6th International Conference
Thought Leaders in Brand Management
Lugano - Switzerland, April 18-20, 2010

Your City, My City, Their City, Our City –
Different Perceptions of a Place Brand by Diverse Target Groups

Sebastian Zenker, Doctoral candidate
Institute of Marketing and Media, University of Hamburg
Von-Melle-Park 5, D-20146 Hamburg, Germany
Email: zenker@placebrand.eu
Tel.: +49 40 428 38-47 25
Fax: +49 40 428 38-41 09
Evelyn Knubben, Doctoral candidate
Institute of Marketing and Media, University of Hamburg
Von-Melle-Park 5, D-20146 Hamburg, Germany
Email: knubben@econ.uni-hamburg.de
Suzanne C. Beckmann, Professor, Dr. rer.soc.
Department of Marketing, Copenhagen Business School
Solbjerg Plads 3C, 2000 Frederisksberg, Copenhagen, Denmark
Email: scb.marktg@cbs.dk

1

Abstract
Nowadays cities compete strongly with each other for attracting tourists, investors,
companies, or talents. Place marketers therefore focus more and more on establishing the city
as a brand and to promote their city to its different target groups. But the perception of a city
(brand) can differ dramatically between those groups. Thus, place branding research should
emphasize much more the city brand perceptions of the different target groups and develop
strategies for cities on how to build an advantageous place brand architecture vis-à-vis its
stakeholders.
In this regards, we show in two empirical studies – 40 qualitative in-depth-interviews (Study
1) and an online qualitative open-ended-question survey with 334 participants (Study 2) – using
network analysis the important discrepancies between the city brand perceptions in the mental
representation of different target groups for the example of the city of Hamburg. Furthermore,
practical implications for place marketers are discussed.
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1. Introduction
Increasingly cities compete with each other for attracting tourists, investors, companies,
new citizens, and most of all qualified workforce or so-called talents (Anholt, 2004; Hospers,
2003; Kavaratzis, 2005; Zenker, 2009b). Place marketers therefore focus more and more on
establishing the city as a brand (Braun, 2008) and try to promote their city to its different
target groups. Unfortunately, cities often believe that the city brand is a controllable and fully
manageable communication tool. Yet a brand is per definition a network of associations in
consumers’ mind (Keller, 1993) and is based on the perceptions of the different target groups,
thus rendering it into a multi-faceted subject. Furthermore, the perception of a city (brand) can
differ significantly given the various target groups’ different perspectives and interests.
Hence, place branding research should focus more on the city brand perception of its different
stakeholders and develop strategies for cities how to build an advantageous place brand
architecture.
Also the current academic discussion shows strong shortcomings in this respect (Grabow et
al., 2006) – since it mainly focuses on the explorative description of a certain city brand
without distinguishing properly between target groups (e.g. De Carlo et al., 2009; Low Kim
Cheng and Taylor, 2007; Pirck, 2003). Hence, the aim of this paper is to show the important
discrepancies between the city brand perceptions in the mental representation of different
target groups (with the example of the city of Hamburg), to give practical implications for
place marketers how to use these results, and to identify theoretical gaps for further research.
The remainder of this article is organized as follows: In the first section we discuss
common place marketing target groups, current approaches for measuring their place brand
perceptions, and the chosen case of the city of Hamburg. In the second section, we show the
different city brand perceptions for two different target groups (study 1) and furthermore the
disparity of this image for external and internal target groups (study 2). Finally, we discuss
the results and the practical implications for place marketers.
2. Place Marketing and Branding
2.1. Target Groups of Place Marketing and Branding
From a theoretical point of view, the main target groups in place marketing and place
branding can broadly be divided into four target market segments: (1) visitors; (2) residents
and workers; (3) business and industry; and (4) export markets (Kotler et al., 1993). However,
as shown in Figure 1, the groups actually targeted in recent marketing practice (Braun, 2008;
Hankinson, 2005; Zenker, 2009b; Zenker and Aholt, 2008) are much more specific and
complex. Because of the growing competition between cities for qualified workforce we will
concentrate in the following on the second superordinated target group. In practice a rather
popular target group among potential citizens is the so-called creative class (Florida, 2004,
2005). In Richard Florida’s social and economic theory this creative class is assumed to
constitute a new economic power and the so-called creative capital of a society, which is seen
as the most relevant capital for economic growth in general. Richard Florida describes the
ability to create meaningful new concepts and products and to turn this creativity into
economic success to be typical for members of the creative class. Even though several other
academic authors criticized the creative class concept and showed numerous shortcomings
(e.g. Hansen and Niedomysl, 2009; Zenker, 2009b), place marketers in practice still
concentrate on this specific target group. Thus, we gave attention to the city perception of the
creative class and compare it to another important place marketing target group: students, or
so-called future talents.
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Figure 1: Different target groups for place branding (sample target groups are highlighted)

Second, we focused on the differences between internal and external target groups.
Because of the different knowledge levels of the target audience we predict different core
associations with a city. Based on social identity theory (Tajfel and Turner, 1979) we
expected the out-group (external target audience) to have more common and stereotype
associations, while the in-group (internal target audience) should have a more diverse and
heterogeneous place brand perception. Therefore, brand communication for those target
groups should also differ.
2.2. How to Measure Place Brand Perceptions
Exploring a brand can be divided into three main approaches: First, in form of free brand
associations of target customers with qualitative methods (e.g. Calder, 1977; Supphellen,
2000), second, in form of attributes with quantitative methods like standardized
questionnaires on different brand dimensions (e.g. Aaker, 1997), and third, mixed methods
such as multidimensional scaling or network analyses that combine qualitative research with
quantitative methods (e.g. Carrol and Green, 1997; Farsky and Völckner, 2008; Henderson et
al., 2002).
The extant place branding literature represents mainly the first two approaches, measuring
place (brand) associations with qualitative methods, for example with focus group interviews
(e.g. Hankinson, 2001; Lodge, 2002; Morgan et al., 2002) and place attributes with
standardized questionnaires on different location factors (e.g. Echtner and Ritchie, 1991;
Merrilees et al., 2009; Zenker et al., 2009). The third approach of mixed methods is not yet
widely used (exceptions are e.g. Loffredo and Pasquinelli, 2009; Zenker, 2009a), even though
these methods have the potential to overcome general shortcomings of the two other
approaches. While qualitative methods have the advantage of open questions and therefore the
possibility to explore unique associations with a city or a brand in general, it is nearly
impossible to compare two different cities (brands) or target groups with this data. Measuring
the perception of a city with the help of a standardized questionnaire, however, leads to other
problems. The results are strongly affected by the selection of attributes and thus could leave
out important dimensions (Grabow et al., 1995). Comparisons of cities with the help of these
rankings are partly the results of the respective focus of each study (Zenker et al., 2009).
Additionally, this kind of direct measurement is strongly vulnerable for different kinds of
social bias (Fazio and Olson, 2003). Hence, in our point of view, a mixed method would
allow both to capture the unique associations of the target group members and to translate it
into a comparable brand perception structure in a reliable manner.
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We therefore chose the method of network analysis (Henderson et al., 2002), because it
uses data from qualitative interviews and analyses it in a quantitative approach. The result is a
network of brand associations – similar to the brand definition of Keller (1993) – which can
be compared with the perception of other target groups. The aim is to identify top of mind
brand associations that are strongly connected in the network of image associations and to
show the differences in the perception of the various target groups.
2.3. The Case of Hamburg
Hamburg is the second largest city in Germany with 1.8 million inhabitants (metropolitan
region including Hamburg: 4.3 million). The city area comprises 755 km2, including 75 km2
of harbour (second largest European harbour). Hamburg calls itself the green metropolis of
Europe with 4,700 hectares of wooded area (16.8% of the city area, though Berlin for instance
has 18.1% of green areas) and is also a city at the waterfront since 8% of the city area is
covered with water (Berlin: 6.7%) by three rivers and some smaller canals (Hamburg has
almost 2,500 bridges, which is more than Venice). Hamburg is also a very touristic city with
over 7.4 million overnight stays in 2007. Favourite tourist attractions are the harbour
including the fish market, the Reeperbahn (the former red light district that is nowadays more
famous for clubbing), the vibrant restaurant and bar scene, and the very diverse cultural
offerings like theatres, musicals and museums. Hamburg is also an important economic centre
hosting numerous headquarters from the top-500 German companies. Combined with the
international trade the gross domestic product increased in 2008 to 88.5 billion Euro. With a
rate of foreigners of 14.5% (Berlin: 14.0%), the city has a very international touch with nearly
100 different consulates in the city, and also a high percentage of second-generation
foreigners, who are not included in the foreigner statistics because of their German passports.
Moreover, the city is a students’ town, with 17 different universities and over 80,000 students
(Federal Statistical Office of Berlin-Brandenburg, 2009; Federal Statistical Office of
Hamburg and Schleswig-Holstein, 2008; Hamburg Marketing GmbH, 2009a, 2009b).
3. Empirical Studies
3.1. Sample and Procedure Study 1
Image associations of the city of Hamburg brand were assessed using qualitative in-depthinterviews and the laddering technique (Wansink, 2003) with 20 members of the creative
class – including artists, scientists, managers of relevant sectors, and urban planners (Group
A) and 20 master students from different disciplines (Group B). For group A the average age
was 34.4 years (std. dev = 7.92), 45 percent were male, and average time living in Hamburg
was 12.3 years (std. dev = 11.35). For group B the average age was 27.1 years (std. dev =
2.73), 30 percent were male, and average time living in Hamburg was 13.9 years (std. dev =
10.1). Afterwards all interviews were coded into 97 different associations by three
independent coders. The coder agreement was 85 percent, which is acceptable (Neuendorf,
2002). In the second step, we analyzed the structure of the associations with the help of
network analysis, choosing the top 20 brand associations calculated by their centrality in the
network – using Freeman’s degree of centrality (Farsky and Völckner, 2008).
3.2. Results Study 1
The top 20 core associations for both target groups are shown in Table 1. The differences
in the rankings were highlighted if the discrepancy in the centrality within the network was
more than 10 ranks. Noticeable are the unique associations of trade (“Hanse” /
“Pfeffersäcke”) and dimensions like “rich and expensive” for the creative class. Additionally,
“music events” is a strong association. For the group of students different dimensions
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concerning the university and other leisure time activities like “bars and restaurants” seem to
be more important. Figure 2 and 3 illustrate the brand association network of both target
groups. Again the unique associations are highlighted by using a different node shape
(diamonds). Interesting are the strong connections between the core associations in the
student sample (Figure 3) in comparison with the broader network of the creative class
members (Figure 2).
Table 1: Top 20 core association of the city of Hamburg brand by degree centrality (study 1)
No.
Group A (creative class)
Group B (students)
1 city at the waterfront
home / a place to settle down
2 harbour
major city
3 reserved people
harbour
4 major city
city at the waterfront
5 home / a place to settle down
multi-cultural
6 cultural offerings
Reeperbahn [red-light and party district]
7 Alster [river]
cultural offerings
8 multi-cultural
nature and free space
9 Reeperbahn [red-light and party district]
good university
10 diverse
open and tolerant
11 beautiful
bars and restaurants
12 Elbe [river]
Elbe [river]
13 open and tolerant
mass university
14 likeable and helpful people
reserved people
15 theatre
Hammaburg [old city castle]
16 Hanse [historic trade union]
theatre
17 rich and expensive
beautiful
18 freedom
likeable and helpful people
19 "Pfeffersäcke" [swear word for a rich merchant]
musicals
20 music events
bad weather
Note. Order by Freeman's degree centrality measurement; strong differences are highlighted

Figure 2: Perception of the city of Hamburg brand by internal creative class members
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Figure 3: Perception of the city of Hamburg brand by internal students

3.3. Procedure and Sample Study 2
For our second study, we collected data via online surveys in cooperation with the research
panel of the University of Hamburg and the University of Cologne. In setting up the survey,
we followed the recommendations given in the literature on online sample acquisition
(Birnbaum, 2004; Kraut et al., 2004). The Image associations of the city of Hamburg brand
were assessed by using an open-ended-question survey, asking the participants for their three
to five top of mind association for the city of Hamburg. Additionally, the familiarity with the
city of Hamburg was measured using an adaptation of the 7-point Likert brand familiarity
scale (Kent and Allen, 1994). Afterwards all qualitative mentions (N = 1.437) were coded into
85 different associations by three independent coders. The coder agreement was 96 percent,
which is very good (Neuendorf, 2002). As in study 1, the structures of the associations were
analyzed with the help of network analysis and the top 20 brand association were calculated
by their centrality in the network.
Our sample consists of 334 participants, with 174 participants who have lived or are still
living in Hamburg (Group A: internal) and 160 participants who have never been to Hamburg
or just for a short visit (Group B: external). For group A the average age was 37.8 years (std.
dev = 15.36), 46.6 percent were male, and average familiarity with the city of Hamburg was
very high (7-point Likert scale: mean = 5.46; std. dev = 1.20). For group B the average age
was 34.5 years (std. dev = 14.93), 49.4 percent were male, and average familiarity with the
city of Hamburg was much lower than in group A (mean = 2.63; std. dev = 1.44).
3.4. Results Study 2
The top 20 core associations for both target groups are shown in Table 2. Like in study 1
the differences in the rankings were highlighted if the discrepancy in the centrality within the
network was more than 10 ranks. For the internal target group the associations with Hamburg
are much more diverse including the heterogeneous offerings of a city. As predicted the view
of the Hamburg brand for the external target group is much more based on the stereotype
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homogeneous picture of the city (actually including the association of “ocean” even though
Hamburg is located more than 100 km away from the sea). Moreover, “harbour” and
“Reeperbahn” are strongly connected in this group. Figure 4 and 5 illustrate the brand
association network of both target groups. Again the unique associations are highlighted by
using a different node shape (diamonds). In comparison with the external target group (Figure
5) the internal target group (Figure 4) shows a much stronger network of associations (in
terms of more connections between the associations).
Table 2: Top 20 core association of the city of Hamburg brand by degree centrality (study 2)
No.
Group A (internal)
Group B (external)
1 harbour
harbour
2 Alster [river]
Reeperbahn [red-light and party district]
3 Elbe [river]
Alster [river]
4 Michel/churches [flagship - tourist attraction]
Fish market [weekly market - tourist attraction]
5 Reeperbahn [red-light and party district]
musicals
6 nature and free space
St. Pauli [vibrant district and local soccer club]
7 beautiful
Elbe [river]
8 city at the waterfront
Michel/churches [flagship - tourist attraction]
9 HSV [local soccer club]
HSV [local soccer club]
10 shopping
Hanse [historic trade union]
11 home / a place to settle down
city at the waterfront
12 open and tolerant
fish
13 Hamburg city hall
northern
14 Harbour City / harbour store houses
shopping
15 St. Pauli [vibrant district and local soccer club] beautiful
16 Hanse [historic trade union]
rich and expensive
17 cultural offerings
major city
18 major city
Harbour city / harbour store houses
19 good university
friends and family
20 opera and theatres
ocean
Note. Order by Freeman's degree centrality measurement; strong differences are highlighted

Figure 4: Perception of the city of Hamburg brand by internal target group
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Figure 5: Perception of the city of Hamburg brand by external target group

4. Discussion and Implication for Place Brand Management
By means of network analysis we were able to demonstrate the complexity and diversity of
the place brand perception in the mind of the consumers. We also showed that brand
associations strongly differ between the various target audiences on the one hand, but on the
other hand we also found shared associations between the two target groups studied here.
Therefore, it seems worthwhile to differentiate brand communication contingent upon the
target group(s) to be addressed, and to develop a place brand architecture with a city umbrella
brand supported by target group specific place sub-brands.
Second, we showed that for internal target groups a more heterogeneous place brand
communication is called for, while external target groups think more in city stereotype
categories. Further research is needed for a deeper understanding of those differences between
in-groups and out-groups and we are confident that social identity theory will help in
identifying and explaining those effects.
Finally, we also hope to encourage further research in this still young academic field of
place marketing and branding with these studies.

10

5. References
Aaker, J. Dimensions of Brand Personality. Journal of Marketing Research 1997; 34: 347356.
Anholt, S. Chapter 14: Branding places and nations. In: Anholt, S., editor. Brands and
Branding. New York, Bloomberg Press, 2004. pp. 213-226.
Birnbaum, M. H. Human research and data collection via the Internet. Annual Review of
Psychology 2004; 55: 803–832.
Braun, E. City Marketing: Towards an integrated approach. Rotterdam, Erasmus Research
Institute of Management (ERIM), 2008.
Calder, B. J. Focus Groups and the Nature of Qualitative Marketing Research. Journal of
Marketing Research 1977; 14: 353-364.
Carrol, J. D., & Green, P. E. Psychometric Methods in Marketing Research: Part 2,
Multidimensional Scaling. Journal of Marketing Research 1997; 34: 193-204.
De Carlo, M., Canali, S., Pritchard, A., & Morgan, N. Moving Milan towards Expo 2015:
designing culture into a city brand. Journal of Place Management and Development
2009; 2(1): 8-22.
Echtner, C. M., & Ritchie, J. R. B. The Meaning and Measurement of Destination Image. The
Journal of Tourism Studies 1991; 2(2): 2-12.
Farsky, M., & Völckner, F. Entwicklung und empirische Anwendung eines neuen
Instrumentes zur Imagemessung am Beispiel von Universitäten. Die Betriebswirtschaft
(DBW) 2008; 6/08: 706-728.
Fazio, R. H., & Olson, M. A. Implicit Measures in Social Cognition Research: Their Meaning
and Use. Annual Review of Psychology 2003; 54: 297–327.
Federal Statistical Office of Berlin-Brandenburg. Berlin in Zahlen 2009. Berlin, Federal
Statistical Office of Berlin-Brandenburg, 2009.
Federal Statistical Office of Hamburg and Schleswig-Holstein. Ein Stadtporträt in Zahlen.
Hamburg, Federal Statistical Office of Hamburg and Schleswig-Holstein, 2008.
Florida, R. The Rise of the Creative Class. New York, Basic Books, 2004.
Florida, R. Cities and the Creative Class. New York and London, Routledge, 2005.
Grabow, B., Henckel, D., & Hollbach-Grömig, B. Weiche Standortfaktoren. Stuttgart; Berlin
and Köln, Kolhammer, 1995.
Grabow, B., Hollbach-Grömig, B., & Birk, F. City Marketing - Current Developments An
Overview. In F. Birk, B. Grabow & B. Hollbach-Grömig, editor. Stadtmarketing Status quo und Perspektiven. Berlin: Deutsches Institut für Urbanistik, 2006. pp. 19-34.
Hamburg Marketing GmbH. Discover Hamburg - the City on the Waterfront. Hamburg, City
of Hamburg, 2009a.
Hamburg Marketing GmbH. Facts & Figures on Hamburg and the Metropoltian Area.
Available at: http://www.marketing.hamburg.de/Daten-Fakten.102.0.html?L=1
Retrieved 10th September, 2009. 2009b.
Hankinson, G. Location Branding: A Study of the Branding Practices of 12 English Cities.
Journal of Brand Management 2001; 9(2): 127-142.

11

Hankinson, G. Destination brand images: a business tourism perspective. Journal of Services
Marketing 2005; 19(1): 24-32.
Hansen, H. K., & Niedomysl, T. Migration of the creative class: evidence from Sweden.
Journal of Economic Geography 2009; 9(2): 191-206.
Henderson, G., Iacobucci, D., & Calder, B. J. Using Network Analysis to Understand Brands.
Advances in Consumer Research 2002; 29(1): 397-405.
Hospers, G.-J. Creative Cities in Europe: Urban Competitiveness in the Knowledge Economy.
Intereconomics 2003; September/October: 260-269.
Kavaratzis, M. Place Branding: A Review of Trends and Conceptual Models. The Marketing
Review 2005; 5: 329-342.
Keller, K. L. Conceptualizing, Measuring, and Managing Customer-Based Brand Equity.
Journal of Marketing 1993; 57(1): 1-22.
Kent, R. J. & Allen, C. T. Competitive Interference Effects in Consumer Memory for
Advertising: The Role of Brand Familiarity. Journal of Marketing 1994; 58(3): 97-105.
Kotler, P., Haider, D. H., & Rein, I. Marketing Places: Attracting Investment, Industry, and
Tourism to Cities, States, and Nations. New York, The Free Press, 1993.
Kraut, R., Olson, J., Banaji, M., Bruckman, A., Cohen, J., & Couper, M. P. Psychological
Research Online: Report of Board of Scientific Affairs’ Advisory Group on the Conduct
of Research on the Internet. American Psychologist 2004; 59(2): 105-117.
Lodge, C. Success and Failure: The Brand Stories of Two Countries. Journal of Brand
Management 2002; 9(4-5): 372-384.
Loffredo, A., & Pasquinelli, C. Place Branding and the "3Bs": Can We Conceive Networks
Of Places As Brands? Paper presented at the 5th International Colloquium – Academy
of Marketing: Brand, Identity and Reputation SIG 2009, 1st – 3rd September.
Cambridge, United Kingdom.
Low Kim Cheng, P., & Taylor, J. L. Branding of Former Soviet Cities: The Case of Almaty.
The ICFAI Journal of Brand Management 2007; IV(4): 7-13.
Merrilees, B., Miller, D., & Herington, C. Antecedents of Residents' City Brand Attitudes.
Journal of Business Research 2009; 62: 362-367.
Morgan, N., Pritchard, A., & Piggott, R. New Zealand, 100% Pure. The Creation of a
Powerful Niche Destination Brand. Journal of Brand Management 2002: 9(4-5): 335354.
Neuendorf, K. A. The content analysis guidebook. Thousand Oaks, Sage Publications, 2002.
Pirck, P. Marke Hamburg - Markenerfolge und ihre Übertragbarkeit auf Standortmarketing.
Planung & Analyse 2003; 3: 2-6.
Supphellen, M. Understanding core brand equity: guidelines for in-depth elicitation of brand
associations. International Journal of Market Research 2000; 42(3): 319-338.
Tajfel, H., & Turner, J. C. An integrative theory of intergroup conflict. In: W. G. Austin & S.
Worchel, editor. The social psychology of intergroup relations. Monterey, CA: Brooks
Cole, 1979. pp. 33-57.
Wansink, B. Using laddering to understand and leverage a brand's equity. Qualitative Market
Research: An International Journal 2003; 6(2): 111-118.
12

Zenker, S. Brand Image Effects of Flagship Projects for Place Brands. Paper presented at the
5th International Colloquium – Academy of Marketing: Brand, Identity and Reputation
SIG 2009, 1st – 3rd September. Cambridge, United Kingdom.
Zenker, S. Who’s Your Target? The Creative Class as a Target Group for Place Branding.
Journal of Place Management and Development 2009b; 2(1): 23-32.
Zenker, S., & Aholt, A. Who’s Your Target? Profiling of Target Groups in City Branding.
Paper presented at the Marketing Cities: Place Branding in Perspective Conference
2008, 4th – 6th December. Berlin, Germany.
Zenker, S., Petersen, S., & Aholt, A. Development and Implementation of the Citizen
Satisfaction Index (CSI): Four Basic Factors of Citizens’ Satisfaction. Research Papers
on Marketing and Retailing 2009; 39: 1-19.

13

