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Developing a Revised Competitive Position
for Sun/Lost City, South Africa

CHRISTEL BOTHA, JOHN L. CROMPTON, ANDSEONG-SEOPKIM

The study tested the efficacy of a positioning model for
tourists engaged in a high-involved destination selection
process in the context of Sun/Lost City, South Africa. Data
were collected by personal interviews with a convenience
sample of 302 visitors at the resort. The data were used to
identify Sun/Lost City’s strengths compared to its main com-
petitors in meeting visitors’ push factor needs, in the destina-
tions’ attributes, and in surmounting visitors’ situational in-
hibitors. Key differentiating attributes from each of these
three sets of variables were used to formulate a suggested
position for Sun/Lost City. Data confirmed both the funnel-
ing effects of choice sets and the roles of passive and active
information search that were postulated in the model.

Tourism is the third largest generator of foreign exchange
in South Africa, producing approximately 75 billion rand an-
nually. The number of foreign tourists has increased rapidly
from 1.09 million in 1990 to 4.48 million in 1995, reflecting
the changed political environment in the country.

The Sun/Lost City vacation complex is the biggest resort
in Africa and one of the world’s largest, most comprehensive
visitor attractions. It includes four major hotels; numerous
restaurants; extensive entertainment, with regularly sched-
uled world-renowned performers; cinemas; an extensive
array of high-quality outdoor recreation facilities, including
the Gary Player Country Club golf course where the annual
Million Dollar Skins international professional golf chal-
lenge is held; a large water park; and many other attractions.
The landscaping is intensive and is meticulously maintained
with colorful plantings, ground cover, exotic vegetation,
streams, and ponds. The complex is located in North-West
Province, less than a 2-hour drive from Gauteng, which con-
tains the country’s major population centers of Johannesburg
and Pretoria.

Most visitors to Sun/Lost City are day visitors from Gau-
teng (Botha and Saayman 1995). From the resort’s perspec-
tive, the most desirable tourists to attract are those staying for
longer periods of time since they are likely to spend more
money at the complex. These individuals are likely to be
from more distant parts of South Africa or from foreign
countries. Since two-thirds of foreign tourists pass through or
stay in Gauteng, the potential for additional foreign tourist
visitation appears to be substantial.

The unique selling feature of Sun/Lost City has been that
it has held a monopoly on gambling in South Africa. In 1995,
the South African government indicated it was considering
granting 40 new gaming licenses, which would end Sun/Lost
City’s monopoly. Given this changing environment, the

resort complex recognized a need to modify its existing posi-
tion in the marketplace. In this article, the authors develop a
model for deriving a modified position and describe an
exploratory study designed to test how the model could be
operationalized in the context of Sun/Lost City. The study’s
focus was on longer-stay, high-involved tourists, rather than
the day visitors from Gauteng who are likely to engage in
low-involvement decision making (Havitz and Dimanche
1997).

THE CONCEPT OF POSITIONING

When Ries and Trout formally introduced the concept of
positioning in a series of articles inAdvertising Agein 1972,
they described it as the image consumers held of a brand rela-
tive to competing brands in the same product category. In a
later book, Ries and Trout (1982) espoused the principle of
positioning in the following terms:

Instead of starting with yourself, you start with the
mind of the prospect. Instead of asking what you are,
you ask what position you already own in the mind of
the prospect. Changing minds in our overcommuni-
cated society is an extremely difficult task. It’s much
easier to work with what is already there. (P. 193)

Hence, instead of developing a marketing plan based on
what Sun/Lost City managers believed the resort had to offer,
the starting point was to identify what existed in the minds of
visitor prospects, with the intent of reinforcing key features
of the position the resort already possessed in their minds. A
position is established by a small number of key differentiat-
ing attributes that may be tangible or intangible. This posi-
tioning approach relies on reinforcing the strengths Sun/Lost
City is already perceived to possess vis-à-vis its competitors,
rather than promoting what managers believed to be the re-
sort’s absolute strengths. Such an approach obviates the need
to try and change an existing image or to change people’s
minds—two notoriously difficult tasks. Thus, positioning
may be defined as the process of defining and reinforcing a
distinctive place for a destination in the minds of potential

Christel Botha is with South African Airlines. John L. Crompton
is in the Department of Recreation, Park and Tourism Sciences at
Texas A&M University. Seong-Seop Kim is in the Department of
Recreation, Park and Tourism Sciences at Texas A&M University.

Journal of Travel Research, Vol. 37, May 1999, 341-352
© 1999 Sage Publications, Inc.

 at Texas A&M University - Medical Sciences Library on December 11, 2013jtr.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://jtr.sagepub.com/
http://jtr.sagepub.com/


visitors within target markets. As Lovelock (1984, p. 134)
observed, “It is the key to developing an effective competi-
tive posture.”

Perhaps the first tourism agency to implement an effec-
tive marketing plan based on the concept of positioning was
Failte Board Eirran (The Irish Tourist Board), which devel-
oped its initial plan in 1965. A series of studies was commis-
sioned to identify the unique differentiation attributes of Ire-
land that were held by potential visitors in key target markets
(e.g., United Kingdom, United States, Canada, Germany,
France, and Scandinavia). The results included such attrac-
tions as Romany caravans, barges on the River Shannon,
medieval banquets in castles, folk singing and dancing, and
so forth. However, these traditional and differentiating
images were myths in the sense that they did not exist in a
form that was commercially available to tourists. Neverthe-
less, this was the position of Ireland that existed in prospects’
minds. Thus, the Irish Tourist Board gave out grants to pri-
vate companies to encourage them to develop these tourism
products. As they were developed, the Tourist Board organ-
ized their packaging and marketing. This positioning strat-
egy launched the very successful Irish tourism industry.

Several authors have suggested alternative approaches
that may be adopted for developing a position (for example,
Aaker and Shansby 1982; Witt and Moutinho 1989), and a
number of tourism case studies that have implemented some
of these approaches have appeared in the literature (Ries and
Trout 1982; Woodside 1982; Haahti 1986; Crompton, Fak-
eye, and Lue 1992). The study reported in this article sought
to extend this work in two ways: first, by integrating a posi-
tioning approach into a model of the tourist’s destination
choice decision process, and second, by considering the
potential of using situational inhibitors as key positioning
attributes.

DEVELOPMENT OF THE MODEL

The positioning model used to guide the study is shown in
Figure 1. Several authors (Moutinho 1986; Woodside and
Lysonski 1989; Um and Crompton 1990) have proposed
models of the high-involved pleasure traveler’s destination
choice process, describing how his or her destination deci-
sions are formulated. Central to all of these models is the
concept of choice sets, which offer a conceptualization of
how potential tourists narrow down the number of destina-
tions considered and reach a final decision. The first stage is
anawareness set, which includes all destinations that tourists
may have belief and knowledge about, acquired through inci-
dental learning (Crompton, Fakeye, and Lue 1992). The
number of such destinations is likely to be extensive, so a
more meaningful starting point is theinitial consideration
set, which is defined as “the destinations which a traveler is
considering aspossibledestinations within some period of
time” (Crompton, Fakeye, and Lue 1992, p. 424). Potential
tourists are now likely to engage in a more active information
search and, on the basis of this expanded knowledge base,
formulate a smallerlate consideration setdefined as “the
destinations which a traveler is considering asprobabledes-
tinations within some period of time” (Crompton, Fakeye,
and Lue 1992, p. 424). From this smaller late consideration
set, additional active search effort results in one destination
being chosen for the vacation.

Criteria are needed to make decisions at each point as to
which destinations should filter through to the subsequent
choice set stage, based on the growing information base that
accrues as the decision process evolves. Three types of crite-
ria are used: personal motivations (push factors), destination
attributes (pull factors), and situational inhibitors. Potential
visitors assess the assets of each destination in the sets
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FIGURE 1
THE POSITIONING MODEL
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against these three criteria, and at each stage the results lead
to destinations being selected to proceed down the funnel or
being discarded from further consideration. Hence, these
three criteria contain the key positioning elements, since the
perceived relative strength of alternative potential destinations
on them determines the destinations’ fates (see Figure 1).

The active information search effort is directed at seeking
information about the attributes of a destination that potential
tourists consider to be important (pull factors); information
on the ability of these attributes to meet the internal social-
psychological needs that undergird and propel their desire to
go on a vacation (push factors); and information about situa-
tional inhibitors or constraints that are perceived as barriers
to visiting a destination and, thus, lead to it being eliminated
from further consideration. These variables constitute posi-
tioning attributes because they are key features on which
tourists will make evaluations that lead them to prefer one
destination in a given choice set over another. Dann (1981),
in his early article, explained the personal motivation and the
destinational attributes components of positioning in the
following terms. First, push factors embrace importance of
the home environment and its conditioning on the potential
tourist by noting various needs and pressures that dispose
the potential tourist into action. Second, the subsequent act
of travel and/or destination selection is analyzed in terms
of its ability to respond to such needs and pressures (pull
factors).

The role of situational inhibitors in a purchase decision
process has long been recognized. Thus, Belk (1975), Han-
sen (1976), Park (1978), and Tybout and Hauser (1981) all
noted that a salient conclusion to prognostications about ac-
tual purchases is likely to be enhanced by consideration of
situational inhibitors. Similarly, in the tourism field, Cromp-
ton (1979) argued that destination choice decisions should be
conceptualized as an interactive function between inhibitors
such as time, money, and skill level, and destination image.
Empirical verification of their impact on decisions has
emerged more recently (Harris, Driver, and Bergerson 1985;
Um and Crompton 1992; Tian, Crompton, and Witt 1996).
Thus, Um and Crompton (1992) reported that personal moti-
vators and destination attributes were more important in for-
mulating the late consideration stage from the initial consid-
eration set but that inhibitors were stronger influences in
making final destination choice from the late consideration
set. They went on to state:

The results are consistent with the notion that choice
is a satisficing behavior (Simon 1957) which is con-
straints driven, rather than an optimizing behavior
which is attribute driven. . . . The greater importance
of facilitators at the early stage in the decision process
reflects optimization but people tend to be risk reduc-
ers and at the final decision stage it is inhibitors which
prevail. (P. 24)

The objectives of the study reported here were (1) to test
the efficacy of the proposed positioning model (Figure 1) and
(2) to identify attributes that could be used to reposition
Sun/Lost City by delineating those that positively differenti-
ated Sun/Lost City from its competitors. The latter objective
was to be achieved by identifying perceptions of Sun/Lost
City’s strengths compared to its main competitors in (i)

meeting visitors’ push factor needs, (ii) the destinations’ at-
tributes, and (iii) surmounting visitors’ situational inhibitors.

METHODS

Data were collected by personal interviews using a stan-
dardized instrument with a convenience sample of 302 visi-
tors to Sun/Lost City. Each interview took between 30 and 40
minutes to complete. Approximately one-third of the inter-
views were conducted in Afrikaans and two-thirds in Eng-
lish. Respondents were shown authorization to conduct the
interview from the management of Sun/Lost City and the
parent company, Sun International, but they were assured the
interviewer was not an employee of the organization. The
interviewer explained that the resort was interested in learn-
ing guests’ views, so it could improve the services offered
them. Interviews were conducted at several different loca-
tions at the resort.

The instrument contained three initial screening ques-
tions that were designed to ensure that the sample was com-
posed of visitors likely to have engaged in a high-involved
decision process and that they were able to understand the
interviewer. The three questions were, Do you live in Gau-
teng or North-West Province? Are you on holiday for less
than 1 day? Do you read and understand English or Afrikaans
well? An affirmative answer on either of the first two ques-
tions or a negative answer on the last question disqualified
respondents from being included in the sample.

To derive the initial consideration set, the interviewer
asked, “Think back to when youfirst thought about going on
a holiday at this time. Back at the beginning, to which other
places, apart from Sun/Lost City, did you think of going?”
When respondents finished giving their list of places, the
interviewer prompted them further by asking, “Is that all?
Were there any other places that came to mind when you first
thought about going on vacation?” If more were named, they
were added to the list. The late consideration set was defined
by asking, “Among the places you named that were destina-
tions you initially considered, which of them were close to
being selected before you made your final decision to come
to Sun/Lost City?”

After respondents had listed the destinations that consti-
tuted their early consideration set, the interviewer asked
them, “How much effort did you invest in actively seeking
out information about [name of destination]. Was it no effort,
very little effort, little effort, reasonable effort, quite a bit of
effort, great effort, or a very great effort?” They were shown
successive sheets with this 7-point scale, and each of the des-
tinations they had listed in the early consideration set was
inserted on a separate sheet.

Eight personal motivation scales were based on the tax-
onomy developed by Crompton (1979). The three items that
composed each scale were derived from the following
sources:

� Escape personal/social pressures: Crompton and
McKay (1997).

� Social recognition/prestige: Crompton and McKay
(1997).

� Socialization/bonding: Crompton and McKay (1997).
� Self-esteem: Manfredo, Driver, and Tarrant (1996).
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� Learning/discovery: Manfredo, Driver, and Tarrant
(1996).

� Regression: Crompton and McKay (1997).
� Novelty/thrill: Lee and Crompton (1992).
� Escape from crowds: Manfredo, Driver, and Tarrant

(1996).

The 20 scale items used to measure destination attributes
were derived from three previous studies undertaken at
Sun/Lost City (Saayman and Botha 1994; Botha and Saay-
man 1995; Botha 1996). The scales included items on infra-
structure, entertainment, physical environment, and wildlife
viewing. The items used to measure constraints were derived
from Crawford and Godbey (1987); Tian, Crompton, and
Witt (1996); and Jackson (1983).

To identify Sun/Lost City’s relative strengths in meeting
personal motivations, respondents were handed a sheet with
the 24 items listed on a 7-point scale (very strongly disagree
to very strongly agree) and asked to circle the number that
best reflected the extent to which they received each of the
listed benefits at Sun/Lost City. After handing this sheet back
to the interviewer, they were given a sheet with identical
items but with the following instructions: (i) “If you had the
necessary resources to go on a holiday at your ideal destina-
tion, where would you go __________ (name the place). (ii)
Now we want you to think of this ideal place. If you went on a
holiday there, please indicate the extent to which you believe
you would receive each of the following benefits.”

Respondents were given a sheet containing the 20 desti-
nation attributes and asked to indicate on the 7-point scale the
extent to which they were provided at Sun/Lost City. They
were then successively given two sheets with the same set of
destination attributes listed and asked to indicate their
impression of the extent to which they were provided at each
of the first two destinations they had named in their response
to the late consideration set question. The rubric state: “My
impression is that _____ (name of a late consideration set
destination) has .”

Similarly, respondents were given two successive sheets
containing the 14 situation inhibitor items. The rubric on the
first sheet stated, “Earlier you identified _____ as your ideal
place for a holiday. How important were each of the follow-
ing factors in your decision to come to Sun/Lost City rather
than to go to your ideal place?” The 7-point scale ranged
from extremely unimportantto extremely important. The
second sheet rubric stated, “Now consider how important
these factors were in your decision to visit Sun/Lost City
rather than to go to _____ or _____.” The names of the first
two places identified in their late consideration set were
inserted by the interviewer into the spaces.

The strategy of having respondents name an ideal and the
two most competitive destinations as the basis of comparison
for identifying Sun/Lost City’s differentiating strengths,
rather than using a set of destinations preselected by the
researchers for this purpose, was a compromise. If a prede-
termined set of competitive destinations had been used as the
basis for comparison, it is likely that it would have been
unrepresentative. Visitors to Sun/Lost City come from all
over the world. Thus, for some visitors, its competitors may
be Las Vegas, Rio de Janeiro, or Sydney. For other visitors,
the scale of competitors may be confined to other African
countries, to South Africa, or to this region of South Africa.
In each case, respondents’ perceptions of the competition
were likely to vary widely. Indeed, when respondents were

asked to list those places that were in their early considera-
tion set, a total of 441 different destinations were identified.
Clearly, if only 3 or 4 of these had been preselected and the
attributes of Sun/Lost City compared to them, the results
would have been distorted because they may not have accu-
rately reflected the other 437 places. By permitting respon-
dents to identify their competitive and ideal destinations, this
problem was avoided and the positioning strengths identified
were likely to be real rather than spurious.

The negative trade-off using this approach was that the
attributes listed were assumed to be representative of all
positioning features. Those in the personal motivations and
constraints questions were reasonably comprehensive, so the
assumption is probably reasonable in those cases. However,
it is not realistic in the case of the items used in the destina-
tion attributes questions. For example, Sun/Lost City may
lose business to a destination that features adventure activi-
ties associated with the mountains or that offers ocean-based
opportunities, and these were not represented in the set of 20
attributes used on the instrument. However, Sun/Lost City
managers can only seek to establish a position that it can mar-
ket, and these types of opportunities and attributes are out-
side the parameters of elements under their control. Hence, it
was considered appropriate to focus only on the attributes the
resort possesses and to identify how “ideal” and competitive
destinations compare to them, since the sources of its posi-
tioning strength have to be found there.

ANALYSES

The mean number of destinations in the early considera-
tion set was 4.02, while in the late consideration set, it was
3.54. A pairedt-test confirmed that this difference was sig-
nificant (.01 level). Hence, the funneling effect between
choice sets that was postulated in the positioning model
shown in Figure 1 was empirically validated.

The amount of effort invested in searching for informa-
tion about destinations included in the early and late consid-
eration sets varied as postulated by the model (see Figure 1).
The mean score on the effort scale of destinations in the early
consideration set that were excluded from the late considera-
tion set was 3.30, while that of destinations included in the
late consideration set was 3.81. Pairedt-tests indicated the
difference was significant (.001 level). Thus, active informa-
tion search was significantly greater at the later stages of the
decision process.

The eight personal motivation scales were used to mea-
sure the benefits respondents believed they would receive at
their ideal destination and those they were receiving at
Sun/Lost City. The items and scales were a priori specified
since their validity and reliability had been established in the
previous studies from which they were adapted. For this rea-
son, a confirmatory rather than an exploratory factor analysis
was undertaken on responses to both the ideal and the
Sun/Lost City destinations. The structural coefficients were
relatively robust, ranging from .45 to .86 on the Sun/Lost
City instrument and from .39 to .86 on responses to the ideal
destination. Cronbach alphas were undertaken on each of the
eight sets of three item scales on both the ideal destination
and Sun/Lost City questions. The results shown in Table 1
were reasonably consistent. The alphas ranged from .59 to
.80. Although they almost all exceeded Nunnally’s (1978) .60
minimum criterion, most of them were relatively low, but in
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part this may reflect the scales being composed of only
three items. The overall Cronbach’s alpha on both instru-
ments was .91.

The mean scores for each item and the grand mean scores
for each scale on both instruments are reported in Table 2. In
every case, the pairedt-test undertaken on the grand means
showed that the scores for the ideal destination were signifi-
cantly higher (.01 level) than those for Sun/Lost City. The
scales on which respondents scored Sun/Lost City highest,
they also scored as being closest to those at their ideal desti-
nations. These scales wereescape from crowdsandsociali-
zation/bonding. Hence, they appear likely to be the most use-
ful personal motivators for positioning Sun/Lost City. In the
escape from crowds scale,getting away from the hustle and
bustle of the citywas the key item. Indeed, out of the 24 items
on the instrument, this was the only one on which respon-
dents scored Sun/Lost City higher than their ideal destina-
tion. Thus, it may be interpreted as being a central strength of
the destination in the eyes of these respondents. On the
socialization/bonding scale, the highest scoring item was
enjoyed the company of the people who came with me. The
6.13 mean score on this item was the highest among the 24
items for Sun/Lost City.

Respondents were presented with 20 destination attri-
butes andasked the extent to which each of these was present
at Sun/Lost City and at each of the two destinations they
identified as being major competitors to Sun/Lost City.
Hence, each respondent filled out three instruments. Princi-
pal components factor analyses with varimax rotation were
undertaken on the 20 destination attributes of Sun/Lost City
(version A) and on each of its two primary competitive desti-
nations (versions B and C). The results are shown in Table 3.
In each factor analysis, four factors emerged with eigenval-
ues that exceeded 1 (see Table 3). The pattern of the factor
loading in version A was slightly different from that in ver-
sions B and C, but the factor loading pattern in version B rep-
licated that of version C.

The four domains were named Entertainment, Infrastruc-
ture, Physical Environment, and Wildlife Viewing. The
Wildlife “factor” consisted of only a single item, but it was
retained and used as a scale since wildlife viewing was con-
sidered likely to be an important attribute differentiating
Sun/Lost City from its competitors. Cronbach’s alpha coeffi-
cients that indicated the internal consistency of the scales
were calculated (see Table 3). They ranged from .69 to .86,

with most of them above .80. These are considered suffi-
ciently high to indicate good reliability.

The factor structures emerging from each analysis were
remarkably stable. The only anomalous loadings appeared to
be on the Sun/Lost City attributes items (version A), where
golf courses, cultural activities, and gambling did not load
saliently on the Entertainment domain, as they did in the
other two analyses. However, given that they consistently
loaded saliently on this domain in the two competitor analy-
ses (versions B and C), and that their classification into the
Entertainment domain seems intuitively reasonable, the
anomalous loadings in version A were disregarded when
interpreting the data.

Table 4 reports the results of pairedt-tests conducted to
identify the similarities and differences in visitors’ percep-
tions of the 20 destination attributes in each of the four
domains at the three destinations. The mean scores in ver-
sions A, B, and C were derived by assigning scores of 1, 2, 3,
4, 5, 6, or 7 to the respective categories:very strongly dis-
agree,strongly disagree,disagree,neither agree nor dis-
agree,agree,strongly agree, or very strongly agree. The
grand mean score at the end of each domain indicates the
mean of the mean scores of items in the domain. By compar-
ing the grand mean scores, it became evident from thet-tests
that visitors placed a significantly lower value on three of the
four domains at their primary competitive destinations (ver-
sions B and C) than they did at Sun/Lost City (version A) and
that there were no significant differences on any of the
domains between the two competitor destinations (versions
B and C).

The highest grand mean score was allocated to the Physi-
cal Environment of Sun/Lost City (6.17), indicating that
high-involved visitors to the resort perceived the relaxing
atmosphere with attractive scenery and pleasant weather
conditions as a primary asset. However, they perceived their
competitive destinations to have similar strengths, and there
was least differentiation between destinations on this
domain. Thus, it was not a good candidate for selection as a
positioning attribute.

On the Entertainment domain scale, the pattern of signifi-
cant differences between Sun/Lost City and both the com-
petitors was consistent across all items except the attribute
food outlets that are good value for money, on which there
were no significant differences, and the itema wide range of
cultural activities, on which Sun/Lost City was rated signifi-
cantly lower than its competitors. The highest mean score
was given to outdoor recreational activities, while the big-
gest differential scores between Sun/Lost City and its two
competitors, excluding the gambling item, which has been
the resorts’ traditional positioning item, were indoor recrea-
tion activities and golf courses that were good value for
money. The high grand mean score of 6.17 allocated to the
physical environment tended to reinforce the attraction of
the outdoor recreation activities and golf, even though this
was not a significant advantage for Sun/Lost City (see
Table 4). High-quality gaming opportunities scored lowest
in versions B and C, and gambling was reaffirmed as
Sun/Lost City’s major current differential advantage.

The internal transportation system received the highest
score on version A (Sun/Lost City) in the Infrastructure
domain, closely followed by friendly employees. In both
cases, these scores were significantly higher than those of the
two competitive destinations. The attractions on-site are
widespread, and therefore people need a good transportation
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TABLE 1

CRONBACH ALPHAS INDICATING THE LEVEL OF
INTERNAL CONSISTENCY OF THE EIGHT PERSONAL

MOTIVATION SCALES ON BOTH INSTRUMENTS

Personal Motivation Sun/Lost “Ideal”
Items City Destination

1. Escape personal/social pressures .60 .61
2. Social recognition/prestige .65 .74
3. Socialization/bonding .66 .60
4. Self-esteem .80 .78
5. Learning/discovery .70 .65
6. Regression .61 .67
7. Novelty/thrill .59 .74
8. Escape from crowds .59 .67
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system to move around the site. In an image study done at
Sun/Lost City (Botha 1996), the highest score on the domain
of site services and generic images of the complex was given
to the item on transport services provided by Sun City. Since
this item was not highly rated at competitive destinations,
this may be a useful positioning point for Sun/Lost City.
Safety also emerged as a potentially significant positioning
advantage for Sun/Lost City, and this is a central concern in
South Africa today.

The wildlife viewing item also offered Sun/Lost City a
significant advantage. Respondents gave it a mean score of
5.83, while opportunities at competing destinations to
engage in this activity were perceived to be much fewer.

Respondents were presented with 14 constraint items and
asked how important they were in their selecting Sun/Lost
City as their “ideal” destination and in their selecting it in
preference to their primary competitive destinations. A princi-
pal components factor analysis with varimax rotation was
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TABLE 2

RESULTS OF PAIRED t-TESTS UNDERTAKEN ON SCALE ITEMS AND SCALE GRAND MEANS TO
TEST RESPONDENTS’ PERCEPTIONS OF THE RELATIVE ABILITY OF SUN/LOST CITY AND THEIR

IDEAL DESTINATION TO MEET THE NEEDS OF THEIR PERSONAL MOTIVATIONS

Personal Motivation Sun/Lost “Ideal” Paired t-test Significance Paired t-test
Needs Items City Destination Level for Grand Means Significance Level

1. Escape personal/social pressures domain
7. Released or reduced built-up tension 5.68 6.28 .01
2. Reduced the feeling of having too many

things to do 4.80 5.55 .01
9. Gave my mind a rest 5.89 6.07 .03

Grand mean score 5.46 5.96 .01

2. Social recognition/prestige domain
17. Did something that impressed others 4.21 4.66 .01
19. Be thought more highly of by others for doing this 4.18 4.62 .01

4. Photographed an exotic place to show friends 5.10 6.36 .01
Grand mean score 4.50 5.23 .01

3. Socialization/bonding domain
10. Enjoyed the company of the people who

came with me 6.13 6.24 .12
21. Interacted with friends/family 5.70 6.23 .01
20. Being with people who enjoy what I do 5.55 6.09 .01
Grand mean score 5.78 6.18 .01

4. Self-esteem domain
13. Increased my feelings of self-worth 4.79 5.67 .01
16. Helped me feel like a better person 4.74 5.76 .01
11. Derived a feeling of accomplishment 5.05 6.08 .01
Grand mean score 4.86 5.85 .01

5. Learning/discovery domain
18. Gained knowledge 4.64 6.18 .01

3. Discovered something new 5.38 6.54 .01
22. Satisfied my curiosity 5.42 6.37 .01
Grand mean score 5.15 6.36 .01

6. Regression domain
6. Acted like I was a teenager again 4.89 5.27 .01

20. “Let my hair down” 5.56 6.09 .01
23. Engaged in “wild” behavior 4.36 5.13 .01
Grand mean score 4.94 5.49 .01

7. Novelty/thrill domain
12. Provided a sense of adventure 5.39 6.28 .01
14. Engaged in some “daring” activities 4.86 5.66 .01

1. Enjoy activities that provided a thrill 5.60 6.16 .01
Grand mean score 5.28 6.03 .01

8. Escape from crowds domain
8. Get away from the hustle and bustle of the city 5.86 5.83 .80

15. Felt free 5.61 6.30 .01
24. Get away from crowded situations 5.08 5.47 .01
Grand mean score 5.53 5.87 .01
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TABLE 3

RESULTS OF FACTOR ANALYSES AND RELIABILITY TESTS ON DESTINATION ATTRIBUTES AT SUN/LOST CITY
(VERSION A) AND ITS TWO PRIMARY COMPETITIVE DESTINATIONS (VERSIONS B AND C)

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4

Item Statements Version A Version B Version C Version A Version B Version C Version A Version B Version C Version A Version B Version C

Entertainment domain
10. A wide variety of

entertainment .60 .84 .71
5. A wide variety of

recreational activities .68 .77 .65
6. A wide variety of

types of food .72 .67 .58
19. Indoor recreational

activities .47 .66 .74
14. Good recreational

opportunities .64 .65 .74
20. Outdoor recreational

activities .51 .60 .64
9. Golf courses that are

good value for money .58 .52 .67
17. A wide range of

cultural activities .55 .70 .59
16. High-quality gambling

opportunities .41 .60 .69
12. Food outlets that are

good value for money .57 .52 .66

Infrastructure domain
3. Good car parking

arrangements .72 .78 .78
1. High-quality staff .76 .77 .77
4. Accommodation that

is good value for money .61 .72 .69
7. Friendly employees .61 .71 .70
2. A good internal

transportation system .78 .58 .45
18. Safety .54 .58 .55

(continued)
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TABLE 3 Continued

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4

Item Statements Version A Version B Version C Version A Version B Version C Version A Version B Version C Version A Version B Version C

Physical environment
domain
15. Pleasant weather .63 .77 .71
13. A relaxing atmosphere .47 .73 .73

8. Attractive scenery .39 .57 .68

Wildlife viewing domain
11. Good opportunities

for wildlife viewing .55 .74 .72

Cronbach’s alpha .86 .86 .86 .84 .84 .81 .71 .69 .70 .64 N/A N/A
Eigenvalues 7.32 7.09 6.78 1.76 2.13 2.54 1.25 1.57 1.35 1.18 1.21 1.31
Percentage of variance 36.6 35.5 33.9 8.8 10.6 12.7 6.2 7.9 6.7 5.9 6.0 6.5

Note: Total reliability alpha: version A: .88; version B: .88; version C: .89. Total variance: version 1: 57.5%; version 2: 60.0%; version 3: 59.9%.
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undertaken on responses to the two independent questions.
The analyses produced almost identical three-factor solu-
tions (see Table 5), with the only difference being a reversal
in the order in which factors 2 and 3 emerged. The factors
were named Synchronizing with Significant Others, Fear,
and Cost.

Table 6 reports item and grand mean scores, together with
results of the pairedt-tests, which were undertaken on these
data. On all three constraint domains,t-tests undertaken on
the grand means indicated that situational inhibitors associ-
ated with the ideal destination were significantly higher than
those associated with the two primary competitive destina-
tions of Sun/Lost City. This pattern was reflected on all of the
individual items. The highest scores of respondents in both
cases were on the Cost domain. Monetary cost appeared to be
the major concern, especially cost of travel to the place.
Hence, this would appear to be a significant positioning
strength for Sun/Lost City. The differences on the Synchro-
nizing with Significant Others domain were also substantial,

with the biggest difference being on the itemdifficult to get
others to go with me. This was especially important in relation
to the ideal destination, but was also a lesser advantage for
respondents selecting Sun/Lost City in preference to the pri-
mary competitors.

DISCUSSION

The most salient positioning attribute for Sun/Lost City
since its inception has been gambling. Its monopoly status in
South Africa in casino operations ensured that this position
would be successful. Given the high probability that the gov-
ernment would issue a large number of gambling licenses to
other operators, it seemed likely that some revision of this
traditional position would be necessary to ensure the contin-
ued success of the resort. Various authors (Aaker and
Shansby 1982; Ries and Trout 1982; Crompton, Fakeye, and
Lue 1992) have reported that personal motivations and
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TABLE 4

RESULTS OF PAIRED t-TESTS SEEKING DIFFERENCES IN THE ITEM AND GRAND MEANS
OF RESPONSES TO DESTINATION ATTRIBUTES AT SUN/LOST CITY (VERSION A)

AND ITS TWO PRIMARY COMPETITIVE DESTINATIONS (VERSIONS B AND C)

Comparison of A and B Comparison of B and C Comparison of A and C

t-test t-test t-test
Mean Mean Significance Mean Mean Significance Mean Mean Significance

Item Statements of A of B Level of B of C Level of A of C Level

Entertainment domain 5.84 5.08 .01 5.08 5.01 .18 5.84 5.00 .01
10. A wide variety of

entertainment 6.19 5.33 .01 5.31 5.18 .21 6.18 5.18 .01
5. A wide variety of

recreational activities 6.09 5.54 .01 5.53 5.41 .17 6.08 5.40 .01
6. A wide variety of types

of food 5.93 5.61 .01 5.61 5.52 .28 5.93 5.50 .01
19. Indoor recreation activities 5.94 4.84 .01 4.82 4.90 .43 5.94 4.91 .01
14. Good recreational

opportunities 6.07 5.61 .01 5.62 5.46 .07 6.06 5.45 .01
20. Outdoor recreational

activities 6.19 5.51 .01 5.52 5.54 .79 6.19 5.54 .01
9. Golf courses that are

good value for money 5.75 4.24 .01 4.26 4.19 .54 5.76 4.21 .01
17. A wide range of

cultural activities 4.79 5.10 .02 5.12 4.97 .18 4.80 4.97 .17
16. High-quality gambling

opportunities 6.07 3.44 .01 3.46 3.54 .50 6.07 3.44 .01
12. Food outlets that are

good value for money 5.38 5.50 .27 5.50 5.30 .01 5.41 5.30 .30

Infrastructure domain 5.82 5.33 .01 5.34 5.33 .81 5.81 5.33 .01
3. Good car parking

arrangements 5.71 5.34 .01 5.34 5.34 1.00 5.71 5.33 .01
1. High-quality staff 5.60 5.52 .42 5.53 5.50 .76 5.60 5.50 .33
7. Friendly employees 5.94 5.77 .05 5.77 5.72 .52 5.95 5.71 .01
2. A good internal

transportation system 5.97 4.76 .01 4.77 4.72 .61 5.96 4.73 .01
18. Safety 5.85 5.29 .01 5.30 5.35 .60 5.83 5.36 .01

Physical environment domain 6.17 6.07 .11 6.07 6.03 .47 6.16 6.03 .02
15. Pleasant weather 6.17 5.73 .01 5.74 5.82 .40 6.15 5.81 .01
13. A relaxing atmosphere 6.03 6.23 .02 6.23 6.16 .32 6.01 6.16 .09

8. Attractive scenery 6.31 6.25 .42 6.24 6.11 .12 6.32 6.10 .01

Wildlife viewing domain N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
11. Good opportunities for

wildlife viewing 5.83 4.36 .01 4.40 4.60 .20 5.82 4.60 .01
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destinational attributes may be used to establish a position,
and we extended this to include situational inhibitors in
accordance with suggestions from others (e.g., Harris,
Driver, and Bergerson 1985; Um and Crompton 1992; Tian,
Crompton, and Witt 1996).

The differentiating personal motivators identified in the
study as being most useful for positioning Sun/Lost City
were socialization/bonding; especially, enjoying the com-
pany of the people who came with them; and escape from
crowds, particularly getting away from the hustle and bustle
of the city. The differentiating destination attributes were
entertainment, excluding cultural activities, with gaming,
indoor recreational activities, and golf being recognized as
especially strong elements; and infrastructure, which
referred mainly to a good internal transportation system and
friendly employees. The situational constraints that most
inhibited visitation to the ideal destination and to the primary
competitor destinations of Sun/Lost City were found to be
the cost of traveling to those destinations and the difficulty of
synchronizing schedules with companions to go there. These
constraints represent elements of competitive advantage for
Sun/Lost City.

This leads to the conclusion that Sun/Lost City should be
positioned as an up-market resort complex where tourists can
get away from the hustle and bustle of the city. It is safe, and
the cost is relatively low, especially for foreign tourists who
enjoy the benefits of the substantially devalued rand. The
close juxtaposition of multiple attractions means they can be
enjoyed in a relatively short time period of a few days, rather

than requiring a lengthy vacation and having to confront the
difficulties of synchronizing schedules and costs that accom-
pany longer vacations. Emphasis should be on the multiple
opportunities and contexts at the resort for visitors to share
experiences with, and enjoy the company of, those who
travel with them. These include casino gambling but extend
far beyond that to embrace golf on internationally acclaimed
courses and enjoyment of a wide spectrum of indoor entertain-
ment. Traveling to the multiple attractions at the complex is
expedited by a convenient, free internal transportation system.

Additional differentiating attributes could be derived
from the data, but effective positioning requires focusing on
a small number of attributes and consistently reiterating
them. It is tempting to position a tourist destination using
more attributes, but such an approach is likely to impede
implementation of positioning strategy by creating a fuzzy,
confused image rather than a clear, distinctive position.

There were four main limitations to the study. First, a
nonprobability convenience sample was used, which pre-
vents generalization of the findings. The likely bias associ-
ated with a convenience sample was possibly exacerbated by
the use of a destination sample drawn from visitors to
Sun/Lost City, rather than from visitor origin locations.
Since all respondents were visitors at Sun/Lost City, it is
likely that they were more knowledgeable about, and more
favorably disposed toward, the resort than to the competi-
tive and ideal destinations they identified. This sampling
frame was dictated by the limited resources at the disposal
of the authors. If sufficient resources had been available, this
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TABLE 5

RESULTS OF FACTOR ANALYSES AND RELIABILITY TESTS ON TWO SETS OF IDENTICAL
CONSTRAINT ITEMS RELATING TO WHY SUN/LOST CITY WAS PREFERRED TO THE “IDEAL”

DESTINATION AND TO ITS TWO PRIMARY COMPETITIVE DESTINATIONS

Factor 1 Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 3
Constraints Items “Ideal” Competitor “Ideal” Competitor “Ideal” Competitor

Synchronizing with significant others domain
4. Difficult to get others to go with me .83 .69
9. Too difficult to synchronize enough free

time with others who holiday with me .81 .79
11. Need to compromise my preference

with that of others who holiday with me .78 .83
10. Influence of friends/family .70 .77
12. Amount of effort involved .50 .65

Fear domain
13. Lack of self-confidence .89 .87
14. Fear of traveling so far .88 .86

2. Fear of crime there .65 .57
5. Concern about my health .58 .69

Cost domain
7. Cost of accommodation on site .80 .90
8. Cost of attractions there .76 .87
1. Cost of travel to the place .84 .80
6. Distance from home .55 .55
3. Not enough time .69 .28

Eigenvalues 5.46 7.76 2.21 1.43 1.31 1.90
Percentage of variance 39.0 55.4 15.8 10.2 9.3 7.1

Note: Cronbach’s alpha for “ideal” destination: Factor 1: .86, Factor 2: .82, Factor 3: .70. Cronbach’s alpha for primary competi-
tor: Factor 1: .91, Factor 2: .87, Factor 3: .87. Total reliability alpha for “ideal” destination: .88. Total reliability alpha for primary
competitor: .94.
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TABLE 6

ITEM MEANS, GRAND MEANS, AND THE RESULTS OF PAIRED t-TESTS ON TWO SETS OF IDENTICAL CONSTRAINT ITEMS
RELATING TO WHY SUN/LOST CITY WAS PREFERRED TO THE “IDEAL” DESTINATION AND TO ITS TWO PRIMARY COMPETITIVE DESTINATIONS

Paired t-test Paired t-test Paired t-test
Factor 1 Factor 1 Significance Factor 2 Factor 3 Significance Factor 3 Factor 2 Significance

Constraints Items “Ideal” Competitors Level “Ideal” Competitors Level “Ideal” Competitors Level

Synchronizing with significant others domain
4. Difficult to get others to go with me 4.26 3.22 .01
9. Too difficult to synchronize enough free

time with others who holiday with me 3.98 3.40 .01
11. Need to compromise my preference with

that of others who holiday with me 4.02 3.40 .01
10. Influence of friends/family 3.87 3.33 .01
12. Amount of effort involved 3.90 3.16 .01
Grand mean score 4.01 3.30 .01

Fear domain
13. Lack of self-confidence 2.59 2.25 .01
14. Fear of traveling so far 2.42 2.30 .06

2. Fear of crime there 3.39 3.04 .02
5. Concern about my health 2.93 2.65 .01

Grand mean score 2.83 2.56 .01

Cost domain
7. Cost of accommodation on site 5.20 3.70 .01
8. Cost of attractions there 5.12 3.69 .01
1. Cost of travel to the place 5.75 3.98 .01
6. Distance from home 4.24 3.42 .01
3. Not enough time 5.00 4.18 .01

Grand mean score 5.06 3.80 .01
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bias could have been reduced by interviewing respondents at
a range of target market origin sites whose sociodemo-
graphic characteristics and vacation patterns fitted the
Sun/Lost City visitor profile. However, these biases were not
our primary concern, since emphasis was on illustrating the
efficacy of the model and application of the process, rather
than on application of the specific data that emerged.

At the same time, there was an advantage to using a desti-
nation sample in that the position that emerged was built
from users’ perceptions. Interviewing respondents who were
at Sun/Lost City meant that these perceptions were likely to
reflect reality because they were being experienced. In other
situations, there may be concern that perceptions may differ
from what a destination is actually able to provide. Clearly,
selecting positioning attributes that do not reflect reality is
self-defeating.

A second limitation reinforces the illustrative rather than
definitive nature of the suggested strategy in that develop-
ment of a positioning strategy must involve senior manage-
ment. The Sun/Lost City management encouraged and facili-
tated the study, but the results and suggested implications are
the authors’ alone. A third limitation is that the model pur-
ports to describe the decision process only of high-involved
decision makers, and that of low-involved decision makers is
likely to be substantially different (Havitz and Dimanche
1997; McWilliams and Crompton 1997). Although the ideal
and most competitive destinations to Sun/Lost City were not
predetermined, attributes were listed and assumed to be rep-
resentative of all positioning features. This is a fourth major
limitation since this procedure resulted in some features not
being represented. Thus, for example, Sun/Lost City is at a
competitive disadvantage to destinations associated with
mountains, oceans, or beaches, but respondents had no
opportunity to express this. However, the intent was to iden-
tify positioning attributes that were Sun/Lost City’s strengths
and that its managers could reinforce. Identifying features
that Sun/Lost City could not influence was outside the
parameters of this mandate.

The study provided evidence to support the efficacy of
the positioning model shown in Figure 1. The model inte-
grated a positioning approach with the tourist’s destination
choice decision process. It confirmed that the awareness set
of destinations held by potential tourists in a target market is
likely to comprise a very large number of places. The 302
respondents to this study who visited Sun/Lost City identi-
fied 441 different destinations in their initial consideration
sets. Thus, the number of competitors is extensive. The mean
number of destinations per respondent in the initial consid-
eration set was 4.02, and 81% of respondents listed four or
more places at that stage. The average size of the late consid-
eration set was 3.54, with only 50% of respondents listing
four or more destinations. This supports the postulation in the
model that the number of destinations considered is reduced
at each choice set stage prior to selecting a final destination.
Consistent with Figure 1, respondents confirmed that greater
effort was invested in actively searching for information on
destinations that entered the late consideration set than in the
early consideration set. Finally, the study demonstrated that
unique strengths, which could be used for positioning a desti-
nation, could be identified among situational inhibitors as
well as among personal motivation and destination attributes.
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