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After all the hype
does branding
really pay?

INSIDE:

e Doing business in
the European Union

e A successful dot-com?
Quiet Westar carves
out a nice niche
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Part high art, part bottom-line economics, today’s branding
strategy has moved from an outcast of advertising to the

corporate board room. But in this time of economic uncertainty,

its value is still in question.

Tim Girvin says a company’s brand is akin to a campfire. It is the
basic message at the center of the company and the driving spirit of the

firm.

*Do you know the entomology of the word,
*brand’?” says Girvin, one of the Northwest
pioneers in corporate branding. “It is the light-
ening bolt that completely blew me out of my
chair about 10 years ago. The word, ‘brand’
itself is more than 1,000 years old and means
‘fire.” And that’s really where it's at. Branding
is defining the spirit or flame that drives the
company. It is that energy, that vitality.”

Girvin has been mining that energy in the
Northwest for more than 24 years as an early
adopter of the branding process for compa-
nies and products.

Today, Girvin and his Seattle office are
involved in every imaginable aspect of brand-
ing and product development, from changing
the name of a company or product to helping a
corporation develop markets for new products.

Girvin says the key to successful branding
is for companies to start with a core message
that is at the spirit of the firm. The more pow-
erfully that message is expressed in every-
thing a company does, from its letterhead to
its corporate policies to its advertising cam-
paigns, the better the bottom line will be.

The fires have burned brightly among
Washington’s largest businesses during the
last couple of decades. The name Microsoft,

with its four-color waving window flag,
Starbucks’ mermaid, and the Boeing Co.'s
brand are known around the world. They have
become ubiquitous in their industries and in
the culture in general. Their names evoke
images of reliability, comfort, sophistication,
and precision.

But while the branding of Starbucks to cus-
tomers makes perfect sense, one might ques-
tion why a company like Boeing would spend
millions of dollars to run expensive glossy
commercials to brand itself? Who cares
whether the general public has a warm and
fuzzy place in their hearts for the aerospace
giant? After all, individuals don’t buy jetlin-
ers, satellites, or defense equipment.

The answer, according to the Leonhardt
Group’s Rob Osler, is that, like many major
corporations, Boeing's top officials believe
that the Boeing brand itself is an asset to the
company and adds to the corporation’s over-
all value equation.

The power of branding
The actual financial power of branding is an
issue that most branding and marketing firms
struggle to quantify, but know exists.

The Financial Times is one news organiza-

tion that has developed an elaborate mathe-
matical equation which quantifies the brand-
ing power of major international corporations
based on products, worldwide sales, profitabil-
ity, and growth potential. The financial news
service ranks Coke as king, with a brand value
for 2000 of $72.5 billion. Microsoft Windows
is second at just a tad more than $70 billion.
Tenth on the list is AT&T at $25.5 billion.

While those figures make for good copy,
there are academics and brand executives
who tend to think of such numbers as some-
what unreliable.

Ann Bradford, creative director for strate-
gic services for Girvin, says there are a num-
ber of ways to quantify the worth of a brand-
ing process. She notes increased sales, cus-
tomer retention, increased awareness,
decreased employee turnover and higher lev-
els of customer satisfaction.

Osler says the branding value is clear every
time someone buys a share of stock in Coke
or virtually any other company for that mat-
ter. The price for a share of Coca-Cola is more
than its book value and its assets. It’s an intan-
gible asset that is also part of the equation. It's
the red can, the swirling name type, the adver-
tising, the promotions. It’s all those things
that make up the public perception of Coke.

Osler offers up all sort of examples. But his
two favorites are Archer Daniels Midland and
Zantac. The agri-chemical company ADM,
known by the catch phrase “the supermarket
to the world,” spends tens of millions of dol-
lars every year to promote itself even though
the average person is not and never will be its
customer. It is because that brand develop-
ment equates to an intangible asset that is dif-
ficult to value but is profitable and potent.

*Why do they spend money to inform me
about their products when I'll never buy
them?” Osler asks. “It’s because in an indirect
and, albeit, immeasurable way, that branding
is going to help their stock price.”

For products directly consumed by the
public, the power of branding is all the more
apparent. The drug known by the trademarked
name Zantac is now available in generic
form. Osler says this spring a consumer could
buy a 90-tablet container of Zantac for about
$276. That same exact drug is available in
generic form for $24.

*Molecule for molecule, those two prod-
ucts are exactly the same,” Osler says. “And
yet people will spend the money to buy the
Zantac. If you eliminate all the variables, there
can only be one difference: brand value.”

Origins of the modern brand
Branding is a subject Osler has been involved
with for years, first on Madison Avenue, later
as a branding expert for Girvin, and now as
the brand strategy director at Leonhardt.









