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Abstract:

It is critical to investigate reactions to the wars name and logo redeployment alternatives
available in the context of a merger. Yet researclhis topic is relatively limited. This study
contributes to the literature, by developing a tggy of the visual identity structures that
may be assumed in the context of a merger, as agelhn exploratory study (n = 467)
analysing consumers’ preferences regarding thenalige branding strategies. Results
suggest that there is a clear preference for fijigdogos, and also that the logo may play a
role as important as the name, ensuring a conmettithe brand’s past. Data also show that
the choice of the logo reflects consumers’ aesthesponses, whereas the choice of the
name reflects consumers’ evaluation of the braoéfar or off the brand’s presence in the
market. These results should guide managers isv@iiation and choice of the post-merger
branding strategy.
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1. Introduction

Name and logo are key components of corporate itgiesince they are the most pervasive
elements in corporate and brand communications, play a crucial role in the
communication of the organisational characteristidsnderson & Cote, 1998; Van Riel &
Van den Ban, 2001).

The reasons for changes in corporate brand namelogud are numerous, nevertheless
mergers are one of the main events leading to #dwegssity for a new name and logo
(Muzellec & Lambkin, 2006). Furthermore, the buidiof a strong and clear visual identity
is critical for the successful implementation ofmarger (Balmer & Dinnie, 1999; Melewar,
2001). However, relatively little academic attentivas been paid to the different name and
logo options available to the new corporate entagd to our knowledge no empirical

research has addressed the branding strategiegheoperspective of individual consumers.



This paper seeks to address this research gapeustoping a model of consumers’ brand
identity preferences, in the context of a mergeecdically, it considers the degree to which
name and logo characteristics influence consunsporeses.

The paper is set out as follows: we begin by reingwelevant branding and brand identity
literature, and discuss specifically the impactaaherger on corporate name and logo. Then,
the study is described, the research results asepted and discussed, limitations noted and

research directions outlined.

2. Literature Review

2.1 Brand and brand identity

Branding is a central concept in marketing, and plagticular importance of corporate
branding has been highlighted by a number of wgi{&eller & Richey, 2006; Merriles &
Miller, 2008). Although this increasing interestiranding, we may say that its incorporation
into the conceptual structure of marketing is siilt completely consolidated (Stern, 2006).

In the search of an holistic conceptualization,assume a semiotics based conceptual model
for branding, according to which the brand is foethcon three fundamental pillars: the
identity pillar, which includes the sign or sigreat identify the brand (name, logo, slogan,
...identity mix) and the brands associated tohiistbuilding the corporate identity structure;
the object pillar, which includes the different @8 of the brand together with the
organization and the marketing activities which Eup them; the market pillar, which
includes the brand’s stakeholders and their differesponses to the brand at a cognitive,
affective and behavioural level (Mollerup, 1997 ntastre, 1997).

Name and logo are generally considered the maimdbidentity signs, since they are critical
communication cues (Henderson and Cote, 2003;r®itEawing & Jevons, 2007; Van den

Bosch & de Jong, 2005). Development of a stron@ lsgparticularly relevant for services



organizations, because of the intangible natutbeif offerings (Berry, 2000; De Chenatony
& Segal-Horn, 2003, Devlin & McKechnie, 2008). Seale marketing scholars have
underlined the need to link intangible service &féo tangible logos in order to convey
appropriate meanings (Miller, Foust & Kilic, 2007).

2.2 Logo design

Prior research recognizes logos play a critica molbrand building, because they act as the
primary visual representation of the brand’s meguand serve as the summary information
about the brand’s marketing effort (Henderson &eCdt998; Maclnnis, Shapiro &Mani,
1999). Yet, there is little systematic researchteneffect of logo design on brand evaluation
and preference. In one exception, Henderson ance b998) showed that design
characteristics influence cognitive and affectieaations to logos, before any promotional
activity is implemented. More recently, Piitardag{2007) examined the universal preference
of a specific design characteristic, namely prdpartThus, marketing managers can benefit
considerably from understanding the principles edigning, selecting and modifying logos.
Moreover, mergers and acquisitions are the maisoreafor companies having to select a
new logo (Muzellec and Lambkin, 2006).

As a brand identity sign, a logo can refer to aetgirof graphic or typeface elements, ranging
from word-driven, word marks or stylized letter k&rthrough to image-driven, pictorial
marks (Henderson & Cote, 1998; Wheeler, 2003)his $tudy, the word logo refers to the
graphic element that a company uses, with our witite name, to identify itself.

Theorists agree that well-designed logos shouldelbegnizable, evoke positive affect and
allow the transmission of a set of shared associat(Henderson and Cote, 1998 and 2003;
Janiszewski & Meyvis, 2001; Klink, 2001 and 2003 Suri & Thakor, 2002).

Affective reactions to the logo are critical, besawffect can transfer from the identity signs

to the product or company with little or no proeceggHenderson & Cote, 1998; Schecther,



1993). Furthermore, in low involvement setting® #ifect attached to the logo is one of the
few cues that differentiate the offering (Hoyer &R/n, 1990; Leong, 1993).

Prior research suggests that brands with a gressthetic appeal not only provide the
pleasure of visual gratification, but are also nmdeely to develop emotional bonds with their
customers (Bloch, 1995; Goldman, 2005). As aestlagtpeal and design evolves to become
an essential component of corporate marketings itmportant to determine the extent to
which design elements like figurativeness cregiesative affect.

2.3 Figurativeness

Previous research in logo strategy has underlimed advantages of using pictorial or
concrete logos. Schechter (1993) demonstrateddbas suggestive of a recognizable object
can add the most value to the brands they repredentlerson and Cote (1998) also found
that logos representative of objects that have lfamand widely held meanings are more
effective at producing correct recognition and pwesi affect than more abstract logos.
Concrete forms are defined by the degree to whehfarm depicts commonly experienced
objects. They are comprised of representative anddtive characteristics (Henderson &
Cote, 1998). Therefore, concrete forms include imate objects (e.g. the Traveller’s
umbrella) and living organisms (e.g. Apple’s apple)

Figurative and its opposite endpoint, abstractiurag the extent to which a sign is related to
the natural and sensitive world: the sign is alostwehen there are no links to the sensitive
world; in the opposite situation we say this sigrfigurative (Greimas & Courtés, 1993).
Logos depicting characters, places, animals, fartany other objects of the sensitive world
demand a lower learning effort and are better meizegl (Henderson & Cote, 1998;
Lencastre, 1997). Recognition for abstract and mg#ss logos may be poor, and abstract
designs are more difficult to interpret (Koen, 198lson, 1971; Seifert, 1992). Empirical

research further shows that figurative identitynsiggan enhance brand memorization and



contribute to the formation of brand associatioHenderson & Cote, 1998; Hynes, 2009;
Van Riel & Van den Ban, 2001).
Thus, from a design perspective, the authors dddméocus on this particular logo element,

and to examine reactions to figurativeness in geeiéic context of a brand merger.

3. Typology of the corporate identity structures thatmay be assumed in the context of

a merger
Based on the literature review and on a documemalysis of recent mergers this study
presents a typology of the corporate identity stmes that organizations may assume in the
context of a merger, and which may closer to a ritbno identity (one single brand) or to
differentiated identity (two or more independerarms) (Ettenson & Knowles 2006; Rosson
& Brooks, 2004; Jaju, Joyner & Reddy, 200B).between these two approaches, there are
several hybrid strategies which combine elementdbath brands identitiesThe seven

options typified are illustrated in Table 1 througlal cases of brands’ mergers.



Table 1-Typology of the corporate identity structures timaty be assumed in the context of

a merger
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4. Research method

This research focused on the banking sector. Tdesed particularly appropriate, since we

have witnessed a large number of mergers and atiojss between banking brands.

Additionally, there is a growing body of literaturelating brand identity and services or

banking brands (Devlin & McKennie, 2008; De Cheomgt & Segal-Horn, 2003; Berry,

2000).

For the main study four Portuguese banking bra@dsx@, Millennium, BES and BPI), and

two international brands (Barclays from UK and BaRopular from Spain) were selected.



Since it was fundamental to give respondents th®mpo choose a new name and/or a new
logo, when choosing the preferred redeploymentradtere, a pre-test was done to identify a
suitable solution. Therefore, researchers conduate@xploratory study, using names and
logos of European banks that were unknown in Patfug identify a solution that reunited a
high level of preferences. Results showed thaindmae and logo of UniCredit Banca were
preferred by the majority of the respondents, dngstit was decided to use this brand’s
identity signs in the study.

In the main study the authors administrated a sumgestionnaire among consumers to
measure their attitude towards the corporate brdredsg studied and their preferences
regarding the different corporate identity redepleyt alternatives. This was done through
creating fictional scenarios involving the six rbgnds.

Respondents (n=467) were postgraduate studentsanorajor university, and were assigned
randomly to 1 of the 15 versions of the brand mergach independent group of respondents
(composed by at least 30 elements) evaluated aperate brand pair.

Respondents first answered a series of questigasdiag their cognitive answer (recall and
recognition) towards the banking brands and theEniities signs. Then they were asked to
rank the logos under study from one through to sewdere one was the respondents “most
pleasing” and seven the “least pleasing”.

In the following part of the questionnaire a semd questions were included to evaluate the
cognitive (familiarity), affective and behaviouredsponse towards the two brands under

study.

! Familiarity with the brand was measured througieeen-point semantic differential scale assessieglégree

to which the respondent was familiar/unfamiliaicagnized/did not recognize, and has heard/has earidhof
the brand before (Simonin & Ruth, 1998). Affect wasluated through a seven-point semantic difféakent
scale, which allowed to access the feelings treabthnds inspire (unpleasant/pleasant; uninteggsiteresting;
unfavourable/favourable; dislike/like; bad/goodgatve/positive) (Henderson & Cote, 1998; Grossi&arill,
1998 Kim, Allen & Kardes, 1996Park,Jun & Schocker, 1996; Milbergark & McCarthy, 1997Rodrigue &
Biswas, 2004Samu, Krishnan & Smith, 1999; Simonin & Ruth, 199Bghavorial response was measured by
asking respondents to identify with which bankimgruls they work and which is their main bank.



Finally, respondents were presented with the tasgetulus depicting the corporate brands’
merger scenario, and then answered questions congerthe corporate identity
redeployment alternative that they prefer.

Participants were given three cards depicting fiifferdnt alternatives in terms of the new
brand’s name — name of Brand A, name of Brand B orew name- and three cards
depicting the different alternatives in terms oé thew brand’s logo - logo of Brand A, of
Brand B, or a new loge and were asked to form on the presented booké&t preferred
corporate identity redeployment alternative (segifa 1).

Figure 1— Example of questionnaire cards in the mergeraoeibetween BPI| and Barclays

% BPI
* BARCLAYS

"" UniCredit Banca

The option to give respondents freedom to crea® ghreferred solution allowed to induce a
high level of involvement and compromise with tlaisswer, and contributed to a much

greater richness of results (118 response altgggatvere found).

2 The names were written in the original letteriageinforce the maintenance option (or the chamg®n in
the case of the new name), when the name is chosen.



5. Results

5.1 Revision of the typology of identity options

The analysis of consumers’ preferences led to igicgvof the typology of corporate identity
redeployment alternatives previously developed¢esiwe have found new monolithic and
combined redeployment alternatives.

In respect to the monolithic alternatives, fourfeiént response typologies were identified,
instead of the three options initially typified és@able 2). The option to choose the logo of
one of the two brands and a new name was not prvedién the literature and is not usual in
the practice. This new monolithic option transfortne brand’s logo in the stability element
whenever there is a rupture with the past in teshmsame.

Table 2— Monolithic redeployment options

Options presented in the Literature Review Variants resulting from the Experimental
and Documental Analysis Study

1. One of the brands’ name and logo

#BPI

2.1 One of the brands’ name and a new logo | 2.2 One of the brands’ logo and a new name

4BP

3. New name and logo

Vl UniCredit Banca

In regard to the redeployment alternatives thatlmaomelements of both brands’ identities, a

¥ UniCredit Banca

wide range of response typologies was found beditueghree options previously typified

(see Table 3). The option to combine the two braloges with a new name is a variation of
the alternative to combine both brands’ names withew logo, and contributes again to
underlining the importance of the logo as the $itgl@lement in a merger context. In respect

to the option of choosing the logos of the two bisaassociated to the name of one of the



brands, it can be considered as an example of@grsgment solution, and it confers the logo

the endorsement role that is typically attributedhe name.

Table 3— Redeployment options that combine elements df bnds’ identities

Options presented in the Literature Review and
Documental Analysis

Variants resulting from the Experimental
Study

4.1 Combination of the two brands’ names and a

4.2 Combination of the two brands’ logos
and a new name

new logo

BPlsarciays

5.1 Combination of two brands’ name and logo

UniC;edit Banca

5.2 Combination of the two brands’ names

and logos

BPlsarciays

5.3 Combination of the two brands’ names

M BARCLAYS

BPlgarciays
6.1 One of the brands endorses the other with it§ 6.2 1 One of the brands endorses the other
name with its logo

BPI

BARCLAYS

Results indicate that almost half of participantefgr monolithic redeployment strategies

(47.5%). However, the analysis of the different wldhic response typologies shows that the
creation of a new brand outperforms the presematiothe brands involved in the merger.

Moreover, redeployment alternatives that combieeneints of both brands identities are also
very often chosen. On the other hand, differerdiaféernatives are very rarely selected.

The authors decided to call “dictators” to the wmutents that prefer the creation of a
monolithic structure, “ethicals” to the ones thiavays choose a combination of both brands’
identities, and “reluctants” to the ones that cdesithat, despite of the merger, the two

brands should remain completely independent.



5.2 Relation between logo design and the identity options

The two figurative logos, BPI's orange flower andr8lays’s eagle, are the ones most often
chosen, although they don’t belong to leading ba@ksthe contrary, Caixa’s abstract logo
or Millennium’s and BES’s abstract monograms arasaterably less chosen, even though
they are the identity signs of the three biggeskba

In regard to the choice of the logo, results sugges the distinction between abstract and
figurative has a significant influence in consurpegferences in a merger situation, and can
be even more important than brand’s antiquity @nlis position in the market. Thus, the
choice of the logo tends to reflect consumers’ @atabn of its aesthetic qualities, and to
confirm previous findings in the logo strategydéatire (see Table 5).

In respect to the choice of the brand’s name, wlvge results were obtained for the four
biggest brands studied. Furthermore, the preferemaking for the brands’ names reflects
clearly the market share ranking. Therefore, it rbayconcluded that the qualities of the
different names do not have a determinant influemte&onsumers’ preferences in a merger
situation. Hence, the choice of the name tendefteat consumers’ evaluation of the brand’s
offer or of the brand’s presence in the market.

The findings regarding consumer logo preferencdk b analysed more thoroughly in a
confirmatory study that addresses specifically itftuence of the figurativeness of logo
design. Novel logos will be used, so that it isgioie to assess the effects of initial design on
responses and thereby minimize the effects of usagables (Henderson & Cote, 1998).
Additionally, logos will be designed in black andhite to minimize the presence of colour,
one of the major aspects of logo’s characteriftessdes design (Hynes, 2009).

Previous research has demonstrated the universéérence for divine proportidnin

figurative logo designs. Preference for more abstlagos tends to favour the 1:1 ratio

® The "divine proportion hypothesis” states thatsual form is most aesthetically pleasing whenrti® of its
larger to smaller dimensions is 1.618.

10



(Pittard et al, 2007). Based on these results, it is recommetitkdthe confirmatory study
includes abstract and figurative logos which comféo the preferred ratios.

The confirmatory study will investigate the inflieenof figurativeness on consumer logo
preferences for product and service brands, toeptbat the appeal for figurative designs is

not confined to banking brands.

Table 5The choice of the identity signs

Market Share Names Ranking Logos Ranking
illennium

23,4% e e e
22,9%

22 2% Caixa
20,8%

16.0% BES
20,8%

o 0% BPI
20,1%

204 BARCLAYS
18,8%

BANCO

2,3% POPULAR

10,5%

6 Discussion
This study contributes to the literature by incregsour understanding of the alternative
redeployment strategies that may be assumed sudsgetpu a brand merger. This study

makes additional contributions by clarifying théuence of name and logo characteristics on

11



consumer preferences in a merger situation. Metlogdmlly, it uses an innovative research
design which gives respondents freedom to choasepheferred solution.

The results of this study suggest that: (1) witthie monolithic redeployment alternatives
consumers prefer the creation of an entirely neentitl; (2) in a merger involving two
strong brands, consumers prefer alternatives tlestepve elements of both brand identities;
(3) the brand logo is often chosen as the stalslgynent in a merger context and (4) the logo
preferences reflect consumer evaluations of itthaés qualities. Thus the findings expand
on the conclusions of previous studies in theditare.

First, it emerged from the results that within thenolithic response typologies, the solution
most often chosen is the creation of a new nameaanew logo. This solution can send a
very strong message to the market, signalising tiratmerger is an important corporate
transformation with a new vision and direction éggon & Knowles, 2006). However, these
findings should be analyzed with some caution.

Overall results confirm that monolithic redeploymeitrategies are favoured by consumers
subsequent to a brand merger, but there is notgmifisant discrepancy between the
monolithic redeployment alternatives and those tt@inbine elements of both brands’
identities.

On the other hand, preliminary findings indicatettlihe preference for a monolithic
redeployment strategy, suggested in the study dpedlby Jajiet al (2006), is only clearly
supported when one of the partners in the mergamigak partner. Whenever the corporate
brands involved in a merger are two highly familziands, there is a tendency among
respondents to preserve elements of both branestitees (combined identity).

Results suggest that in a merger involving two nots and very familiar brands,
respondents feel that elements of the two bramtEsitities should be preserved. This reflects

a tendency to consider that in a merger “elemeinb®ih brands should be kept”.

12



Our next finding relates to the fundamental rolattthe logo plays in a merger context.
Contrary to previous studies and to what is usugractice, we find evidence that the brand
logo may play a role as important as the nameyen enore important) in a merger, ensuring
consumers that there will be a connection withlibend’s past, and respect for the brand’s
heritage (Ettenson & Knowles, 2006; Spaeth, 1999).

Another important finding concerns the relatiorvien logo design and the identity options.
We find that the choice of the logo reflects constshevaluation of the brand’s identity —
and in particular figurativeness. On the contréig, choice of the name reflects consumers’
response to the brand’s object or to the markeatsTresults suggest that when the consumer
does not want to assume a dictatorial behavioun@titbic identity), he or she will tend to
choose a figurative logo and the name(s) of thedis) that is more highly valuated by
himself or by the market. Thus results underschesadvantages associated to a figurative

brand logo.

7 Limitations and directions for further research

The findings regarding consumer logo preferencesllshbe analysed more thoroughly in a
confirmatory study that addresses the research. ¢ass, this study used real brand logos
which were familiar to our subjects. In future rasd novel logos will be used. Additionally,
logos will be designed in black and white to miramthe presence of colour.

This research focused on a very specific produetgoaty, namely banking services, thus the
generalisability of the findings may be questioeabiiowever it should be noted, that the
financial service context has been used with sw@cdes investigate branding issues.
Nevertheless, future research should explore simmiatters in other product markets, to

prove that the findings of this study are pertinard broad range of contexts.
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The fact that this study used a student sampleatsaylimit the degree of generalisability of
the results. However, using student respondentsstobrand identity or aesthetic preference
is consistent with prior research (Henderszinal, 2003;Pittardet al, 2007). Additional

studies on consumer brand identity preferencesbeiliesigned to address these limitations.

8 Managerial implications

This study should guide managers in the evaluagiod choice of post-merger branding
strategy. Brand managers should be aware thatréimel hogo may play a role as important as
the name in a merger, ensuring consumers that thiéree a connection with the brand’s

past. Moreover, this study confirms that logo desihparacteristics influence significantly

consumer responses. For maximum positive affect imcdeased brand strength it is

suggested that figurative logos be chosen over alos&ract designs.

14



References

Aaker, D.A. & Joachimsthaler, E. (200@rand LeadershipNew York: The Free Press.

Balmer, J.M.T. & Dinnie, K. (1999). Corporate idéyntand corporate communications: the
antidote to merger madnesxrporate Communications, 4(4)82-194.

Berlyne, D.E. (1971)Design Through Discoverg® ed., New York, NY: Holt, Rinehart and
Winston.

Berry, L.L. (2000). Cultivating service brand egquifournal of the Academy of Marketing
Science28(1), 128-137.

Bloch, P.H. (1995). Seeking the ideal form: proddesign and consumer respondaurnal
of Marketing 59 (July),16-29.

Chaudury, A. & Holbrook, M.B. (2001). The Chain effects from brand trust and brand
affect to brand performance: the role of brand lkyyalournal of Marketing 65(April),
81-93.

De Chernatony, L. & Segal-Horn, S. (2003). The &i# for successful services brands.
European Journal of Marketin@7(7/8),1095-1118.

Devlin, J.F. (2003). Brand architecture in servidbge example of retail financial services.
Journal of Marketing Managemerit9, 1043-1065.

Devlin, J.F. & McKennie, S. (2008). Consumer petimas of brand architecture in services.
European Journal of Marketing2(5/6),654-666.

Ettenson, R. & Knowles, J. (2006).Merging the bsarahd branding the mergeBloan
Management Review7(4),39-49.

Goldman, A.H. (2005). The Aesthetic. In B. Gaut,[&M. Lopes (Eds),The Routledge
Companion to Aestheti¢255-266) New York, NY: Routledge Publication

Greimas A.J. & Courtés, J. (1993emiotique — dictionnaire raisonné de la théorie de
langage Paris: Hachette Supérieur.

Grossman, R.P. & Till, B.D. (1998). The Persisterafeclassically conditioned brand
attitudes.Journal of Advertising27(1),23-31.

Henderson, P. W. & Cote, J.A. (1998). Guidelinessilecting and modifying logodournal
of Marketing, 62(April),14-30.

Henderson, P.W., Cote, J.A., Leong, S.M. & Schmidt(2003). Building strong brands in

Asia: selecting the visual components of image &ximize brand strengtinternational
Journal of Marketing Research, 2297-313.

15



Holden, S.J.S. & Vanjuele, M. (1999). Know the nafoeget the exposure: brand familiarity
versus memory of exposure contéxsychology & Marketing, 16179 — 496.

Hoyer, W.D. & Leong, S.P. (1990). Effects of braamgareness on choice for a common,
repeat-purchase produdburnal of Consumer Researd, 141-149.

Hynes, N. (2009). Colour and meaning in corporatgps: an empirical studylournal of
Brand Managemeni6(8),545-555.

Janiszewski, C. & Meyvis, T. (2001), Effects of mdalogo complexity, repetition and
spacing on processing fluency and judgemamirnal of Consumer Research, 28(18-
32.

Jaju, A. Joiner, C. & Reddy, S. (2006). Consumeslwations of corporate brand
redeploymentsJournal of the Academy of Marketing Scier@#(2), 206-215.

Kapferer, J.-N. (1997)Strategic Brand Management — Creating and Sustgirtitand
Equity Long TerLondon: Kogan Page.

Keller, K.-L. (1993). Conceptualizing, measuringdamanaging customer-based brand
equity.Journal of Marketing57, 1-22.

Keller, K.-L. (1999). Managing brands for the lomgn: Brand reinforcement and
revitalization strategie€alifornia Management Review, 41(301-124.

Keller, K.-L. & Richey, K. (2006). The importancé corporate brand personality traits to a
successful ZLcentury.Journal of Brand Managemerit4(1/2),74-81.

Kim, J., Allen, C.T & Kardes, F.R. (1996). An intgmtion of the mediational mechanisms
underlying attitudinal conditioninglournal of Marketing Researc83(3),318-328.

Klink, R.R. (2001). Creating meaningful new braraimes: A study of semantics and sound
symbolism.Journal of Marketing Theory and Practic®2), 27-34.

Klink, R.R. (2003). Creating meaningful new braraines: The relationship between brand
name and brand marklarketing Letters14(3),143-157.

Kohli, C.S., Suri, R. &Thakor, M. (2002). Creatieffective logos: insight from theory and
practice Business Horizon#ay-June 58- 64.

Koen, F. (1969)Verbal and Non-verbal Mediators in Recognition Meyntor Complex
Visual Stimulj Washington DC: Office of Education Report.

Kumar, S. & Blomqvist, K.H. (2004). Mergers and Asjtions: Making brand equity a key
factor in M&A decision-makingStrategy and Leadership, 32(2)-28.

Lencastre, P. (1997),identification de la Marque, un Outil de Stratégdle Marketing: le
Nom de la Marque, le Logotype et la MémorisaiiDoctoral Dissertation), Université
Catholique de Louvain, Louvain-la-Neuve.

Lencastre, P. & Corte-Real, A. (2010). One, twoe¢h a practical brand anatondpurnal of
Brand Management7(6),399-413.

16



Leong, S.M. (1993). Consumer decision making fmoemmon, repeat-purchase product: a
dual replicationJournal of Consumer Psycholad(2), 62-74.

Levin, I.P. & Levin, A.M. (2000). Modeling the rolef brand alliances in the assimilation of
product evaluationslournal of Consumer Psycholq@(1), 43-52.

Maclinnis, D.J., Shapiro, S. & Mani, G. (1999). Entiag brand awareness through brand
symbols.Advances in Consumer Research, &&1-608.

Melewar, T.C. (2001). Measuring visual identity: naulti-construct study.Corporate
Communications, 6(136-43.

Melewar, T.C. & Harold, J. (2000). The role of corate identity systems in merger and
acquisitions activityJournal of General Manageme6(2),1731.

Melewar, T.C. and Jenkins, E. (2002). Defining toeporate identity construcCorporate
Reputation Review. 5(176-93.

Melewar, T.C., Basset, K. & Simdes, C. (2006). Th&e of communication and visual
identity in modern organisationSorporate Communications. 11(2)38-147.

Merrilees, B. and Miller, D. (2008). “Principles obrporate rebrandingEuropean Journal
of Marketing 42(5/69), pp. 537-552.

Milberg, S.J., Park, C.W. & McCarthy, M.S. (199 Managing negative feedback effects
associated with brand extensions: the impact efradtive branding strategiekurnal of
Consumer Psycholog§(2), 119-140.

Miller, D.W., Foust, J.E. & Kilic, O. (2007). An alysis of financial services brand marks.
Journal of Financial Services Marketing1(3),257-267.

Mollerup, P. (1997)Marks of Excellence — The function and varietyrafi¢marks].ondon:
Phaidon Press Ltd.

Muzellec, L. & Lambkin, M. (2006). Corporate rebdamy: destroying, transferring or
creating brand equityEuropean Journal of Marketing0(7/8) 803-824.

Nelson, K.E. (1971). Memory development in childrewvidence from non-verbal tasks.
Psychonomic Scienc25(December)346-48.

Olins, W. (1990).Corporate ldentity, Making Business Strategy Vesibhrough Design.
Boston: Harvard Business Press.

Park, C.W. Jun, S.Y. & Schocker, A.D. (1996). Cosif® branding alliances: an
investigation of extension and feedback effeclsurnal of Marketing Research
33(November)pp. 453-466.

Pittard, N., Ewing, M. & Jevons, C. (2007). Aestbdheory and logo design: examining

consumer response to proportions across cultlmesnational Marketing Reviev24(4),
457-473.

17



Rao, A.R. & Ruekert, R.W. (1994). Brand alliancess signals of product qualitySloan
Management RevieW6(1), 87-97.

Rodrigue, C.S. & Biswas, A. (2004), Brand Alliancdependency and exclusivity: an
empirical investigationJournal of Product and Brand Managemgl®(7), 477-487.

Rosson, P. & Brooks, M.R. (2004). M&As and corperaisual identity: an exploratory
study”, Corporate Reputation Review, 7(281-194.

Samu, S., Krishnan, H.S. & Smith, R.E. (1999). dsadvertising alliances for new product
introduction: interactions between product completaety and promotional strategies.
Journal of Marketing, 63pp. 57-74.

Saunders, J. & Guoqun, F. (1997), Dual brandingv ltorporate names add valukhe
Journal of Product and Brand Management, 640);46.

Schechter, A.H. (1993), Measuring the value of oomfe and brand logosDesign
Management Journal, 4(133-39.

Schiffman, S.S. & Kanuk, L.L. (1991 onsumer BehavioEngelwood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice
Hall.

Seifert, L.S. (1992). Pictures as means of conygyimformation. Journal of General
Psychology119(3),279-287.

Simdes, C, Dibb, S. & Fisk, R.P. (2005). Managingrporate identity: an internal
perspectiveJournal of the Academy of Marketing Scier82(2), 153-168.

Simonin, B.L. & Ruth, J.A. (1998). Is a company Wmoby the company it keeps? Assessing

the spillover effects of brand alliances on consubmand attitudeslournal of Marketing
Research35(February) 30-42.

Spaeth, T. (1999). Powerbrandgross the Board, 36(223-29.

Stern, B.B. (2006). What does a brand mean? Hestisainalysis method construct definition.
Academy of Marketing Science Journal, 3422)6-223.

Stuart, H. & Muzzelec, L. (2004). Corporate makeasvean hyena be rebrandedBurnal of
Brand Managemeni1(6),472-483.

Van den Bosch, C. & de Jong, M. (2005). How corfmrasual identity supports reputation.
Corporate Communications: An International Joured(2) 108-116.

Van Riel, C.B.M. & Balmer, J.M.T. (1997). Corporatkentity: the concept, its measurement
and managemenguropean Journal of Marketin@1(5/6) 340-355.

Van Riel, C.B.M. & Van den Ban A. (2001). The add@due of corporate logos — an
empirical studyEuropean Journal of Marketin@5(3/4) 428.

Wheeler, A. (2003)Designing Brand Identity: A Complete Guide to Crnegyt Building and
Maintaining Strong BranddHoobken, NJ: Wiliey,

18



