














both the subbrand and the driver brand,
it can be argued that a subbrand is a
product brand (by type) that accounts for
less than 50 per cent of the total brand
equity that resides within the multi-brand
offer, whereas the driver brand accounts
for greater than 50 per cent of the total
brand equity. Examples of subbrands
abound in the marketplace; they include:
Microsoft Business Solutions, GE Finance,
Virgin Atlantic and Pottery Barn kids. In
all of these offers, the producer brand (by
type)—that is, Microsoft, GE, Virgin and
Pottery Barn—drive the purchase by
delivering the majority of brand equity to
their offers; while the subbrand elements—
that is, Business Solutions, Finance, Atlantic
and kids, respectively—provide a unique
point of difference to their offer by
descriptively communicating a specialised
focus. Because a subbrand draws the
majority of its equity from its driver brand,
it is argued that the visual identity of the
multi-brand offer should draw heavily
from the preexisting visual identity of the
driver brand to take full advantage of its
equity. Such a practice can be reasonably
considered a best practice as it is the
common convention used by leading
brands, including Microsoft, GE, Virgin
and Apple, among many others.

Endorser

Endorsing brands give approval to a wide
diversity of products grouped under prod-
ucts brands, line brands or range brands. !
With an endorsing brand, products (ie the
driver brands) follow their singular paths
under a simple common guarantee. An
endorsement by an established brand
provides credibility and substance to the
offering and usually plays only a minor
driver role.” Hence, by giving approval
and credibility, while playing a subordi-
nate role to the endorsed brand, it is

argued that an endorser brand must satisfy
three criteria:

— its purpose in the multi-brand offer
is to convey assurance to the purchase
and set general expectations regarding
the category and quality level for the
brand experience;

— it accounts for less than 50 per cent
of the total brand equity that resides
within the offer and

— itisunder the same corporate umbrella
as the brand it endorses (although it
may be either a producer or a product
brand as will be shown later).

The marketplace is saturated with
endorsing brands as they are an efficient
and effective way to leverage the equity
of one established brand upon that of
another brand within the same portfolio.
Residence Inn can thank Marriott (its
producer—endorser) for helping to put it
on the map, while WhiteStrips owes much
of its success to Crest (its product-
endorser) and Xbox would not be the
contender to PlayStation (endorsed by
Sony) were it not for Microsoft (its
producer—endorser).

The visual identity of the endorsed
offer is oftentimes less straightforward
than with other brand roles. Depending
on the weight of the endorsement, that
is, how heavily the endorsed brand relies
on the endorsement benefit from its
endorser brand, the visual identity could
likely vary. In cases in which the endorse-
ment is light, as in the case of Microsoft
on Xbox, the Microsoft visual identity is
graphically separate and distant from the
Xbox visual identity, allowing the Micro-
soft visual identity to remain in its preex-
isting typeface. In cases of heavier
endorsement, such as Microsoft on Office,
the two brands’ wvisual identities are,
however, ‘locked up’ in one combined
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Table 2 The eight dimensions of brand purpose

A NEW BRAND TAXONOMY: T YPE-ROLE~PURPOSE -)%f-

Brand purpose Awareness Revenue Resource Future Internal
and equity contribution aflocation growth attention

Holding entity (pl) Low Low Low Low Low

Flagship (pl.p2) High Moderate-high High Moderate-high High

Journeyman (p2) Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate

Strategic (p2) Low-high Low-high High High High

Distinguisher (p2)  Low Low Low Low Low

Cash cow (p2) High Moderate-high Low Low Low

Defender (p2) Low Low-moderate Low-moderate  Low Low

Ally (pl, p2) Low-high Low-high Low-high Low-high Low-high

Key: pl= producer brands; p2 = product brands.

visual identity. Such lock-ups can create
visual conflict between the two wvisual
identities. For this reason, Microsoft, when
heavily endorsing brands, such as Office
and Windows, takes on a more neutral
typeface so as to create greater visual
harmony with its endorsed brands.

Ingredient

A special case of co-branding, ingredient
branding involves creating brand equity
for materials, components or parts that are
necessarily contained within other branded
products.” Ingredient brands, in which
key attributes are incorporated into
another brand as ingredients'> reflect the
recognition among separate brand owners
that by joining forces they can offer
customers a more differentiated brand
experience. Examples include THX
(owned by George Lucas of Star Wars
fame) at certain Cineplex Odeon theatres
(owned by Cineplex Entertainment) and
Gore-Tex (owned by W.L. Gore & Associ-
ates) in certain North Face jackets. By
their very nature as a discretionary addi-
tive, ingredient brands only ever account
for less than 50 per cent of the total brand
equity that resides within the offer; in
many cases, it could reasonably be argued
that they account for less than a quarter
of the offers’ total equity. In order to take

full advantage of the ingredient brand’s
equity, the visual identity of the ingredient
is retained.

Brand purpose

Once a brand’s type and role have been
determined, its strategic purpose is the
final dimension to evaluate (Table 2).
While brand type is either producer or
product, and brand role is determined by
the brand’s ability to confer a certain
degree of brand equity to an offer, brand
purpose is understood by the strategic
intentions of the corporation for creating
and maintaining the brand within the
context of the brand portfolio. One of the
most exhaustive brand structures to date!?
distinguishes between these two dimen-
sions with the labels ‘product defining
roles’ (a dimension this paper refers to as
‘role’) and ‘portfolio roles’ (a dimension
this paper refers to as ‘purpose’). Aside
from this label discrepancy, there is
substantial commonality between the
dimensions of Aaker’s ‘portfolio roles’ and
this paper’s ‘purpose’. This paper does,
however, deviate from Aaker’s structure
in certain aspects that will be noted
below. Another significant structure,? also
uses ‘role’ to describe what this paper
refers to as purpose and also shares much
in substance as noted below.
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The holding entity

Counter to many corporate brands, among
them Merck, Altria, GM and BASE whose
obvious intention (given their significant
advertising efforts) is to create market
awareness for and equity in the corpora-
tion—even though the corporate brand
in many instances does not even endorse
its product brands—some corporations
harbor no desire to follow suit. Rather,
they are content to remain behind the
scene, going to market solely through
their product brands. Certainly these
corporations have visibility by corporate
constituents, such as the investment and
banking community, regulatory bodies,
trade groups, business partners and
employees, but these corporate brands do
not actively market themselves. Examples
include: NACCO Materials Handling
Group (the United States’ largest and
world’s third largest maker of forklifts that
it markets under the Yale brand name) and
WPP (the London-based holding company
of global marketing communications
firms, Y&R, JWT and Ogilvy & Mather).
It is interesting to note that recently New
York’s Federated Department Stores
(which goes to market via its fagship
Macy’s and Bloomingdales brands)
announced it would adopt the name
Macy’s for its corporate name as well.
Clearly, Federated recognises the value in
leveraging its largest flagship brand name
to accrue awareness and equity to the
corporation.

The flagship brand

A flagship is a jewel in the crown of the
corporate brand portfolio. It is a brand
that, in the majority of cases, has equity
value that exceeds that of other brands in
the portfolio. Hill and Lederer® describe
such brands as lead brands: brands that
define the positioning of, and centre, the

portfolio. Aaker'? would apply the classi-
fication of master brand: a primary indi-
cator of the offering, the point of reference
and the most visible. Leveraging and
converging the literature, it is argued that
the criteria for a flagship brand are:

— high awareness and brand equity in
its category;

— products sold under the flagship
brand account for significant annual
revenue;

— receives executive attention, is a
source of pride and is foundational to
the company’s mission and

— enjoys a high level of financial and
human resources support.

There is no shortage of examples of flagship
brands in the marketplace. Microsoft’s
Windows and Office brands, Phillips—
Van Heusen'’s Calvin Klein and DKINY brands,
and Marriotts Marriott Hotel & Resorts and
The Ritz-Carlton brands are surely among the
flagships within their portfolios.

The strategic brand

Both the Aaker and the Hill and Lederer
structures include a strategic brand classi-
fication. According to Aaker'?, a strategic
brand is of strategic importance to the
organisation, is projected to contribute,
directly or indirectly, to sales and market
position, and therefore should receive all
necessary resources. Hill and Lederer®
define a strategic brand as one that boosts
the return/risk ratio of a portfolio by luring
new users, playing a defensive role, providing
a useful platform on which to experiment
or to attract attention to the portfolio.
Leveraging and converging the literature,
the criteria for a strategic brand are:

~— 1t 1s tied to, and considered crucial to
the successful achievement of, a
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particular business
strategy;

— holds the promise of becoming a
contributor to the corporation’s sales
and market position;

— receives executive attention;

— has the potential of having a positive
impact on the overall perception of
the corporation and

— enjoys a high level of financial and
human resources.

corporate  or

One example of a strategic brand is
Intermec RFID. Intermec is the world’s
number two provider of automated infor-
mation data capture (AIDC) solutions.
The AIDC industry is mature with a
handful of dominate global providers,
each of whom sells handheld and fixed
barcode scanners and related products
based on established bar code symbology.
RFID (radio frequency identification),
however, promises to revolutionise the
global marketplace by enabling the iden-
tification, tracking and managing of supply
chain assets without requiring ‘a line of
sight’ between the reading device and the
barcode. Given the strategic importance
of RFID to Intermec, the company
created the Intermec RFID subbrand.

The distinguisher brand

The intent of a distinguisher brand is to
distinguish or enhance the offer of another
brand—either a producer or a product—
within the corporate brand portfolio. The
purpose of the distinguisher brand is to
add incremental value to an offer by
conveying a degree of distinction, special-
isation, innovation and/or performance
superiority. Aaker'? refers to such brands
as branded energisers, differentiators or
silver bullets, yet defines them all as signif-
icantly enhancing and energising a target
brand. Hill and Lederer® refer to such

A NEW BRAND TAXONOMY: T YPE-ROLE—PURPOSE %

brands as support brands: brands that
highlight a specific feature, ingredient or
benefit. Thus, by leveraging and converging
the literature, criteria for a distinguisher
brand are:

— while the driver brand can solely
represent the offer, the addition of the
distinguisher brand enhances its
differentiation;

— plays a supportive role that will
either help facilitate or help speed
the achievement of the strategic
Inittative(s) and business objective(s)
of the brand to which it is tied and

— the benefit value of increased differ-
entiation and relevance that the brand
delivers to the dominant brand to
which it is associated is considered to
outweigh the costs associated with the
distinguisher’s creation, marketing and
managemerit.

Nike DryFit is a distinguisher brand as
its purpose is to add incremental value
to Nike clothing by representing the
moisture-wicking innovation that delivers
performance superiority. Chevron’sTechron
1s a distinguisher for its leading gasoline
additive. And AliS technology distinguishes
the Hitachi brand by minimising the
space between pixels for ultimate television
picture detail.

The cash cow

The cash-cow label comes from the
Boston Consulting Group (BCG)™ and
their growth—share matrix that guides
corporate resource allocation to strategic
business units. According to BCG, a cash
cow has a return on assets that exceeds
the growth rate. Although its future pros-
pects of growth have slowed (because of
its strong market position), the cash cow
still enjoys economies of scale and higher
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profit margins. As a result, the company
uses its cash-cow businesses to pay its bills
and support its other businesses. Criteria
for a cash-cow brand are:

— has a high degree of awareness and
brand equity in its category;

— products sold under the brand name
account for significant annual
revenue;

-— is one of the brands most associated
with the corporation and

— does not represent future significant
growth and its resources are allocated
accordingly.

One thing is for sure: a cash cow is a
money-maker. Autodesk’s AutoCAD brand,
the undisputed global leader in 2-D
conceptual design and drafting software,
is arguably a cash cow. AutoCAD has an
extremely high level of awareness in
its market, it accounts for most of the
corporation’s annual revenue and is prac-
tically synonymous with Autodesk; yet
although itdominates its market,AutoCAD
is anchored by the slowed growth rate of
2-D applications (the market is migrating
to next-generation, 3-D applications).
Other brands that could be considered
cash cows are Kellogg’s Corn Flakes and
Vick’s VapoRub cough relief jelly.

The defender brand

Based on the competitive strategy of
a defending market share,'> a defender
brand is a brand response to a threatening
move, or possible move, by a competitor.
Defender brands are deployed to protect
existing market share of other brands in
the portfolio by preempting or neutral-
ising a threat posed by a new competitive
offering. Defender brands include the
now commonplace frequent flyer program-
mes of all airlines and the plethora of

toothpaste SKUs (stock keeping units)
that offer dozens of versions including:
tarter control, whitening and multiple
flavours. Consider also the example of
Alltel Wirelesss ‘My Circle’ calling plan.
My Circle lets Alitel subscribers choose
any ten numbers on any network,
anywhere in the US, to which they can
enjoy unlimited calls to and from those
ten numbers for free. It was not long after
Alltel introduced My Circle to the
marketplace that T-Mobile followed with
a calling plan of its own, called ‘myFaves’.
T-Mobile’s plan gives a subscriber two
lines and a shared pool of ‘Whenever
Minutes’. In addition, the myFaves plan
gives subscribers unlimited any-network
calls to the five numbers they call most.
Although the T-Mobile plan offers just
five any-network numbers, compared to
Alltel’s ten any-network numbers, myFaves
is a classic example of a defender brand—
introduced to neutralise another compet-
itor’s (in this case, Alltel’s) advantage.

The journeyman brand

The journeyman brand is 2 novel classi-
fication introduced within the type—role—
purpose brand taxonomy. This paper
argues that this classification (regardless of
particular label) has heretofore not been
addressed in the literature because no
previous structure has undertaken an
assessment of both role and purpose, while
also providing for the classification of each
brand element. The journeyman brand
fills the gap in the taxonomy by giving
purpose to those brands that lack the
category awareness and equity of a flag-
ship or cash-cow brand, lack the strategic
importance of a strategic brand, are not
embedded in other offers as are distin-
guisher and ally brands and are not borne
primarily from a competitive strategy as
is the defender brand. The journeyman
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brand 1s a study in moderation. Within its
category it has moderate levels of aware-
ness and equity, it generates modest
revenue, is supported by modest levels of
resources, has neither high nor low pros-
pects for future growth and commands
less internal attention than do flagship or
strategic brands. Examples of journeyman
brands could include: the Mercury
Montego, Fairfield Inn by Marriott and
Kellogg’s Mueslix.

The ally brand

Commonly referred to as co-branding, in
which a key dimension of a partner brand
is incorporated into a leader brand strategy,
this strategy is becoming increasingly
popular among marketers and brand
managers.'> The uniting of separately
owned brands Sony (owned by Sony
Corporation) and Ericsson (owned by
Ericsson AB) into the 50:50 joint venture,
Sony Ericsson, is an example of two large
corporations leveraging their brands’
strengths to create the most attractive and
innovative global brand in the mobile
handset industry (www.sonyericsson.
comy). So regardless of corporate structure,
from the consumer perspective the brands
Sony and Ericsson have allied forces.
Another example, Star Alliance, is the
brand result of a partnership among
20 airlines whose mission is to bring
together networks, lounge access, check-
in services, ticketing and dozens of other
services to improve the travel experience
for customers and efficiencies for the
carriers (www.staralliance.com). There is
an inherent risk to an ally brand: because
ownership of the entire branded offer
does not rest with one single company,
the protection of one’s brand equity is
partially in the hands of others. The advan-
tages to co-branding with an ally brand
are, however, many:

A NEW S8RAND TAXONOMY: TYPE—ROLE—PURPOSE -;%

1. the ally brand provides a faster path to
entering a new category (eg T-Mobile
HotSpots in Starbucks);

2. the ally brand has established category
relevance that cannot be matched (eg
Starbucks coffee on United Airlines
flights);

3. the ally brand delivers a degree of
specialisation or distinction that adds
to the perceived value of the offer (eg
United Airlines Visa Card) and

4. the ally brand offers exposure or asso-
ciation that enhances the overall image
of the brand (eg Visa sponsorship of
the Olympic Games).

CONCLUSION

Brand taxonomy enables brand managers
to classify brands within their portfolio.
The three-dimension taxonomy presented
here—brand type, role and purpose—
appears robust for assessing the key dimen-
sions of any brand, whether that brand
stands alone or is one of two or more
brands within a multi-brand offer. By
applying the brand-type-role taxonomy,
it is possible to reach more strategically
based decisions on a brand’s proper
level of funding, staff support and execu-
tive attention, its strategic objectives and
marketplace aspirations, its awareness
and equity position relative to other
brands within the portfolio, and its visual

identity.
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