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The term Brand Relotiovsiups hhas become so- ubiguitous tivat o
now- verges on Loosing any specific meaning. Uneard of 30 yeary
ago, wien one of wy furst used tie term v print; U U now- used to-
describe virtually any brand-consumer construct or interaction.
Witiv He more uninversal recognition tivat the creation of value
brands has sometiving to- do- witiv consummers, as well ay brandy
ownersy anode managers, Brand Relationsiips seems to- hane
replaced Brond Equity ay the preferred term at He highv grouwned
of branding practice. What does it actually mean? Or, more
exactly, wihat do-tive people wio- use e term actually mean?

By defaudt, Brand Relationshiips are assmmed to- mean sometiving
analogous to- interpersonal relationsiips. Althougl some (for
exomple Potterson & O'Malley, 2006) may hove guestioned He
wholesale appropriation of nterpersonal relationsivips by brands,



most users of the term v o specifie sense - ag opposed to- Uy wse ay
@ generic surrogote for the term Brand Equity — are comfortahle
withv e application of the ntferpersonal relotionsivips (IPR)
modlel to- brands. Based on owr own experience of several yeors of
attempting to- operationalize the IPR approaci to- Llentifying and
measuring CBR, we wlll however make tie case that Uy
mitations make Ut not the most appropriate model for CBR. The
more appropriate model iy a psychological one, rativer than o
sociological one, specifically the Hheory of object-relations, the
basiy of Relational Psychology. Before describing this approach,
we will briefly review the usues relating fo-the wse of tive IPR
movlel.

Interpersonel Reloationsivips — Hhe Personal Brand

There are o number of vorlations v the specific IPR model
adopted, and the methvods and approaches to- measmrement tivat
they employ. Several modelsy bwolyve no- more Hhan placing a
brand on o uni-dimensional scale, wirich at Uy simplest goes
from a bi-polar hate/love, to- a more artiendated, semantic scale as
wsed by BERA, which goes from “New? to-“Divorce’’ via “Dating”,
“Love’’ and “Boredomw’. Saatehi and Saotehh iy “Lovemarks’ modlel
measnires Respect as well ay Love, witiciv enabples them — by
crossing the two- dimensiony - to- position brandsy i the always-
appealing guodiont chart

Fowrnier, Aaker and otivery (Fournier, S., 1998 Aaker, J., S.
Fowrnier and S.A. Brasel,2004 ) honve used more nuanced IPR
models, wirieh have demonstroted that b i possiple to- use IPR-
based taxe to- describe variows types of relationsivips Hat
consumenrs hoae witiv a brand. That B to- say, Hhe gualities witich



corsumery ottribute to- their relationsiip withv a brand. are often
very sumidar — Uf not Wdentical — to- the stereotypical gualities of a
specific interpersonal relationsivip:

However, being able to- deconstruet the relotionsivip that a specific
cornsmumer has withv o specific brand and labeling F in IPR terms,
does not provide a metivodology for mapping on to-an IPR
tfaxonomy tHe generality of consmmer brand relationships: [n fact,
ottempts to- generalize and guantify the correspondence between
CBR and IPR have been less than successful. Wien, for example,
consmmers are asked to- allotate brandy to- specific IPR descriptors,
corsumery oww personal relationsiiips and to- Heir own brand
experiences. The iosynceratic nature of the woys U wirie
consumers anthwopomorpiize brands and Hieir relatiovsiiips
withv them, g Wstrated by the following two- examples from
guolitotive explorations of brand relationsivips.

In a study of anto- nsurance brands n thve US, respondents’
preferved brand was ontivropomorphuzed un flgures as widely
Afferent ay “A benign king wio- kinows wiat s best for s
subjects’ and “my childly pediatricion’’. The common elements
that conv be Llentifled i Hhese antivropomorphisms are:

the perception of an antirority figure wiho hay knowledge

o feeling of confldence i tire brond that relies ovw e
unference tivat the anthvority figure has tive best interests of
the cwstomer ot heart:



I a study of tollet paper conducted un lsrael, a preminm bronod
kinoww for Uy strengtiv (as opposed to- tie category benefit of
softness) wos vartowsly deseribed by non-wsersy of the brand ay
“Uke Santa Clawns’’ or a “foreign foshion model.” What are Hre
common elements here?

botiv flgures are perceived as somewhat exotie (Santn v a
Jewisiv country ) witiv wnigue competencies, but (anod
probably becauvse of Hus perception)

a feeling of a lack of intfumacy - an ndispensable element
of a trusting relationsiip - based on e nference tivat the
broand doey not feel bnwvolved withv e consmmer

Whot eaciv of Hese cases ddunstrate are He diverse ways b wirici
consmmers con descripe wivat are essentlally simidar relationsiips
witiv a brand. lw tie context of gualifotive researcin, these
wiosyneratic articuwdlations of brand relationships are definitely
susceptibple to- decoding — wsing the tools of semuwotics or analysis of
archetypes — as ey have been here. But tive point s that they
Ao~ hawe to- be decoded; taken literally, these anthwopomorphisms
have no- useful meaning.

The hope therefore that anthuropomorpivisms v a guantitative
reseavciv setting — “ly Hily brand like tive sister yow never had/ tie
portner yow wished yowd had/ tie wife yow once had ”’ — can



rellably Wentify brand relotionsivips, b uwnfortunately Wunsory.
The nterpersonal relatiovsiip model can be used anecootally,
but & not capable of generalization.

Object Relationy — the Relational Brand

The key insight of Relational Psychology is that relationships —
withv otiver people and witiv ivungy — are paralleled by psyciuice
representations of these relotiovsivips within the mind. A
personality i U fact a composife and dynamic structure, witici
has been formed and bullt up owt of conntless never-enoing
unfluences and exchonges between onrselves and otirvers.
Relationshup~forming stoats of covrse witiv e mother/ unfant
relationsivip, and Hien develops to- include relationsivips witiv
objects — ke an infant's comforter, a special blanket, o fonvorite
doll or toy and. — brands. Relatlonshuips Hus covustitute an
untegral pout of the personality of the individual. This i W stark
controst to- traditional Frewdian “Drive’’ theories, that preserve a
very fixed and absolutist view of personality attribwtes. They do
not allow- for how such attributes may take on otiver meanings
depending on tire context or He relationshup: Relational
psyciology, un reformudating He concept of self un personality
development, also reformulates the concept of brand: A Frewdion
“Arivew’’ brand w always the same, wrespective of the nature of
Uy consmmer —-portner; o reloatlonal brand, on He otiver hhand, s
vowrtaple owtcome of Uy inferactions witiv Uy consmmers:



The otiver adyantage of Relational Psychology, as a basis for
wnderstanding Brond Relatlovsiups, v that U recognizes hhow-
nanimate relatiovsivigp portnersy - so—-colled “Travsiflonal
Objects’ - may be bwested witiv tive same type of characteristics —
personoality, motivations, efe — ay animate ones: [ Relational
Branding, the brand. functions asy a Tronsitional Object, so-tire
modlel does not depend — Uke the IPR model does - on an
orgument by analogy; Ut W just o more focused perspective on
Relational Pyychology thself: CBR emerge ovrganically from tie
Relational Psycirology model, withowt having to- make a special
cose for e

Measwruing CBR — the poromwetery of Brond
Relationsiips

The nature of any relatiovship can be dedunced by observing e
ottitudes and belraviory tiat the relaflonship gwes rise foo [n He
Corsumer -Brand relatiovsihup - asy i ol relationships — there
are two- porticiponts, two- sety of attitndes that are being expressed,
two- sety of behoaniory that hhave to- be observed before any
dedumetions con e made. We all sit wside our oww heaols
covstrueting owr relatiovshups; tive dialogue witiv the world — the
ongoing he said/she said — iy all taking place nside owr heads.
OF couwrse He outside world — people, advertising, Hie web —
mpinge on o psycihe — we are not arguing that tive owtside
world doesnit exist, that reality s an dusion. But how we
wnternalize U all, the perceptions and projections thvat form tire
basis for relational belravior, are all infernally generated.



Here b a Hiouglt experiment concerning o lhypotivetical
relatlonsiip betweenw a doctor and a patient

The Doctor-Patient Relationship
One side of the conversation: “VWhat do you think of the doctor?”
The other side of the conversation: "What does the doctor think

of you?”
— __'__———______H
You think of the doctor is: (The doctor thinks \
@ I'm an old hypochondriac" /'
'mq________ //
—

‘o

Professional :?

Caring

Capable “?

Funny

If we let the dottor stand un for the brand, the chavacteristics ow
the left can be Hhought of as covstituting the patient's attitude
towardy the doctor — the patient'y perception of tire doctor's "brand
personality” He'y hvighly skilled, caring and funmny - soundy Like o
doctor we wowld all Uke to- haae, and we wourld expect e
However witen we uncover the crucial bit of information about
what the patient infers about e dottor’s opinion of him — Hhat
he s a hypothondriac - owr understanding of the nature of tie
relatlonsiip changes completely. And Ut doesndt matter wirat the



dottor really thinks because, for Hre patient; the relatiovusiiip s
based on iy projection of the inferred attitude of Hre doctor and
the dottor’s belravior towawrd him.

Analogowmsly, uwnderstonding tive relationsivip between brand and
consumer requines opseirvation and analysis of two- distinet types
of parameter, botiv of wirich are recoveraple from Hie consummer.

CONSUMER PERCEPTIONS — The consmmer’s attitnoles ano
belortlors towards Hie brand, ano

BRAND PROJECTIONS - The brand!s attitudes towaros tHe
consumer, and the comsumer’s experience of Hwe brond’s belraniors

While cornsumer perceptions do- not requine fuartiver elcidation
ow owr port, we do- need to- clarify Hhe lessy famidior concept of
brand projections. Object relations theory unforms ws how- people
project ow to- inanimate relotlovsivip partners — sncdv as oo brono -
the same type of choractertics — personality, motwotions, ete —
as they do- ow to- andimate ones. We Ldentify two- distinet types of
brand projection, wirich, witile they parallel Hie dimensions of
corsumery attitudes and belharior, are not ldentical — for tie
simple reasone tat we are not actually unterrogating He brand un
ovder to- elicit them. Ay witiv the examples of the aunto- wsrance
ool tollet paper broands cited above, tihey are projections on to-the
brond made by the consumer.

Some general — Le now produnct cotegory-specific - examples of
brand attutudes are showw belows #hey are statements aboudt the
brand, which reflectan inference made by the consumer abounst



howthe brand perceives him or her; ( In owr researci, we use
statements Like these)
Coresy about me (the brand thinks Hat my needs are wortiv
Coxes wirat | Hunk (the brand volues me/my opinion)

Doesnt tolk dowwn to- me (Hhe brand Hunks | am on Hhe same
Level)

Expecty a lot of me (Hhe brand Hunks | am capable)

Sharesy my values (Hre brand volines wirat | valine)

Makes me feel good about myself (He brand Ukes me)

Helps me to- express myself (Hhe brand sy untferested. un me)
Knows me (the brand regordsy me oy o intumarte)

I addition to- brand. attitudes, the brand exhibits behayiors,
which creare brand experiences for the conguumer. Here arve some
examples of brond experiences,

Provides o Uttle treat for me
lnspires me
Covwnecty me witiv othver people
Sumplifies my Ufe
Regpondy to- my needs
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Brings back goodk memories
Makes me Look good to- otirers

There 5 a dialogue between brand and consmmer going on unsioe
te corsumer’s mind - between wirat corsumery understand. about
the brand (perceptions), and wihat the brand telly consumery
about themselves (projections). [n most researciv we elicit ano
measre ondy one sole of Hiat dialogue — tive one that reflects
consmmers perceptions of the brond; Using metrics such ay Hhose
abpove, we are aple to- tap info- the other siole of tihe dlalogue..

Wiy i that importont? Becanse Brond Projections can be the
deal-maker or alternatively tive deal-breaker i Hre bronod
relatiovshuip: Brand Perceptions hove generally been very
purposively managed, but Brand Projections — brands’ attituoles
v partiendor - have not: The right brand attitnde can help
create o strong relatiovsiup, but of o brand lhas o “bad’’ or
nappropriote ottitnde, Huen no amount of emplrasis on U good.
umage gualifies can make wp for Hhat - o may even make He
relatlovsidip worse. There are many examples of how- “badl’
attitudes — wivieh wmally means wnmanaged. brond attitudes -
con undermine Hie image of a brand, and lead to- poor brand
relatiovsiips.

Hie brand relotionship gwes a muche cearer picture of botiv Hhe
strengting ande weaknesses of the brand. Brand attitudes and bronod
behoniors con be crafted just ay readily as brond umage and
brond personality, thawy providing o wirole new set of dmensions
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of “posifloning spoct’’ and. o new- set of tooly for marketing
management:

Over the last twenty years, many specific product category stuoies
of CBR hawve been suecessfully completed wsing Hus approaciv.
Here, we report on thve flrst attempt to- generalize this approaciv to-
CBR via the identification and measwurement of a set of bramno
relationsivips of o degree of universality sufficient to- apply across
brownds un very different produict categories.
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Metrodology

Following two- pllot buestigations, a large-scale stuoy wwolving
48 brandsy uv 8 different categories wos corried owt: This uwolved
onv nfernet survey of a representatve sample of over 1500
consumers, dinvided unto- 3 cells each of wirom were guestioned o
16 brandy Brands were evalunated on Hie following series of
UL

- Fomudia m';{y
- Perceptiony of Brand Image and Personality
- Broand Experiences and Branods Attituoles

- Brand “Towch’ poiunty (Aduertising, Webpsites, Social Media,

- Brand Usage and Covusideration
- Overall brond evaluations
- Otiher brand-reloted belranvtor

30 of the 48 brandy were so—called “wmono—-brands’, branods
wiiieh — Uke Apple, Walmart ov American Express — are co—
wlentical witiv tieir corporate owners: This allowed ws to- compile,
fromw public sources, extensive dato relating to- the marketplace

- Mavket Capitalization

- Sales

13



- Opevating Profit
- P/E Ratio-
- Operating Margun

Owr overal opjective was to- measure the inflnence of consmmery
other hand on the financial valne of Hhese brands, as reflected un
Hie varions meosinires.
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ldentifyuing and Measwring Universel Brand
Relatiovsihips

We define a brond relatiovsiip as the combination of a specific
perception of e brond (brand image, brand personality) witiv a
specific projection — an Unference abpout tie broandls attitude
ond/or brand experience. The strengtiv of the relatlonsivip s o
funcetion of stremgtiv of these individunal components. But that
funetion i not a sumple additive one.

One key assmmption of ol additive models i that a brond’y
strengtivg can un theory compensate for Uy weaknesses: The
Relational Brand, model departs from tHhre additive assmmption,
because un UF relatlonshups are composed of two- essentially
different componenty that Unferact v a non-compensatory
manner. A Relationsghip b more thhan Hre suww of Uy pourts; U hay
emergent propeties, so-the function relating brond relofionsihip
strengtin to- tive strengtin of Hive two- components oy to- reflect tirose
properties.

I tiheory, the number of possiple brand relotiovsivps s
component dmensionsy — Consumer Perceptions, and Brand
Projections. In practice, of cowrse, not all combinations have o
relational logie to-them. Beyond that, we furtiver screened
possiple relationsiips for emergent properties, that s
relatiovshupy tiat love properties Hat nedther of the seporate
componenty do- lnw practice thiy meant thot we were looking for
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of botiv of the separate components: Screening by tHhisy criferion
ledh wy to- o set of S brand relatiovsiips that we refer to-as He S
“universal’ rlatiovshups. Lef's take a closer look at them.

Reunforcement: The brand (s seen ay hoving superior performance
and providing heightened cwstomer sotusfaction (brand
perception). Use or purchase of the brand makes the customer feel
better and smanter (brond experience) — v hWis/ her own eyes and,
U those of otivers — strengtivening the attacihument to- tive brand.

ldentificotion: There Ly a very strong affection for the brand and
(or becaunse) U b experienced ay expressing Hie customer’s own

Role Model: The brand s admired for Uty charisma — a standarod
of Leadership and bunovation, which the customer — by allying
him/ herself witiv the brand. - sy bnited to- share ne

Self- Differentioating: The brand w seen agy distunctive and wnigune
— but not v a distont or Leonotlastic woy. The brand’s difference
W unclusive of the customer, wiro- therefore feels distunctive and
winigue too-

Playful :The brand s Liked for ity relaxed style; U demands
notivng of the consuwmer other thaw to- experience the pleasure oF
guves.

The following table joinys the Consmmer Perception factory and tire
Broand Projection factory to- sumumarize the essence of the 5
Universal relationsiips.
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BRAND PROJECTIONS ATTITUDES/EXPERIENCES

CONSUMER
PERCEPTIONS

Functionality
“Performs well
*Satisfaction

Emotional
Attachment
“Love it

+Fita iy life

Charisma
*Dynamic

*Excitingly innovative
*Leader
“Prograssive

Self-Esteem
*Makes me look good
to others
*Makes me feel good
about mysell

Reinforcement

Your bramd of choice
makes you
look and feel goad

Self-Expression

“Simplifies my life
*Helps me exprass

mysell

*Frees me to be myself

Mentoring
+Challenges me to think
differently
+Teaches me
‘Inspires me
+Shares my values

There For Me
+Appreciates my biz
*Recommended by
people | care about
*Responds to my needs
+Has my interests at
hieart

Pleasure
*Brings back good
memaories
*Provides a little treat
for me
*Excites me

Identification

Let the brand you love
tll the world who you
are

Positive
Differentiation
*Diatinetive
*Unigue

Role Model

Be empowered by brands
that lead the way

Relaxed & Stylish

“Fun “Friendly
“Cool  +Stylish
*Emsy  +Different

Self-
Differentiating
Let a brand with a

difference
make a difference to you

Playful

Fun brands that are
just to enjoy

Broandy scoves for each rlatiovsiip can be represented on o two-
mergional gropiv, wirichv captures tihe strengtiv of eacihv of the
relatlovsiiip componenty and Ldentifles Hie balance between
perceptions and experiences: The chart below compares the two-
componenty of the ’Reunforcement’ relatlonsiip; tive functional
attriputes of performance and soetusfaction witiv the experence of
self-esteem. Brands in Hie hain care category deliver highly on
tHhe self esteem component of “Reinforcement’’, but are relatively
weak on functionality. Brands i refoul channels like Amazon
andl Wal~Mourt deliver strong attribuwtes of performance and
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sotsfaction. The corpovate brand Johnson and Johuwon has built
both sides of Hhe relationship:

Reinforcement

* Pantene
¢ L 'Oreal

¢ Dove Hair Care

S * Head & Shoulders
? * Johnson & Johnson
f
E
5
&
e # amazon.com
m * WalMart

+ Target &

¥ Apple
¢ Home Depot ¢ Facebook
¢ Best Buy ¢ \isa

ewalmartgomy, oo g h
¢ MasterCard * LE“.*E!.EC Steaknousa * Cone
¢ Olwe Garden Goagle

A

Performance/Satisfaction

Conceptually, the key pount that the brand relatiovsiup space
reminds uy of, Uy that — unlike Un an additive model - point A
(“Good’ Image, “Bad?’ Attitwde) iy not equivalent to- point B
(“Baok” Image, “Goodl” Attitude); Google hay a very different type of
Rewunforcement relationsivip from hair care brawnols.

Modeling the impact of Brond Relotionsihip Equity on
the Market Value of Bronded Business

18



ln ovder to-test ovnr principal objective, connecting Brand,
Relationship based equity to- brand financialy, we constructed a
Brand Relationsip Equity stotistic based on the predictive

Relative Importance of Brand Relationships in determining
Relationship Equity (all categories and brands)

40.0% 37.0%

35.0% 9 i ¥ Entertaining,/ Playful
30.0% - ¥ Role Model

25.0% - W Self-Differentiating
20.0% - M Reinforcement
o 49.8% ™ |dentification

10.0% - 6.4% o

0.0% -

equation connecting the 5 Universal Relationships witiv a
measuare of overadl brand equity. The chart shows the relative
welghty that eacihv of the 5 Universal Relationships had un
computing Brand Relationsivip Equity (BRE).

Brand Relatiovship Equity o
dearly not Hhe only variable

Operating — e
Profit

Market branded. WW Two other

Cap.
a2 vortabples that we uinclude un the
model are brand francihise — Uy

size ond guolity — and operoting

unfluencing the market value of a

profut; and we hawve worked witiv a

19



definitiony of these two- variables: Inw one such specification, we
found a significant relatlonship conunecting rotio variables, asy
showwn v Hhe chart:

Stable Fronchise s defined ay tive percentage of customers saying
they wse tihe brand regularly less the percentage sayung tirey oo so-
only Uf Hhere iy no- alternative.

Ay shhown by Hhe standardized regression coefficients, BRE and
Stable franchise — both normalized for the level of familiarity of
the brond — hasve ronghly the same influence ow e Mavket Cap
to- Sales mudtiple

Another formudation of the
 model - showw in the chart fo-
T e left - ineluded the non~
Market Cap. normalized valuey of Brand

i Relationship Equity, Stable
Customen Fromehise and
operating profut ay explanatory
variables of Hhe absolute value

Brand Relationship Equit
Brand Familiarity

of Market Capitalization,

20



Not surprisingly, althoughh BRE and the relative size of Stable
Franchise are stll significant contribputors, difference n the level
of Operatung Profutr U clearly tive major single uinfluence ow
vawrtation of Mavket Cop

A intferesting observation b tive negative correlation between
Relationsiip Equity and Operating Profit: Thiy does not say, ’Do-
not bwest un relatlonsivip equity!” But uwestments un the brand
st be appropriotely paced U order to- avold overspending and
being faced withv a reduced operating profit un the short term.
There  — as there hagy alwoyys been - a trade-off between
vwestments un e brand and He guorterly or yearly earningy
statement:

However, iy trade off between brand relationsivips equity and
opened new dimensions for unpald. brand support (beyond public
relations). There are o mudtitude of new channels ( social media,
cwstomer rexiews, digutol word of mowtiv efe. ) for consumer
communication. Later unv e chapter we wiull show lhhow-
Covsumer Brand Relationsiipsy are impacting Hie goodl and bao
Huingy consumery are saying abowt brands.

Equally unteresting by tihe apparent-lack of covrelation between
BRE and Stable Franchuse. This s an aartifoct of the way the BRE
ool Stable Franciise vorriaiples howe been constructed in Hrese
model specifications: Botiv are hWighly aggregoted stotistics; BRE s
o welghted anverage of the 5 Universal Relationsivip scores; Stable
Franchise, s the net resudt of movements into- and owt of and
withun the brand franchise. ln order to- see the very strong
unfluence of Brond Relationshuips ow the development of customer

21



Framciise, botiv variables need to- be “unpackaged’’, wirich s
what we furn fo- next:

Brand Relationships Influence Customer Acguisifion
oand Refenfion

Brand Relationshipsy umpact botiv He acquisition and refention
strengtin of the franchise. However the role of specific Brand
Relatiovships s different i eaciv pirase of

eacih of the fure Universal Brand Envercaining
Relaftonshipsy varyung un degree of

umportoince.

Identification

Acguisition Phase of Development:

Attraction to-the brand that can ylelo new-

wsers for e franciise comes from thuree key

relatlovsiips: The most influential on triel consideration s
“Playful’’ — liking the brand for Uy relaxed style and feeling that
wse of the brond would gwe pleaswre. Thisy B followed by
“ldentification’’ and “reinforcement’

Identification

Reinforcement

Role Model




“ldentiflcation’’ — loving the broand becawnse v some woy U
reflecty and strengtivens tive covsumery owr values ano

Brand Relatiovsiipy are thay intimately entwined witiv tihve
strengtiv of tie broandly franchise. Relotionsiips hence hawve a
dual role in building financial value in branded business —
directly vie the influence of Brond Relationsiiip Equity, and
wndirectly via the influence of individual relationsivips on the
development of the customer froncuise.

Cornsvmer Brond Relofronsips ond Consmwmer Brond
. .

Along witihv comsmmers paat U creating Brand Relationsiip
Equity, we hawe to- acknowledge their role un brand
commumnication too: The voice of te comsumer y lowder Hiam enver
The new dugiutal channels for cornsmmer communication, Like
Facehbook, Twitter and Yelp! , customer reviews ow refoil chrowmunel
wed sites and., uinformal recommendations to- friends all serve to-
omplify the volce of the corsuwmer. These channels hhove laid e
foundation of a new Brand. Demotracy, un wirich brand owners
now- no- longer monopolize — or even dominate - He control of
brand messages.

Thas shared control has brought many new- challenges and
opportunities for brand managers. Wihhile embracing new- models
andl metricy of engagement; advotacy and sharing of content; Hey
st fake unfo- account the unterplay between Consumer Brond
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Relationshipsy and consumer brand communication: We have
talked about Hie fact that brand experiences — brandy attituoles
wv portiendor — hase been left wnumanaged; ot 4 owr contention
that better management of these, resudting un stronger Brand
Relationships, will resudt un more positive consummer brand
communication via Hwe channely that covsmmery control.

I ovoer to- test s Ihwypotivesis, we inclunded un our stndy
guestiony, botr about the variows media types un wirieh brandy
had been encowntered and abpout wiretiver and how- comsummers
had commumnicated abouwt brands. The relatlovsivip between these
two- — between how?/ wihere brand messages are receinved and wiat
messages oxe tromsmitted — w shown v the choart belows

Consumer Communication about Brands (cbc)

80.0 =*=Any Communication Net Positive Communication

76.1
72.2
63/\&2_9
-
56
S0 a9
a7
Traditional media Social Media Website or internet From a Friend

Type of Media in which exposed to brand

Those exposed to- a brand’s commumnicotion un social media ano
by word of moutiv are more likely to- commumnicate about tihe
brand. tHhan Hrose exposed to- U v otrer types of media. However
communicating more doey not mean commumnicoting positvely; uv
growps B negotive. Thiy perivaps reflects He lack of control over
social media and word of mouwtiv by brand owners, and

24



emplhasizes the need to- somelow harness tivese channels: Unlike
witiv owned or bought media, the influence of brond ownery n
these channely can however ondy be indirect: Do stronger, better
Brand Relationships represent tive meany to- tivat control?

The chart below shows Hhe variation v positive consumer bronod
commumnication by channel for four different levely of Brand
Relotlonship Equity. (If communication (s not positive, U iy - by
lefinidion - negative)

Positive Consumer Brand Communication

—*—Traditional Media —®—Social Media VVebsite or internet —VWord of mouth

% of Consumer Brand Comminication which is Positive

owest BRE Guartile 2nd BRE Quartle 3rd BRE Quartile Highast BRE Quartile

Brand Relationship Equity

At tive lowest level of BRE, ovdy brownds seen v traditional media
resudt i consumer bronod commumnication that Uy more positive
tHhan negative. For He second BRE quartile, the sitnation B very
different; the level of positive CBC for brands seen in otiver medio
rises dramaticolly to- the same level ay for traditional media. [n
He Huird BRE guartile, positive commumnicotion apouwt branos
seen v owneds or paid media (traditional and digutal) continnes
to- inerease — ot a steeper rafe thanw the inerease v positive CBC
for sotial media and word of mowtiv. For brandsy encountered un
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these wncontrolled media, Uf Ly ondy un highest BRE guairtile Hat
negotive covsumer brand commumication virtuelly disappeors.
Thwy stronger Brand Relationships resudt unv more positive
commumnication apout bronods i wihatever media they are
encountered: They are essential for tie digutal media — wiether
owned, Uke brand welp sites or earned as n soclal media — ano
for word of moutiv.

The Relative Strengtn of Amex Vs Visar on CBR and CBC

In e credit card cotegory there s a strong relatlovusiiip between
covsumer brond. communicotion and consmmer brano
relationships: CBR explaing about 30% of the movement un CBC.

The drart below looks at the way that Consuwmer Bromno
Relationsiips desvelop and change for Amex and Vs among two-
francihvise segments witiv different leavely of preference for eacih
brand. The changes un Hre umportance of key brand relationsihips,
preference. Ao, the comparative difference between tive two-
brands relotiovsivips impacts tihe relative strengtiv of net positive
CBC asy customers move wp each brands fuunnel.

There are dramotic changesy un He relotive importonce of
ldentification between Visa and Amex as customers move from
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“one of the cards | keep i my wallet” to-the “card | prefer to-
wse”.  Among Vua prefevers , ldentification (self expression)
unmproves + 18.1 pounty butonly 4.3 pounty for Amex: The
Reunforcement ( primaridy performance) + 13.5 pounts .

Changes in Principle Brand Relationship Profiles for Amex and Visa
T

60.0 | = 5elf Differentiation

Primary

W SELF_DIFFERENTIATION
DOMINANT

500 A

- .
400 - Identification Primary

® |IDENTIFICATION
3040 DOMINANT
® Reinforcement Primary
200

B REINFORCEMENT

100 4 DOMINANT

[0 0
AMEX One of Several | AMEX the One | Would  WISA one of Severa 1 V154 the One | Would
Would Usa Prefer to Use Would Use Prefer to Use

The relative changes between the two- brands are showw un the
chart below: Ay Hhe cwstomers of Amex and Visar move to-
preferring to- use the card of one brand, Amexs relative power to-
generate positive CBC dramatically declines. The adiyantage dirops
20 % (139% -119%). This drop can be mostly explained by tire
significont inerease uw Vudls preferers feeling more wlentified
witiv the brand.
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As preference builds, there is a 20% decline in Amex comparative
advantage on CBC vs. Visa. Decline mostly explained by loss of

1399 relative strength on Identification

1400

120%
0
B
=
& 100%
g
=]
= — -
E aon net positive cbe
g =#=|dentification
s
E’ BN
om
g
5 Al
B
&

20

0%

one of several prefer

It appears thot He cost of Amex becoming a more massy brand
thwroughv offering a mudtiplicity of branded cordsy and co—pranded
cards hay Led those witiv the highest preference to- have o
relationsivip structure move Like Vs preferery: The risk s Hhat
by pusiving brand preference via nereased functionality - eg.
Jwing pondts, offering revolving credit; efe - Amex may have
made Uself more vulnerable to- Visa becanse U has sacrificed Hhe
reloative importance of Uy ldentification and some Self

D fferentiation (distinction) for stronger Reinforcement
(Performance)?

Swmmary
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The wse of Relational Psychology (object-relations theory) as o
model hay the adiantage of not requiving “special-pleading” for
Uy application to- Comsumer Brand Relationsihips: Branods con
legitimately be considered ay Transitional Objects, un just the
some way ay all the otiver ports of people and tivings that we have
nferacted withv and carry arovnd, witv ugy v owr headly.

Brand reloationships are not readidy accessiple by diarect meansy.
Becawse ey are so- inextricoply linked withv the ndividual’s
personal relotlonshups and brond experiences, they are often not
susceptiple eltiver to- artlendation by analogy witihv untferpersonal
relationsiips or to- an unequivocal decoding. The natwre of
brand relotiovships — just Like any otiver relationships — can best
be deduced from observing the attitudes and berasiory they gwe
rise to: There arve two- sety of such attitudes and belhoniory tivat
resudt from the brand relotlovship — the corsumer’s and He
brands - botiv of wihich are accessed from the consumen.

Brands’ ottitudes and covsumers brond experiences provide wiat
has often been Hre misging Link between brand image and a
complete definition of consmmer-bosed brond equity. Brand
Relatiovship Equity — derived from brand image and brand
experiences - o drect influence - along witiv He size and
stab ity of the brand’s customer framcise — on the financiol
vodue of tie bromnol.

Brand Relationships are also o significant inflience on the
development of brand. franclhises — altivoughhv the link W portially
Hume~lagged. The acguisition and refention piases of fronchise
development are umpacted. by different relationshvips: Thas, over
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te long term, brand relatlonsiivips contripute botiv divrectHy and

Managing brand experiences and brands attitudes, as well ay
traditional brand wmessagng, s an essential port of creating strong
brand relationships: ln addition, all Hhe evidence points to-these
brand commumnication by consumers via the increasingly
Umportant channels that they control.
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