affective (AAFCT) on perceived destination brand 
image (H1, H2, H3 and H4). The regression model stands as: 
  
Yt = β1 + β2Xt + β3Xt + β4Xt + β5Xt + ut 

 
whereby, Yt is the value of the dependent variable (perceived destination brand image) on time period t, 
X are the values of independent variables on time period t.  β1 is the intercept or average value of de-
pendent variable when all the independent variables are absent. β2, β3, β4 and β5 are the slope of perceived 
destination brand image (partial regression coefficients) with respect to the independent variables. ut is 
the random error in Y for time period t. Hence the model as: 
 
Perceived destination brand image t = β1 + β2(attributional image input)t2 + β3(cognitive image input)t3 

+ β4(sensory image input)t4 + β5(affective image input)t5 + ut 
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The measurement models for the variables can be represented as in Table 2. 

Table 2  
Measurement model 

Major variables Dimensions assigned Total variance explained 

Attributional image 
Infrastructure & facilities 71.19% 

Scope of activities 

Cognitive image 
Experiential quality 

Attraction for tourism 

Sensory image 

Optic image 
Olfactory image 
Gustative image 
Auditory image 

Affective 

Pleasant atmosphere 
Arousing environment & hospitality 

Relaxing experience 
Exciting travel 

Relationship branding 

Intimacy 74.65% 

Self-connection 
Interdependence 

Commitment 
Brand-partner quality 

 

The results of regression analyses were summarized in Table 3, Table 4 and Table 5. The model summary 
(Table 1) displayed R2  to be as .543 indicating that the image (attributional, cognitive, sensory and af-
fective) inputs accounted for 54.3% of the variation in aggregate in perceived destination brand image 
which is significant enough for the predictability of the model. The results of ANOVA (Table 2) con-
firmed that the variation showed by the independent variables was significant at 1% level (F=39.086, 
p<.001). Regression coefficients (Table 5) confirmed a significant and strong associationship between 
ATTR and PDBI (β=.669, t=8.728, p<.001), COGN and PDBI (β=.473, t=6.534, p<.001) and SENS and 
PDBI (β=.536, t=7.760, p<.001). Moderately strong associationship was observed between AFFCT and 
PDBI (β=.218, t=3.775, p<.005). Therefore the predictive capability of the model was established. Table-
3, Table-4 and Table 5 supported H1, H2, H3 and H4. 
 
Table 3  
Regression analysis: Model summary 

Model R R Square 
Adjusted R 

Square 
Std. Error of 
the Estimate 

Change Statistics 
R Square 
Change 

F Change df1 df2 
Sig. F 

Change 
1 .737a .543 .039 .41214 .543 39.086 4 1886 .000 

a. Predictors: (Constant), AFFCT, SENS, ATTR, COGN 
b. Dependent Variable: PDBI 
 
Table 4  
Regression analysis: ANOVA 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 
Regression 6.173 4 1.543 39.086 .000b 
Residual 320.353 1886 .170   

Total 326.527 1890    

a. Dependent Variable: PDBI 

b. Predictors: (Constant), AFFCT, SENS, ATTR, COGN 
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Table 5  
Regression analysis: Coefficients 

Model 

Unstandardized  

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients t Sig. 
Collinearity Statistics

B Std. Error Beta Tolerance VIF 

1 

(Constant) 34.793 12.034  141.983 .000   

ATTR 18.015 5.009 .669 8.728 .000 .329 3.039 

COGN 12.015 4.010 .473 6.534 .000 .227 4.407 

SENS 23.024 6.009 .536 7.760 .000 .213 4.701 

AFFCT 9.017 2.022 .218 3.775 .001 .997 1.003 

a. Dependent Variable: PDBI 

 
Regression analysis was also used to test the impact of perceived destination brand image (PBDI) on 
intention to revisit (INREV) (H5) and positive word-of-mouth (PWOM) (H6). The results of regression 
analyses were summarized in Table 6 and Table 7. The model summary (Table 6 and Table 7) displayed 
R2  to be as .565 and .670 respectively indicating that INREV and PWOM can explain 56.5% and 67.0% 
of variation in PBDI which is significant enough for the predictability of the model. The results of 
ANOVA (Table 6 and Table 7) confirmed that the variation showed by the independent variables was 
significant at 1% level e.g. F=43.983, p<.001 for INREV and F=52.115, p<.001 for PWOM respectively. 
Regression coefficients (Table-6 & Table-7) confirmed a significant and strong associationship between 
PDBI and INREV (β=.712, t=12.287, p<.001) and PDBI and PWOM (β=.589, t=10.912, p<.001) There-
fore the predictive capability of the model was established.  
 

Table 6  
Regression summary 

Model summary ANOVA Coefficients 

Model R R square F Sig Beta T Sig. 

1 .752 .565 43.983 .000 .712 12.287 .000 
Dependent variable: INREV 
Predictor: PDBI 
 

Table 7  
Regression summary 

Model summary ANOVA Coefficients 

Model R R square F Sig Beta T Sig. 

1 .819 .670 52.115 .000 .589 10.912 .000
Dependent variable: PWOM 
Predictor: PDBI 
 
To test the moderating effect of RELBRND on the relationship between PDBI and post-travel behaviour, 
bootstrapping procedure (Preacher & Hayes 2008) was used. Bootstrapping was used to compute a con-
fidence interval (CI) around the indirect effect. A bootstrap CI that does not include zero provides evi-
dence of a significant indirect effect of PBDI on post-travel behaviours (INREV & PWOM) through 
RELBRND. The moderation analysis was performed by applying Hayes’ PROCESS SPSS macro, using 
5.000bootstrapped samples to estimate the indirect effect. The researcher used the estimation of condi-
tional indirect effects and tested whether these indirect effects differ from zero at specific value of the 
moderator (e.g. relationship branding efforts) using a bootstrap Confidence Interval (CI) as recommended 
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by Preacher et al. (2007). As predicted, the results (Table 8) showed a significant moderating effect of 
RELBRND on post-travel behaviours and was found to be consistently positive and increased with the 
level of RELBRND.  The effect was significantly different from zero among those who have low (95% 
CI = 0.0652 to 0.1983), moderate (95% CI = 0.1265 to 0.2439), and high levels (95%CI = 0.2093 to 
0.4012) of impact from RELBRND. Thus, H7 was supported. 
 
Table 8  
Conditional effects of the focal predictor on dependent variable at values of the moderator 

RELBRND Effect (β) se t p LLCI ULCI 95% Bias corrected 
bootstrap CI 

Low: -1.3427 .23 .35 7.53 .000 .07 .20 0.0652 to 0.1983 
Moderate: 0.000 .19 .21 6.00 .001 .14 .27 0.1265 to 0.2439 

High: 1.3986 .33 .44 8.90 .000 .36 .41 0.2093 to 0.4012 
Focal predictor: PBDI (X) 
Moderating variable: RELBRND (M) 
Dependent variable: Post-travel behaviour (Y) 
 

The measurement model was estimated to assess the overall model fit. The fit statistics obtained through 
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) assured a good fit for the model (χ2 = 3245.54, df = 368, p<0.01, GFI 
= .97, AGFI = .95, TLI = .91). Indicator loadings for statistical significance were obtained. Estimation 
of reliability and variance extracted were also performed. The results of the loadings with t values are 
shown in Table 9. As far as reliability of the image constructs are concerned, attributional image (.88), 
cognitive image (0.81), sensory image (0.78) and affective image (0.74) surpassed the threshold level of 
0.70 (Qu et al, 2011). The measures support the convergent validity of the items. For variance extraction, 
all the three constructs namely attributional image (.77), cognitive image (0.72), sensory image (0.66) 
and affective image (0.59) met the cut-off value of 0.50. 
 

Table 9 
SEM results: Standardized parameter estimates for SEM model construct loadings 

Endogenous 
constructs 

RELBRND INREV PWOM 

Exogenous constructs
Structural 

equation fit 
(R2)/ VE 

Attribu-
tional im-

age 

Cognitive 
dimension 

Sensory di-
mension 

Affective 
dimension 

RELBRND 0.000 0.000 0.000 
0.88  

(6.82**) 
0.81 

(5.72**) 
0.78 

(4.94**) 
0.74  

(3.08*) 
0.61 

INREV 0.64 (4.81**) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.56 
PWOM 0.56 (3.97*) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.39 
Variance  
extracted 

   0.77 0.72 0.66 0.59  

Chi-square 3245.54 
Df 368 
Sig .000 
GFI .97 

AGFI .95 
TLI .91 

RMSEA .04 
RMSR 0.069 

*Significant at 0.05 level (critical value=1.96) 
**Significant at 0.01 level (critical value=2.576) 
The structural model was accepted based on the results of CFA (Table-9) as the goodness-of-fit indices 
supported the cause. All the paths in the structural model were statistically significant.  
 
4. Conclusion and implication 
 
The study was designed to construct a model of destination branding based on perceived destination 
brand image and used the existing theory to measure destination brand image incorporating contributions 
of cognitive and affective inputs. The study hypothesized two more dimensions to have profound signif-
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icant effect on perceived destination brand image namely destination attributions and sensory percep-
tions. Use of multisensory perceptions were well discussed in the context of service environments namely 
retail environment. The results confirmed that the destination brand model on the premise of perceived 
destination brand image could be adequately accounted for by the four dimensions apprehended to have 
antecedent impact. The study confirmed earlier studies (in retail sectors) by Russel (1981) regarding the 
impact of sensory perception of visitors towards framing a brand image. Although the inherent criticality 
of service industry with regard to its intangibility and lack of standardization (heterogeneity) inhibits the 
usage of sensory perception to a lesser extent compared to a more tangible product market; sensory image 
input, apart from the tactile image, was found to have a prominent role to play in the destination brand-
image. Sensory image should not be confused with the cognitive image. Sensory image imparts a physical 
assimilation of feelings as opposed to psychological interpretations made by the cognitive self. Exami-
nations are required with regard to the contribution of sensory perception in capturing the unique image 
of a destination. Cognitive and affective images were found to have significant impact on the overall 
perceived destination brand image which reinforced the earlier studies made by Baloglu and McCleary, 
(1999), Stern and Krakover (1993). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig.2. Final structural model 
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The study confirmed a significant impact of affective brand associations in projecting destination brand 
image and thereby supported the notion of Baloglu and McCleary’s (1997) observations.  The perceived 
destination brand image was tested for its predictive impact on post-travel behaviours and was found to 
have significant influence on visitors’ intention to revisit and advocating positive word-of-mouth. The 
results confirmed the previous observations that perceived brand image of a destination influences the 
probability of repeat visitation and positive WOM on the part of the visitors (Alcaniz et al., 2005). It was 
also noted that destination brand image as a holistic variable had a more deterministic role in post-travel 
behaviours compared to the individual brand association components and as a result supported the earlier 
notion of Baloglu and Brinberg (1997) that the brand association components are often converged. Con-
cept of relationship branding was developed for the study taking cues from the observations of Fournier 
(2010) and other researchers propagating the concept of ‘brand-as-partners’, ‘humanized brands’ and 
‘anthropomorphism’ and was tested for its intervening (moderating) effect on the relationship between 
perceived destination brand image and post-travel behaviours. Bootstrapping, using confidence interval 
measures, confirmed that the impact of perceived destination brand image increases on positive post-
travel behaviours if the ‘destination-brand’ is relation-driven or act as biotic partners rather than emo-
tionless inanimate objects. The study also confirmed the interpretations of Qu et al. (2011) about the role 
of brand-as-partners in creating the overall perceived destination brand which must be congrual with the 
destination brand identity in order to have a significant impact on the post-travel behaviours. The present 
study identified a number of differentiating factors to brand destinations on uniqueness, specifically, on 
the ground of multisensory image inputs namely visual image related to local festivals, culture and tra-
dition, gustative image namely farm-to-table cuisine and auditory image namely local folklores and 
hymns. Destination marketers may incorporate these sensory inputs to facilitate a positive destination 
brand image. The study has been restricted to specific destinations and, therefore, needs to be expanded 
in other geo-demographical destinations for generalization. In future other staying options should be 
explored to incorporate probable different layers of visitors. Destination brand image may be influenced 
by other variables namely travel motives and therefore travel motives should be explored as a brand 
association component.   
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