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Abstract:
City branding is a relatively new phenomenon which is essentially grounded in corporate branding theory and general marketing concepts which have been adapted for the purpose. This paper explores the use of brand building models, based on Liverpool, European Capital of Culture 2008, in an attempt to identify the critical points in developing a city brand. Using both qualitative and quantitative techniques the paper will identify Awareness, Overall Brand Judgement, position on the Functionality/Symbolism spectrum and Brand Resonance as being the most important factors in building a city brand. The paper will also illustrate techniques to identify which city attributes are promoting the city and which are perceived as negative. The paper will discuss the limitations of the methodology and comment on the usefulness of the approach from the brand management perspective. Future research areas will also be identified.

Literature Review

The debate relating to branding and its inception is extremely active and intriguing.  Brands have been used as marks of identification at some time in all countries and civilisations. McNeill & McNeill (2003) believe that branding was developed as a result of “…humans [being] drawn together in patterns of interaction and exchange, cooperation and competition since earliest times”. Keller (2003) considers that the origins of branding relate to craftsmen and their need to identify the fruits of their labour from others.  However, Low and Fullerton (1994) believe that the origins of modern branding can be traced to the late 19th century with  “…the development of branded consumer products such as Gillette and Quaker Oats”.

Destination and place branding however, is considered to be a relatively new field of study (Hankinson, 2001, Kavaratzis, 2004), in which there remains an apparent lack of empirical research (Caldwell and Freire, 2004) and little clarity or agreement about terminology or definitions (Anholt, 2004). Nevertheless, it is generally recognised that concepts of place branding are grounded in corporate branding and marketing theories that have been modified for the purpose (Kavaratzis, 2004). Many authors have acknowledged the multiple dimensionalities of brands and there are a plethora of models and metrics which attempt to classify and measure the various brand components. 

Some of these models seek to explore the more fundamental nature of brands, for instance, focusing on the functional and emotional/symbolic attributes (Cooper, 1979; de Chernatony and McWilliam, 1989). This concept has been further developed through application of the Brand Box Method (de Chernatony and Dall’Olmo Riley, 1997) and specifically applied to destination branding where it has been used to explore areas such as city brand image attributes (Hankinson, 2005), organic (historical and cultural heritage) images (Hankinson, 2004) as well as country and regional differences (Caldwell and Freire, 2004).  Others (e.g. Goodyear, 1993; de Chernatony 1993) have developed brand typographies which explore the evolutionary nature and developmental sequence of a typical brand, starting as an unbranded commodity and developing through a brand icon, and a brand culture, into a policy driver or even a brand religion (Kunde, 2000).

At the same time, a range of multifaceted models have been developed, many of which tend to measure aspects such as brand equity, brand esteem and brand potential. Rubenstein (1995), for instance, developed a model for Brand Chartering, which presents key dimensions of a brand, against its communication, management and implementation objectives. Kapferer (2003) introduces a range of models to explore different brand facets, for instance, a brand prism, exploring such questions as “why?”, “when?”, “for whom?” and “against whom” (Kapferer, 2003; p97) and further presents a model to identify positive and negative, latent and patent brand associations (Kapferer, 2003; p119), and has also developed a brand hexagon which seeks to explore more nebulous brand dimensions such as “personality”, “reflection”, “self-image” and “physique”. Keller (2000) introduced the Brand Report Card in which brand managers are asked to score their brands against 10 pre-determined facets, and later presented a Brand Tracking model, which provides a practitioner approach to  brand building (Keller, 2003; Kotler and Keller, 2006). This  model consists of a brand pyramid which starts with “salience” at the base (to define awareness and identity), and moves through “performance”, “imagery”, “judgements” and “feelings”, towards “resonance”, at the apex, denoting the relationship with the brand. 

The destination brand literature has complimented these typologies, often with more specific brand attributes that include the physical environment, weather and food (Embacher and Buttle, 1989), or the creation of a geographical marketing mix (Ashworth and Voogt, 1989) focusing on promotion, spatial-functional measures, organisational measures and financial aspects, whilst Kotler et al (2002) have developed a model of place improvement which embraces place as a character, the fixed environment, service provision and the entertainment or recreational value. Hubbard and Hall (1998) further include aspects such as cultural regeneration, large-scale physical redevelopments and mega events.

More recently, Hankinson (2004) has proposed a Relationship Network Brand Model for destination branding, with a core brand personality, around which are placed elements such as the brand infrastructure, primary services, consumer relationships and media relationships. Morgan et al  (2005) have developed a destination brand benefit prism which is designed to identify a destination’s advertising proposition through an assessment of  the “tangibles” (Level 1), the benefits to the tourist (Level 2), the psychological rewards (Level 3) what constitutes added value (Level 4)  and finally the  “the essential character” at the apex. Anholt on the other hand, has developed both a destination brand hexagon (Anholt, 2005) and a city brand hexagon (Anholt, 2006). The former combines the more immediate perceptual components (culture, people and exports – which de Chernatony (2006) redefines as what the place is known for) with less immediate perceptual aspects such as tourism, governance, and investment, as the essential elements of location branding.  Anholt (2006) accepts that this model is inappropriate for city brands and instead, proposes a hexagon comprising Presence (familiarity and contribution to world culture), Place (physical aspects), Potential (economic and educational opportunities), Pulse (vibrancy), People (and cultural alignment) and Prerequisites (living standards and amenities). A summary of some of these brand building instruments is given in Table I.
Table I:  Comparison of some of the Brand Building models
	Authors
	Brand Building Components

	Kapferer (2003)
	Physique
	Reflection
	Relationship
	Culture
	Personality
	Self Image



	Hankinson (2004)
	Primary Services
	Brand infrastructure
	Consumer relationships
	Media relationships
	Core Brand Personality

	Morgan et al (2005)
	Tangibles
	Benefits to Tourists
	Psychological rewards
	Value
	Essential character

	Kotler and Keller  (2006)
	Salience
	Performance
	Imagery
	Judgement
	Feelings
	Resonance



	Anholt (2005)
	Governance
	Tourism
	People
	Culture/

Heritage
	Exports
	Investment/

Immigration

	Anholt (2006)
	Place
	Potential/

Prerequisites
	People
	Presence
	Pulse
	


Clearly, these brand building models are designed for different purposes and it is not possible to map the components directly against each other (although there are some common themes). Some of the models serve a more practical or strategic brand management function (e.g. Brand Chartering, Rubenstein, 1995; Brand Prism, Kapferer, 2003), whilst others have more relevance to consumer goods branding (e.g. Keller’s Brand Report Card, 2000), and are less appropriate in the context of place branding where ownership, stakeholder involvement and brand management is more complex. However, some of the models have clearly been developed with destination branding in mind. Nonetheless, most seek to provide a 360o perspective of the brand and whilst this is a worthy endeavour, these models will only evaluate their own particular pre-determined brand components. This not only results in a partial picture of the multifacets of the brand, but also fails to emphasise the key stages in the brand building process. Empirical evidence suggests that these stages include awareness and overall brand judgements, whilst the branding literature emphasises the importance of the functional/emotional balance in developing long term relationships (resonance) with the brand.
This paper aims to explore the use of brand building techniques to assess the impact of the European Capital of Culture campaign (Liverpool ’08) on the re-branding of Liverpool. It will therefore focus on the assessment of how the Liverpool ’08 designation influences:

i) Brand Awareness 

ii) Overall Brand Judgement 

iii) The functional and emotional attributes
iv) Brand Resonance

Methodologies 

Questionnaires were designed to capture perceptions Liverpool and the impact of re-branding as the European Capital of Culture 2008, using the components indicated above, and comprised Likert scale questions, a number of open-ended questions and some multiple selection questions. Questionnaires were distributed mainly to new student cohorts at Liverpool Hope University, consisting of Liverpudlians (inhabitants of Liverpool), Greater Merseyside (Liverpool’s surrounding conurbation), UK residents and international students from a range of countries. Ages ranged from 20-56. The largest cohort size was 97 (male, Liverpool), the smallest (female, Greater Merseyside) was 34.
i)  
Brand Awareness and Overall Brand Judgements
Brand awareness and overall brand judgement were assessed using a combination of Likert Scale questionnaires and open-ended two-dimensional pictograms. Respondents comprised a cross section of Liverpool Hope students (Liverpudlians, UK national and international students), visiting students from Europe as well as students resident in India, who have not visited Liverpool.

A two dimensional matrix was employed, according to the methods of Kotler et al (1993), Kotler and Fox, (1995); Kotler and Andreasan (1996); Kish et al, (2001) Aaker (2002) and Kapferer (2003). It should be noted that these authors use different nomenclature to describe essentially the same concepts of brand awareness and overall brand judgement:

Familiarity/ Favourability 
Kotler and co-authors

Recognition/Reward

Kish et al

Recognition/Recall

Aaker

Awareness/ Attractiveness
Kapferer
The two dimensions were assessed using a 5 point Likert scale, complimented by a qualitative approach consisting of focus groups, working in small teams (of no more than 4). Each group was given an A3 sheet with the dimensions of Brand Awareness and Overall Brand Judgement, together with 12 European city names provided on small strips of paper. After debate within the group, these were glued in position as appropriate on the A3 sheet, and subsequently photographed.

Exemplar results

a) 
Comparison of Liverpool with the 5 competitor cities for European Capital of Culture award, Glasgow (as a previous winner), London (as the Capital city) and other competitor cities in the region.

Figure 1:
UK (non Merseyside) respondents (n = 36)
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Figure 1 shows UK (non-Merseyside) perceptions, although these are typical of the results for Liverpool, Merseyside and UK respondents: Liverpool, Manchester and London appearing in the same order in the top right of the graph, and a similar clustering of the other cities in the bottom left of the graph. 
b)
Comparison of Liverpool with other European cities that have been awarded European Capital of Culture status, together with other notable European cities

Using pictograms, UK respondents typically gave Liverpool and London the highest overall judgements, over Paris and Rome. Helsinki, Stockholm, Oslo and Copenhagen  generally featured in the middle part of the pictogram (this may be a function of the Scandinavian brand), whilst Lille, Cork and Patras (Capitals of Culture for 2004, 2005 and 2006 respectively) featured in the bottom left hand cluster, with low brand awareness and low overall brand judgement.
European respondents (from Romania, Holland, France, Finland and Germany) on the other hand, placed London and Paris in the top right hand corner, and they perceived Amsterdam, Madrid and Helsinki higher in terms of brand judgement than Liverpool. Thessaloniki (1997), Porto (2001), Graz (2003), Lille (2004), Cork (2005), and Patras (2006) consistently featured in the bottom left hand corner with low awareness and low brand judgement.
c)
Comparison of Liverpool with some of the world renowned city brands

Results indicate that the Indian respondents rate New York, Paris, London and Sydney above their home country cities of Bangalore and Mumbai (Figure 2). Liverpool is ranked well down, and is the least well known of the city brands; only Kuala Lumpur and Tokyo are judged with less esteem.

Figure 2:  Indian perceptions of world renowned cities (n = 34)
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Brand awareness was also solicited via a series of questions, one of which asked “What is the most well known feature of Liverpool?” This elicited 374 responses, of which, by far the most commonly cited features were Liverpool Football Clubs, especially with males and particularly with international respondents. Interestingly, the fact that Liverpool waterfront is designated as a World Heritage Site was not mentioned. 

Brand Judgements were also gained through open ended questions: one asked “What kind of words describes Liverpool?” This elicited a total of 657 responses. These were analysed for percentage positive expressions (e.g. fun, friendly, lively, exciting, vibrant, great, fantastic) and percentage negative comments (e.g. cold, dull, wet, grey, dirty, derelict). Results show (Table II) that in general females are more positive than males, and that Merseyside males are least positive.
Table II: Percentage Positive and Negative Comments

	Male
	Positive %
	Negative %
	
	Female
	Positive %
	Negative %

	Liverpool 
	32
	5
	
	Liverpool
	48
	1

	Merseyside 
	19
	14
	
	Merseyside 
	50
	5

	UK
	30
	9
	
	UK
	50
	14

	Non-UK
	26
	20
	
	Non-UK
	38
	0


Overall Brand Judgements are a combination of perceptions from both tangible components (performance criteria) and intangible components (emotional aspects). These components were also assessed. One question for instance related to performance and comprised a 7-point Likert scale (from +3 to zero to -3), asking “to what extent do you think that the European Capital of Culture Campaign is making Liverpool…..” there followed 10 possibilities that included: a cleaner city, a world class city, provide better services, a more stylish city, create better transport links, appreciate its heritage, out-perform other UK cities, etc.  All categories of respondents replied that Liverpool ’08 is making Liverpool more renowned for its culture, a more stylish city and is investing in redevelopment. 

Results also indicate that Merseyside females perceive Liverpool brand performance to be better than other respondents, whilst UK males thought Liverpool was perfoming least well.
To assess brand feelings respondents were offered a similar 7 point Likert scale as previously described. Here, they were asked “to what extent Liverpool ’08 is creating a feeling of….” and they were offered 10 responses that included: excitement, pride, warmth, indifference, prosperity, national approval, tension, security and positivism. The top 4 replies indicated that the brand evokes feelings of excitement, positivism, prosperity, and pride and also indicated that brand feelings are generally higher in females than males.

Branding literature (de Chernatony, 1993, Goodyear 1996,  Kunde, 2000) suggests that an emotional bond with the brand is an important step in creating lasting associations. There should be a point then, when emotional attributes are perceived to be more important than functional attributes: this aspect was investigated further.
Functional & Emotional Attributes
Focus groups were asked to identify city attributes: two groups (one of 20, the other 34 people) were assembled from a cross-section of students at Liverpool Hope University (gathered during the Induction Week of September 2005). The groups included males and females, and inhabitants from Liverpool, Greater Merseyside (Liverpool and surrounding conurbation), UK residents and international students from a range of countries. Ages ranged from 20-56. They were asked what criteria or particular features they look for in a city. This elicited 37 different responses. These were then categorised into 6 common attribute groups through an iterative process of content analysis and agreed by consensus.
These common attributes were:
1. 
Services and Amenities

2.   Physical redevelopments

    Functional Characteristics

3.   Shopping and Attractions

4.   Civic Status and Prestige

5.   Character, Heritage and Culture
    Representational Characteristics

6.   A pleasant city in which to live 

The method of Romaniuk and Sharp (2000) was then used to determine the relative perceptions of these city attributes.
A questionnaire was designed to test these attributes using a 5-point Lickert Scale. 

A cross section of the student body (composition broadly as above) were then asked to compare Liverpool with the other five contenders for the European Capital of Culture, London (as the UK Capital), Glasgow (as a previous winner of City of Culture, 1990), and two neighbouring Northern cities that might be considered likely competitors. 78 individuals returned the questionnaire. Observed results are given in Table III.
Table III 
Observed Results
	                            Place

         Attribute
	Liverpool


	Manchester
	Newcastle
	Bristol
	Oxford
	Birmingham
	Leeds
	Cardiff
	Glasgow
	London
	Total Attribute 

Score

	Service & Amenities
	259
	267
	162
	132
	161
	152
	165
	148
	171
	262
	1879

	Physical Redevelopments
	264
	258
	164
	130
	146
	146
	150
	128
	168
	253
	1807

	Shopping & Attractions
	235
	285
	155
	126
	136
	157
	166
	126
	176
	293
	1855

	Civic Status and Prestige
	224
	217
	160
	138
	192
	153
	159
	143
	162
	254
	1802

	Character, Heritage and Culture
	274
	207
	168
	133
	167
	125
	140
	140
	183
	260
	1797

	A pleasant place in which to live.
	239
	201
	161
	136
	160
	122
	141
	130
	164
	188
	1642

	Total
	1495
	1435
	970
	795
	962
	855
	921
	815
	1024
	1510
	10782


N = 78

Like the awareness/overall judgement measures, these results also indicate that London, Liverpool and Manchester score relatively well compared to the other cities, with Glasgow (the next highest) achieving only about 60% of the overall score of the top three.
It also shows the attributes in decreasing order of importance (Total Attribute Score) in the minds of the respondents, with Services and Amenities viewed as the most important city attribute. Interestingly, the first three attribute groups relate to functional characteristics, all of which were perceived as more important than the intangible or representational characteristics. 
Using this methodology, it is also possible to determine expected results for each city, Romaniuk and Sharp (2000). So, for example, the score for the Services and Amenities attribute for Liverpool is expected to be equivalent to the mean score for the Services and Amenities attribute across all the cities. i.e. 
Services & Amenities (Liverpool)   =             Services & Amenities (all cities)

Total attribute score for Liverpool
             Total attribute score for all cities

From Table III:

Services & Amenities (Liverpool)   =        1879


    1495                                           10782

so expected Services & Amenities (Liverpool)        =  1879 x 1495        = 260.5
                                                                                           10782

Expected values can be calculated for all cities are shown in Table IV, below:

Table IV:
Expected Values 

	                            Place

         Attribute
	Liverpool


	Manchester
	Newcastle
	Bristol
	Oxford
	Birmingham
	Leeds
	Cardiff
	Glasgow
	London
	Total

	Service & Amenities
	260.5
	250.1
	169
	138.5
	167.6
	149
	160.5
	142
	178.5
	263.2
	1879

	Physical Redevelopments
	250.6
	240.5
	162.6
	133.2
	161.2
	143.3
	154.4
	136.6
	171.6
	253.1
	1807

	Shopping & Attractions
	257.2
	246.9
	166.9
	136.8
	165.5
	147.1
	158.5
	140.2
	176.2
	259.8
	1855

	Civic Status and Prestige
	249.9
	239.8
	162.1
	132.9
	160.8
	142.9
	153.9
	136.2
	171.1
	252.4
	1802

	Character, Heritage and Culture
	249.2
	239.2
	161.7
	132.5
	160.3
	142.5
	153.5
	135.8
	170.7
	251.7
	1797

	A pleasant place in which to live.
	227.7
	218.5
	147.7
	121.1
	146.5
	130.2
	140.3
	124.1
	155.9
	230
	1642

	Total
	1495
	1435
	970
	795
	962
	855
	921
	815
	1024
	1510
	10782


The deviation of expected from observed results indicates which attributes of the brand are scoring above or below expectation (see Table V).

Table V  Deviation of Observed results minus expected results
	                            Place

         Attribute
	Liverpool


	Manchester
	Newcastle
	Bristol
	Oxford
	Birmingham
	Leeds
	Cardiff
	Glasgow
	London
	Total

	Service & Amenities
	-1.54
	16.92
	-7.04
	-6.55
	-6.65
	2.997
	4.496
	5.968
	-7.45
	-1.15
	0

	Physical Redevelopments
	13.45
	17.5
	1.434
	-3.24
	-15.2
	2.707
	-4.35
	-8.59
	-3.62
	-0.07
	0

	Shopping & Attractions
	-22.2
	38.11
	-11.9
	-10.8
	-29.5
	9.901
	7.546
	-14.2
	-0.18
	33.21
	0

	Civic Status and Prestige
	-25.9
	-22.8
	-2.12
	5.131
	31.22
	10.1
	5.073
	6.789
	-9.14
	1.633
	0

	Character, Heritage and Culture
	24.83
	-32.2
	6.333
	0.5
	6.667
	-17.5
	-13.5
	4.167
	12.33
	8.333
	0

	A pleasant place in which to live.
	11.33
	-17.5
	13.28
	14.93
	13.5
	-8.21
	0.74
	5.883
	8.054
	-42
	0

	Total
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0


It is also possible to identify which attributes are perceived as being particularly strong, or weak. These are attributes that show a deviation of more than 50% of the largest deviation (-42) (Romaniuk and Sharp, 2000), see Table V.
Table VI: Positive and Negative Place Brand Attributes
	Place
	
	Positive Attribute
	
	Negative Attribute(s)

	Liverpool
	
	Character, Heritage & Culture
	
	Civic Status and Prestige: Shopping & Attractions

	Manchester
	
	Shopping & Attractions
	
	

	Newcastle
	
	
	
	

	Bristol
	
	
	
	

	Oxford
	
	Civic Status and Prestige
	
	Shopping & Attractions

	Birmingham
	
	
	
	

	Leeds
	
	
	
	

	Cardiff
	
	
	
	

	Glasgow
	
	
	
	

	London
	
	Shopping & Attractions
	
	Pleasant place in which to live


Table VI indicates that Character, Heritage and Culture are seen to be a positive feature of Liverpool, whilst Civic Status and Prestige, and Shopping and Attractions are negative features.

Brand Resonance
Brand Resonance was measured using seven “Yes/No” questions such as:

“Do you like talking about Liverpool to your friends?”, “Do you find yourself defending Liverpool in conversation?”, “Would you buy Liverpool merchandise as a keep sake?”, “Will you follow Liverpool in the news more closely?” etc. The overall percentage of positive responses is shown in Figure 4.

Figure 4    Brand Resonance expressed as mean percentage of positive and negative replies to 7 questions.
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Figure 4 indicates highest brand resonance in non-UK males. Merseyside males and females and UK males show low brand resonance.

Brand Resonance was also assessed by the question “Would you recommend Liverpool to others?” and results indicate (Table VII) that in general recommendation of Liverpool is high, particularly in Liverpool and Merseyside respondents. The least likely to recommend Liverpool are non-UK males. 

Table VII: Brand Resonance demonstrated by recommendation of Liverpool

	Male
	% Yes
	            Female
	% Yes

	Liverpool
	100
	
	Liverpool 
	100

	Merseyside 
	100
	
	Merseyside 
	100

	UK
	97
	
	UK
	98

	Non-UK
	81
	
	Non-UK
	94


A summary diagram indicating key points in the re-branding of Liverpool and the impact of the Liverpool ’08 campaign is shown in Figure 5. 
Figure 5     
Summary diagram of the key stages in the re-branding of Liverpool and the impact of the Liverpool ’08 campaign.
	Awareness

	· Liverpool ’08 campaign has high awareness in all respondents 

· Well aware of Liverpool in the UK and Europe. Not well known in India
· Liverpool Football Clubs are the most salient feature.



	Functional

	· Liverpool ’08 is raising the profile of Liverpool, increasing tourism and creating new opportunities.

· Liverpool ’08 is creating investment in redevelopments.
· Shopping & Attractions rated negatively
· Females rate the Brand Performance higher than males.



	Emotional

	· Liverpool ’08 is raising feelings of excitement, positivism, pride and prosperity 
· Liverpool ’08 is creating a more stylish city, renowned for its culture.
· Character, Heritage & Culture rated positively: Civic Status and Prestige rated negatively.
· Females rate Brand Feelings higher than males.










	Overall Brand Judgement

	· Liverpool and Merseyside females are most positive about Liverpool 

· UK males have lowest regard 
· Liverpool rated relatively highly in Europe but not in India.



	Resonance

	· Brand Resonance is generally low.
· Particularly low in Merseyside males and females, and lowest in UK males


Discussion
This paper uses brand building models in an attempt to explore the impact of the Liverpool ’08 campaign on the re-branding of Liverpool, by assessing perceptions taken from the local and surrounding population, the UK and international respondents. Brand building models seek to identify (and assess) the various dimensions of brands and whilst the fact that brands are multi-dimensional is not in question, which facets are assessed remains an issue. Indeed, whichever facets of the brand are evaluated, other components will have been omitted, so arguably then, the holistic nature of the brand will never be fully captured by these techniques and indeed, perhaps it is simplistic to believe that this would be the case. Furthermore, we should perhaps question the usefulness of these holistic measures and instead attempt to identify and emphasise the key components in the brand building process. Awareness is clearly one of these: we can not make judgements about a brand unless we are aware of it. Overall Brand Judgement is therefore a second key component in brand building (and is the sum of brand performance, image, feelings and so on). Indeed, gaining an emotional bond with the brand is seen as an important milestone in the brand building process. This then, leads to a third key facet, Brand Resonance, which determines to what extent we take the brand with us. 

This paper gives some insights into the impact of the Liverpool ’08 campaign in terms of the re-branding of Liverpool. With respect to awareness and overall brand judgement, all the UK respondents hold similar perceptions of the UK cities: Liverpool, London and Manchester are viewed positively, whilst each the competitor cities for the European Capital of Culture title have raised little awareness and have low overall brand judgements. This also includes Glasgow which itself was a former City of Culture (in 1990). Evidence suggests then that the European Capital of Culture initiative has done little to raise brand esteem.

The European perspective also indicates that Liverpool is reasonably well placed as a European city, but that Thessaloniki (1997), Porto (2001), Graz (2003), Lille (2004), Cork (2005), and Patras (the current European Capital of Culture) are all perceived poorly both in terms of their awareness and overall brand judgement. Again, it appears that the European Capital of Culture has done little to raise the profile of these cities.

The Indian perceptions of Liverpool indicate that the city has a long way to go to become a global city brand. In relation to the functional and emotional components, the Liverpool ’08 campaign does seem to be having some impact: generating new opportunities and investment and creating a stylish and culturally renowned city. However, there is still much to do here: most of the respondents are still focused on the functional components, and rate the amenities and shopping experience below par, and although there are some emotional bonds developing with Liverpool’s character, culture and heritage these are not yet sufficient to generate lasting appeal through brand resonance, which remains low. 

There are some limitations in this study that need consideration. For instance, it is clear that in exploring different facets of the brand, numerous apparent contradictions and inconsistencies of response arise. Perhaps this should not be unexpected however: not only will the brand have different meanings to different individuals, but the different components will be perceived differently according to the familiarity and awareness of that particular brand facet. Indeed, the cohorts were selected with this in mind: there were those (Liverpudlians) at the epicentre of the brand, and who will be absolutely familiar with it, those who may have visited or had contact with Liverpool intermittently (Merseyside respondents), those in the wider UK who rarely had contact (but gain awareness via the media) and those for whom Liverpool was a new experience and had little prior awareness of the brand or its various facets. A second limitation is that that the responses are (in the main) from individuals who have chosen to study in Liverpool and are therefore likely to be at least somewhat positively predisposed towards the city, and further work is required to solicit views of Liverpool from more independent respondents.

Conclusions

This paper questions the usefulness and appropriateness of brand building models as a means of assessing city brand esteem: these may be useful for gaining perceptions of a range of brand facets, but each model explores its own unique brand components and its usefulness must be evaluated with this in mind. Instead this study focuses on the key stages in brand building and attempts to assess the Liverpool ’08 campaign in this light. It presents data that suggests that that overall the European Capital of Culture initiative has done little to raise the esteem of the city brands involved and it might be worthwhile exploring this further in cities such as Graz, Lille, Cork and Patras. It also identifies which attributes are perceived as positive and work in favour of the city brand and those that work against it. In turn, this indicates to what extent the brand has created and emotional bond with its various publics and provides a useful tool for city brand managers.
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Figure 3. UK perceptual pictogram
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