UNIVERSITEIT TWENTE.

, ®NYKAMP IMPROVING
NN:00)= 8 PERFORMANCE

Talk the talk, walk the walk: The
relationship between brand management
and brand promise delivery

Admitted: 18t December, 2016

Author: Wieke Lenderink
Student number: s1585584
(Marketing) Communication Studies
Faculty of Behavioural Management and Social Sciences
University of Twente, Enschede
|
Examination Committee
Prof. dr. M.D.T. de Jong
W. Bolhuis M.Sc.
J. Krokké M.Sc.

Abstract:

Strong brands are defined by their ability to deliver their brand promiée. In order to do so,
brand management must orchestrate the organisation to ensure consistency in the vision of
the organisation and its stakeholders. This study aims to identify the relationship between
brand management and brand promise delivery. Two separate quantitative studies were
performed to map the level of brand management of organisations and their brand promise
delivery. Study 1 revealed that organisations could be categorized into sceptics, beginners,
advanced and experts level of brand management. Sceptics have the least developed brand
management and expert have aligned the brand throughout the entire organisation. Study 2
revealed the extent to which each organisation was delivering their brand promise. Combining
the results of both studies revealed that of the various levels of brand management, beginners
have the lowest brand promise delivery and experts are the best in delivering their brand
promise. In addition, experts are the best at delivering the brand promise through the brand
touch points. Finally, they enjoy the most positive brand promise attitude. The study also
revealed the influence of brand management as whole is greater than implementing separate
constructs as certain facets on their own have a negative influence on external brand promise
delivery. It is therefore recommended that organisations focus on each aspect of brand
management and not solely focus on one or two facets in order to improve brand promise
delivery.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Due to globalisation and new technologies,
organisations are facing extreme competition
and market uncertainty (Helm & Jones,
2010). As a result, brands rise and fall in a
blink of an eye. Therefore, creating a strong
brand is vital. Strong brands benefit from
more attention towards marketing
communications, more favourable
perceptions of products and more favourable
responses of consumers to brand extensions
(Hoeffler & Keller, 2003). Perrier (as cited in
O’'Cass & Viet Ngo, 2007) even argues that a
brand can be accountable for more than half
of an organisation’s earnings.

This raises the question of what defines a
strong brand? Berry (2000) states that a
strong brand “is essentially a promise of
future satisfaction” (p.129). The development
of a great product/service is the starting
point for every organisation. Subsequently
brands make a promise to stakeholders
concerning the relevant and unique benefits
they will experience when acquiring their
product/service. Communicating this promise
attracts and gains stakeholders. The brand
promise needs to be delivered to retain
stakeholders (Campbell, 2002; Tosti & Stotz,
2001). According to Napier (2004) only
organisations that recognise the importance
of (delivering) the brand promise will be able
to create strong and successful brands.
Wheatley (2002) affirms this by arguing that
defining a brand promise and delivering this
promise are essential for building a strong
brand.

Nonetheless, delivering the brand
promise is easier said than done. In order to
deliver, Muntinga (2014) advises brand

management departments to live their brand.

Schultz and Barnes (as cited by Alsem & van
Leer, 2013) define brand management as
“the process of creating, coordinating, and
monitoring interactions that occur between
an organisation and its stakeholders, such
that there is a consistency between an
organisation’s vision and stakeholders’ belief
about a brand” (p.12). De Chernatony (2010)
states that "brand management defines an
externally anchored promise and considers
how staff can be orchestrated to ensure
vibrant commitment to delivering the
promise” (p.2) to the stakeholders.
Communicating the brand promise might be
the first step, but the promise needs to come
through everything the brand says, does or
delivers. Thus words and deeds must
reinforce the brand promise. According to
Berthon, Ewing, and Napoli (2008) the
performance of a brand can be enhanced
when organisations acknowledge the
importance of brand management.

Even though the positive influence of
brand management on brand promise
delivery has often been assumed, scientific
literature reveals a gap to identify the extent
to which brand management and brand
promise delivery are related to each other.
This study aims to fill the gap and to inform
brand managers about the extent to which a
well organised brand management influences
brand promise delivery. In addition, it
provides insight in which brand management
areas are the most influential and therefore
are important for brand managers and
organisations to focus on.

As the primary objective of this article is
to study the extent to which brand
management and brand promise delivery are

related, the following research question will



be addressed:

What is the relationship between brand

management and brand promise delivery?

In order to provide an answer to the main

research question, the following two sub

questions have been addressed:

1. Which levels of brand management exist
among organisations?

2. To which extent do organisations deliver

their brand promise?

In order to provide an answer to the main
research question, two separate studies were
performed to answer the sub questions. The
objective of the study 1 was to map the level
of brand management of Dutch
organisations. Study 2 aimed to analyse the
brand promise delivery of organisations
according their internal and external
stakeholders. Subsequently, the results of
both studies are combined and related to
each other in order to answer the main

research question.

2. THEORETICAL
FRAMEWORK

The theoretical framework provides an
extensive overview of brand promise delivery
and the factors influencing this process. First,
the importance of brand promise delivery for
organisations will be discussed. The brand
promise can be delivered through countless
moments of contact; such as advertisements,
the product itself and the behaviour of
employees. All these moments of contact
must be aligned with the brand promise to
ensure (consistent) brand promise delivery.
Therefore, an overview of brand touch point
categories will be provided. In order to

optimise the brand touch points,

organisations must organise the brand
internally and coordinate activities and
processes with the brand promise to ensure
coherence between the internal and external
brand experience. Therefore, the
orchestration of brand management to align
the organisation and brand touch point
categories with the brand promise will be

discussed.

2.1 BRAND PROMISE DELIVERY

Brand promise delivery starts with
communicating the brand promise to the
market to encourage and motivate external
stakeholders to purchase the brands’
products/services. From this communicated
brand promise expectations for the brand
experience arise (Anker, Kappel, Eadie, &
Sandge, 2012). Meeting these expectations
through delivering the brand promise leads
to satisfaction with the brand, which is
referred to as promise fulfilment (Punjaisri,
Wilson, & Evanschitzky, 2008).

Thus from the moment of a stakeholders'’
decision to purchase a product or service,
organisations must do their utmost to deliver
their promise. Scientific research identifies
satisfaction (Delgado-Ballester & Munuera-
Aleman, 2001; Lau & Lee, 1999) and promise
fulfilment (Butterfield, 1991) as antecedents
for trust in the brand. As a result,
organisations rely on brand promises to
create shortcuts to consumers’ trust (Ryder,
2003). Brymer (2003) even states that "brands
are based on trust and promises” (p.73) and
a leading brand represents a promise kept
(Blackett, 2003). Not fulfilling the promise
over time has an adverse effect on
consumers’ trust and commitment (Punjaisri
et al, 2008). Keller (2003) argues that failure



to deliver the brand promise is one of the
deadly sins of brands and brand
management.

However, in reality consistency in
delivering the brand promise is easier said
than done. The creation of a strong brand
goes beyond the development of marketing
strategies in which the brand is used to
attract consumers (Smith, 2003; Vazquez, Del
Rio, & Iglesias, 2010). Consistency has to be
achieved company-wide and across all facets
of contact between the brand and its
stakeholders (De Chernatony & Segal-Horn,
2003).

Therefore, Muntinga (2014) recommends
organisations to adopt a holistic view on
their brand for the reason that consumers
associate products/services with previous
experiences of (dis)satisfaction. Adopting a
holistic view involves “the implication that
the brand is, or should be, no less than the
DNA of the organisation, the fundamental
building block and expression of its
existence” (Smith, 2003, p.99-100). Duncan
and Moriarty (1988) argue that every facet of
the brand and the organisation sends a
message, indicating the need for
organisations to focus on every facet

reinforcing the brand promise.

2.2. BRAND TOUCH POINTS

Stakeholders come into contact with a brand
through products/services, employees,
marketing communications, visiting the
stores and so forth. All these countless
moments of contact affect the overall brand
experience and satisfaction of stakeholders
with the brand. But most importantly, they
influence the delivery of the brand promise
as well (Smith, 2003).

As the possibilities for contact are
countless, prior research has focused on
classifying brand touch points in various
groups. The most substantiated classification
of touch points in literature (De Chernatony
as cited in Giling, 2006; Olins, 2003; van der
Grinten as cited in Giling, 2006) is in the
following four categories: product/service,
behaviour, communication and environment.
In the following section, the influence of
each brand touch point category will be
discussed.

2.2.1. PRODUCT OR SERVICE

One of the most obvious ways for a brand to
manifest itself is through the product/service
offered by the brand. Size, design, packaging,
aesthetics, price and especially the
experience with the product/service are all
aspects that influence the decision making
and satisfaction of consumers. Mooy and
Robben (2002) even argue that the
products/services offered by an organisation
tell a message. This message must reinforce

the brand promise.

2.2.2. BEHAVIOUR

How stakeholders are greeted, informed,
helped, spoken to influences the brand
experience of stakeholders. People are the
most efficient brand delivery system.
Therefore, the behaviour of employees who
present, deliver or provide information about
the product/service is tremendously
important in the manifestation of the brand
(Wheatley, 2002). Literature especially
emphasises the influence of employees’
behaviour in service organisations. Because,
employees are the interface between a

brand's internal and external identity



(Brexendorf & Kernstock, 2007; Harris & De
Chernatony, 2001). Prior studies demonstrate
that perceived service quality and customer
satisfaction are positively influenced by
employee behaviour (Kattara, Weheba, & El-
Said, 2008; Lemmink & Mattsson, 1998). In
addition, Sirianni, Bitner, Brown, and Mandel
(2013) claim that employee behaviour, when
aligned with the brand personality, has a
positive influence on consumers’ overall
brand evaluation and perceived service

quality.

2.2.3. CORPORATE AND BRAND
COMMUNICATIONS
Sales promotions, logo’s, brand name,
corporate visual identity and product website
are manifestations of a brand classified
under communications. Communications can
be split into two categories: (1) corporate
communication and (2) brand/marketing
communication (van der Grinten as cited in
Giling, 2006).

The main goal of corporate
communication is to inform internal and
external stakeholders, whereas the main goal
for brand/marketing communication is to
attract external stakeholders. Product name,
advertisements, sales promotions and
product websites are illustrations of
brand/marketing communications. Yoo,
Donthu, and Lee (2000) found that a brand’s
advertising is linked to creating brand
associations and brand awareness. This is
substantiated by Grace and O'Cass (2005)
who claim that communications such as
promotions, brand names and advertisement
have a significant effect on brand attitudes

and consumer satisfaction.

In the past, communications have been
the only brand touch point category in which
the brand was reflected. Therefore, Mooy
and Robben (2002) urge for communications
(both corporate and brand) to deliver the

same message as products/services do.

2.2.4. ENVIRONMENTS

The environment in which a brand operates
is often overlooked as a form of brand touch
point. However, stakeholders often visit
stores to try out a product of to buy a
product. In addition, nowadays stakeholders
spend hours on online environments
(product websites). Therefore, its importance
must not be underestimated. Environments,
online or offline (Seifer, 2007), involve retail
environments such as stores and web shops,
working environments like offices and
warehouses and temporary environments
such as exhibitions and fairs. According to
Rapoport (as cited in Bitner, 1992) physical
environments of organisations encompass
many cues of the organisation’s capabilities
and quality. These cues communicate the
organisational image and purpose to its
stakeholders (Bitner, 1992) and influence
consumers’ satisfaction with the service
delivered (Bitner, 1990).

Environments not only affect consumers
but also employees. Previous research even
reveals that “through careful and creative
management of the servicescapes, firms may
be able to contribute to the achievement of
both external marketing goals and internal
organisational goals “ (Bitner, 1992, p. 67).

Nowadays almost all brands have online
environments as well. Common physical

elements are not present in online settings.



As a result, stakeholders rely on
combinations of texts, visuals and audio
communication to recall the brands. These
‘cues’ also influence the brand experience
(Davis, Buchanan-Oliver, & Brodie, 2000).
Alwi & Azwan (2013) argue that consumers
rely on brands they trust in online settings,
and, as mentioned, trust is built through

brand promise delivery.

2.3. BRAND MANAGEMENT

Brand management is concerned with
defining a promise, aligning and
coordinating internal stakeholders and brand
touch points to ensure promise delivery for
external stakeholders (De Chernatony, 2010).
Due to the increasing competitive pressures
in the markets and the ability of stakeholders
to choose between many different brands, it
is important to create a strong and
distinctive brand (Gilling, 2006). However,
Keller (2003) states that regardless how
strong a brand is at any point in time, every
brand is susceptible and sensitive to poor
brand management.

In the 90's, brand management
departments focused primarily on
coordinating marketing communications of
the brand and concentrating on the needs of
the consumers and how consumers
perceived the marketing communication.
From 2005, the focus has been on total
branding; aligning all the brand touch points
and the entire organisation with the brand
values (Tilley, 1999). Brand management
departments must embrace a brand-oriented
mind-set, establish internal branding
competences and enhance brand promise
delivery in order to create a strong brand
(Balakrishnan & Kerr, 2013; De Chernatony,

2010; M'zungu, Merrilees, & Miller, 2010).
For aligning the organisation with the
brand values and/or brand promise the
brand management cycle (Bolhuis, 2015) has
been developed. This model claims that
organisations must first establish the internal
brand organisation before taking the next
steps. Then organisations must formulate a
brand strategy which needs to be rendered
into building blocks for brand development.
Once the guidelines for brand building
blocks have been developed, the brand must
be implemented. Lastly, organisations must
evaluate their performance in order to
pinpoint bottlenecks. The model has been
developed to optimise and align the brand
throughout the organisation (Bolhuis, 2015),

see figure 1.
Figure 1
Brand Management Cycle (Bolhuis, 2015)

INTERNAL

ORGANISATION

2.3.1. INTERNAL ORGANISATION

For decades, branding activities solely
focused on external stakeholders. However,
literature (Davis, 2002; Tilley, 1999)
recommends organisations to let their brand
act as a guiding principle for the entire
organisation. Through adopting a brand-
oriented mind-set, organisations place the
brand at the heart of all their processes,
communications and activities (Urde, 1999).

Sharing and understanding of the brand



throughout the entire organisation, entails a
top-down approach.

Top management support, commitment
and embrace of the brand as a strategy
driver and important organisational asset
sets the right example for the rest of the
organisation to follow. Chapleo (2004) claims
that top management exercising brand
ownership drives the internal brand. In
addition, appointing a brand manager who is
responsible for the brand, facilitates cohesion
in all processes related to the brand
(Kapferer, 2008).

Aside from literature substantiating the
importance of brand orientation for
organisations and their performance
(Baumgarth, 2010; Napoli, 2006; Voskuyl,
2009; Wong & Metrrilees as cited in
Hankinson, 2012), organisations must also
acknowledge the importance of internal
branding (Punjaisri et al, 2008; Punjaisri &
Wilson, 2007). Recruitment, training and
evaluating personnel should not solely be
based on knowledge and skills but also on
sharing and understanding of brand values
(Nasr et al, 2014; Punjaisri et al, 2008).
Personnel understanding, sharing and acting
in line with the brand supports the delivery
of the brand promise. Setting up the internal
organisation of the brand ensures that the
other four constructs of brand management

are implemented more effectively.

2.3.2. BRAND STRATEGY

The organisational strategy must be
translated into a brand strategy. The brand
should be the driver of strategy in any
organisation. For a brand to create value, the
brand must position itself in the market and

in the minds of consumers. Thompson (2003)

states that “taking up a position, in the sense
of showing leadership and vision in how your
brand will deliver its promise, meet people’s
needs and satisfying their expectations and
desires” (p.80) is essential for every
organisation.

When positioning the brand,
organisations must focus on the position
being relevant for stakeholders. In addition,
the position must differ from competitors
and suiting the organisation (Thompson,
2003). Strong brands meet and satisfy
relevant functional and emotional needs of
stakeholders, add value that differentiates
them from their competitors but remain true
to the identity of the brand and to the
promises the brand makes.

In order to communicate the brand
positioning to internal and external
stakeholders, organisations specify their
brand promise(s) (Burmann, Hegner, & Riley,
2009; Keller, 2003). The promise is everything
the brand stands for, what it means and how
it acts. Organisations must let the brand
promise act as the guiding principle in
communications, internal processes and the
development of products/services. This will
contribute to consistency in organisational
activities (Thompson, 2003).

2.3.3. BRAND DEVELOPMENT

The formulated brand strategy must be
developed into brand building blocks for
symbolism, communication and behaviour
before it can be implemented. Olins (2003)
suggests that uniformity in the behaviour,
appearance and performance of an
organisation is fundamental for building a
strong brand. For the reason that consistency

is desired, defining guiding principles and



guidelines for corporate visual identity will
safeguard visual coherence (Gilling, 2006; van
den Bosch, de Jong, & Elving, 2005) and
coherent use of wording, tone of voice, key
messages and mediums in communications.

According to Wheatley (2002), personnel
is often overlooked as a 'brand delivery
system’ despite people being the most
effective in communicating the brand
meaning. Via internal branding and
guidelines for behaviour, organisations must
try “to ensure that employees transform
espoused brand messages into brand reality
for customers and other stakeholders”
(Punjaisri & Wilson, 2007, p. 60).

2.3.4. BRAND IMPLEMENTATION

Using tools and processes can enhance the
implementation and application of the brand
guidelines. Through the use of brand portals
and image databases, the established
guidelines and principles for corporate visual
identity, communications and behaviours are
made available and accessible for
stakeholders. Portals provide the key
branding rules and content created at brand
development. For example, information
about tone of voice, use of logo’s and
slogans and use of images (Schultz & Hatch,
2003).

Solely implementing a brand portal
and/or an image database does not
safeguard correct implementation of the
brand. Organisations must implement
processes and policies that assess whether
brand touch points are in line with the brand
positioning (Knox, 2004). In addition, as
organisations often use agencies for the
development of marketing communications

and corporate visual identity, organisations

must ensure that these agencies are familiar
with the brand positioning of the
organisation and with the guidelines of the
brand (Gilling, 2006).

2.3.5. BRAND PROTECTION
Van Buren (1999) stated that “what isn't
measured, isn't managed” (p 72). In other
words, without knowledge of the current
brand performance transforming into a
strong brand will be difficult. Implementing
tracking and research instruments enables
organisations to determine their progress
regarding short-term and long-term goals
set by management. However, organisations
should not limit their evaluations to financial
results such as market share. Benchmarks
and market analyses are just as important to
stay relevant and attractive to stakeholders.
Furthermore, analysing and measuring
the brand experience of internal and external
stakeholders helps to facilitate points of
improvement for the brand on which
organisations must take action (Keller, 2000).
Besides information regarding the
performance of the organisation, the brand
must also be protected from incorrect and/or
improper use (of the brand) (Roll, 2006) as
this can damage the position and reputation
of the brand.

2.4. CONCLUSION OF
LITERATURE

In order to build a strong brand,
organisations must define a brand promise
and deliver this promise. Brand promises
communicate the emotional and functional
benefits stakeholders will experience when

coming into contact with the brand.



However, delivering the brand promise is
essential for gaining and retaining
stakeholders.

Previous literature revealed that brand
management is responsible for facilitating
the means and processes to realise a shared
perception of the brand among all
stakeholders and brand touch points (De
Chernatony & Segal-Horn, 2003; Sirianni et
al, 2013). In order to facilitate cohesion,
organisations must implement an internal
organisation with regards to the brand,
formulate a brand strategy, develop brand
building blocks, implement the brand and
evaluate its performance in order to align all
parts and activities throughout the
organisation with the brand promise.

As mentioned, the relationship between
brand management and brand promise
delivery remained unidentified in prior
literature, therefore the current study focuses
on the following research question: what is
the relationship between brand management

and brand promise delivery?

3. STUDY 1-BRAND
MANAGEMENT

The primary objective of study 1 was to map
the level of brand management of

organisations.

3.1. RESEARCH SAMPLE

Consultants of NykampNyboer, a specialist in
brand management, have been contacted for
finding suitable organisations for
participation. The criteria were that
headquarters had to be located in the
Netherlands and their brands were well-

known among consumers. In total 91

individuals responsible for the brand in their
organisation were found of which 57
contacts were from the clientele of
NykampNyboer and 34 were non-clientele.
All 91 contacts were approached by e-mail
for participation of which 29 invitees filled in
the questionnaire (see table 1). For two
organisations the number of respondents
was two. The results of these two were
combined, finalising a research sample of 27

organisations.

Table 1

Research sample — Study 1

Job Title N
Brand adviser 2
Manager Brand 11

Manager Marketing / Communications 7
Head of Brand

Head of Marketing 5
Total 29

In table 2 key organisational
characteristics are displayed. The table shows
how the different industries, types and
number of employees are represented in the

research sample of study 1.

Table 2

Organisational characteristics - Study 1
Sector N %
Banking 4 15%
Financial services 2 7%
Insurances 7 22%
Retail & Wholesale 5 19%
Services 6 22%
Logistics 2 7%
Industry 2 7%
Type N %
B2C 11 41%
B2B 4 15%
B2C & B2B 12 44%
Employees N %
21-50 1 4%
51-100 1 4%
101 - 250 3 11%
251 -500 2 7%
501 - 1000 2 7%

>1000 18 67%




3.2. MEASUREMENT

By means of a quantitative research method,
an online questionnaire administered using
the online survey tool LimeSurvey, data
regarding the brand management of
participating organisations was mapped in
order to categorize them in different levels
of brand management.

The questionnaire administered has built
and developed upon the scales used by
Voskuyl (2009). The level of brand
management was measured using five
constructs: internal organisation, brand
strategy, brand development, brand
implementation and brand evaluation.
Organisations were asked to rate to which
extent the items were applicable to their
organisation using a five-point Likert scale (1
= totally not applicable, 5 = totally
applicable). The entire questionnaire can be
found in Appendix 1.

The internal organisation was measured
using 14 items (a=.93), of which six items
measured the brand organisation (e.g. there
is a brand manager who has and assumes
official final responsibility for the brand) and
eight items mapped brand-orientation (e.g.
the brand is considered one of the
organisation's most valuable assets).

Brand strategy (a=.93) was measured
using five items related to brand positioning
(e.g. the brand positioning is relevant to
(potential) stakeholders) and four items
related to brand guidelines (e.g. the brand
positioning is rendered into concrete
guidelines which serve as the basis for the
development of products/services of the
brand).

Brand development (a=.90) was

measured using three items addressing the

symbolism (e.g. the corporate visual identity
makes the positioning of the brand visible),
four items related to communication (e.g. a
tone of voice has been defined in line with
the brand positioning) and three items
addressing behaviour (e.g. with the aid of an
internal branding programme, the brand is
being brought to the attention of staff
members).

Brand implementation («=.82) was
measured using three items addressing tools
(e.g. the brand guidelines are made available
from a central online platform and are
findable for all relevant (internal and
external) stakeholders), four items addressing
processes (e.g. communication materials are
checked against the brand positioning before
they are approved and introduced) and four
items addressing policies (e.g. customer
policy focused on the use of
products/services is consistent with the
brand positioning (e.g. support policy (help
desk), warranty policy)).

Brand evaluation (a=.88) was measured
using two items related to protection (e.g.
the position and reputation of the brand are
protected) and six items related to research
(e.g. all relevant interactions with consumers

are monitored and analysed).

3.3. PROCEDURE

Organisations were invited to participate via
e-mail. The e-mail invitation contained a
short introduction about the study,
information regarding NykampNyboer, the
link to the online questionnaire as well as
information about the short report
organisations would receive in turn for
completing the questionnaire. The follow up

study was not mentioned in order to keep it

10



compact and clear so that the threshold was
low to participate. For information regarding
the entire study, the organisations were
referred to a website.

The questionnaire started with a short
introduction stating the aim of the study, the
time needed for completion, the short report
and additional notes about the
questionnaire. After all the questions,
organisations could indicate whether or not
they would like to participate in a follow up
study or if they would like to receive more

information first.

3.4. RESULTS

The aim of study 1 was to map the level of
brand management of organisations. In order
to categorize the levels of brand
management, a K-means cluster analysis has
been performed. For the K-means cluster
analysis the five main constructs/variables of
brand management were used as input. In
addition, four clusters (organisation types)
were used as starting point for the K-means
clusters, which is similar to the study on
brand orientation of Voskuyl (2009).

First, the results of the K-means cluster
analysis will be discussed. Followed by an
analysis of the role of internal organisation
on the other main brand management
constructs. Lastly, the Pearson’s correlation
coefficients of the brand management

constructs will be discussed.

3.4.1. LEVELS OF BRAND
MANAGEMENT

The K-means cluster analysis revealed four

levels of brand management among the

research sample (see table 3). Level 1

(sceptics) has the least developed level of

brand management (M = 142, n = 1).
Followed by level 2 the beginners (M = 2.93,
n = 6), level 3 the advanced (M = 3.52, n =
14) and level 4 the experts (M = 4.26, n = 6).
A Kruskal Wallis (H(3) = 21.83, p = <.01)
revealed that the differences between all
levels were significant.

Besides the overall level of brand
management, analyses were also performed
to identify whether the organisations in the
levels differ from each other regarding the
main and sub constructs of brand
management. Table 3 shows that sceptics
have lowest scores on all main constructs of
brand management, while experts have the
highest scores on each of the main brand

management constructs.

Table 3
Level of brand management - Study 1

Sceptics* Beginners* Advanced* Experts*
N=1 N =6 N =14 N =6

M (SD) M (SD) M(SD)  M(SD)

Brand management 1.42(00) 2.93(22) 352(19) 4.26(.27)

Brand management constructs

Internal Organisation 1.29(.00) 3.02(43) 357(49) 4.24(.40)
Brand Organisation 1.00 (.00) 3.36(.54) 3.86(.54) 4.39(54)
Brand Orientation 150 (.00) 2.77(41) 3.35(54) 4.13(43)

Brand Strategy 122(00) 3.04(51) 3.67(27) 4.72(36)
Brand Postioning 1.40(.00) 3.20(.73) 4.03(42) 4.80(.25)
Brand Guidelines 1.00(.00) 2.83(52) 3.23(41) 4.63(.49)

Brand Development 2.00 (.00) 2.77(64) 3.45(.35) 4.42(.45)
Symbolism 3.66 (00) 3.17(96) 4.05(.76) 4.83(.28)
Communication 1.50(.00) 2.79(.73) 3.50(40) 4.38(47)
Behaviour 1.00(.00) 2.33(42) 2.79(.93) 4.06(.77)

Brand Implementation 1.36 (.00) 3.00(48) 3.40(31) 3.89(.33)
Tools 2.33(.00) 3.00(.94) 3.14(.81) 4.00(1.17)
Processes 1.00(.00) 3.04(.80) 3.71(.40) 4.33(.20)
Policies 1.00(.00) 2.96(.78) 3.29(.70) 3.38(.38)

Brand Evaluation 1.25(.00) 2.75(49) 3.48(46) 4.06(.63
Protection 2.00(.00) 3.25(.94) 3.82(54) 4.08(.80)
Research 1.00 (.00) 2.58(50) 3.67(49) 4.06(.84)

Note: Scores are based on a five-point Likert scale ( 1= totally not applicable,

5 =totally applicable)

Note*: The levels of brand management differ significant from each other on
each (main and sub) construct of brand management at the 0.05 level (1-

tailed)

3.4.2. ROLE OF INTERNAL

ORGANISATION

In the most ideal situation, organisations first

implement and coordinate the internal



organisation of their brand. For the reason
that internal organisation is seen as the
construct which keeps the other constructs
of brand management going. Therefore,
further analyses, using the Mann-Whitney U
test, were performed to identify the role of a
well organised internal brand organisation on
the rest of the brand management building
blocks (see table 4).

Organisations where one of the board
members has the brand formally in his/her
portfolio and acts accordingly, have their
brand strategy, brand development, brand
implementation and brand evaluation more
developed compared to organisations where
board members do not act according to the
brand.

When the board plays an active role in

communicating the brand (both internal and
external), organisations enjoy a more
developed brand strategy, brand
development, brand implementation and
brand evaluation.

Establishing a brand management
department has a positive influence on the
formulation of the brand strategy, brand
development, implementation and evaluation
of the brand. Assigning a brand manager
with the final responsibility has a positive
influence on the brand implementation and
brand evaluation.

In addition, placing the brand manager
directly under the board and he/she uses this
position leads to a better developed brand
strategy, brand development and brand

implementation compared to organisations

Table 4

The role of internal organisation with regards to the other main brand management constructs

Brand Strategy

Brand Development  Brand Implementation Brand Evaluation

Under

Under Well Under Well Under Well

Performing Performing Performing Performing Performing Performing Performing Performing

M (SD) M (SD)

M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)

Amember of the management team officially has
the brand in their portfolio and acts accordingly.
There is a brand management department which is

responsible — and assumes responsibility — for the 2.71 (1.00)* 3.89(.63)*

brand.

There is a brand manager who has and assumes
official final responsibility for the brand.

The brand manager reports officially and directly to
the management team, and utilises this position.
The brand manager has the authority to manage
relevant departments in respect of the brand.

There is a member of staff who is responsible for

familiarising employees with the brand, and actively 3.47 (.87) 4.01 (.67)

assumes this role.

The managementteam considers the brand an
inextricable part of its operations.

The management team fulfils an active role in
promoting the brand both internally and externally.
The brand is considered one of the organisation's
mostvaluable assets.

There is a belief that active, effective brand
management is vital to the organisation's success.
The brand is used to ensure optimum integration of
the marketing communications

The brand is the strategic starting point for every
part of the organisation and its activities.

The brand is used as a starting point for
recruitment and selection of new personnel.

The brand is used as a tool for staff appraisals. 3.53(.82)* 4.17 (.72)*

3.18 (99)* 3.97 (.56)*

3.11(1.05) 3.87 (.66)

2.88 (83)* 4.01 (57)*

3.40 (81)* 4.08 (71)*

3.05 (.77)* 4.10 (.56)*

3.27 (72)* 4.26 (61)*

3.11 (.89)* 3.96 (.65)*

3.26 (.86)* 3.96 (.70)*

3.23 (1.00)* 3.93 (.60)*

3.49 (73)* 4.75 (50)*

3.23 (1.00)* 3.93 (.60)*

3.14 (89)* 3.65(63)* 3.01(67)* 3.55(47)* 3.04(73)* 3.56 (76)*

2.86 (62)* 3.60 (74)* 2.69 (:89)* 3.50 (42)* 2.63(93)* 3.53(65)*

3.14(56) 3.57(81) 295(76)* 3.49 (49)* 2.89 (84)* 3.53(70)*
2.98 (82)* 3.66 (66)* 2.87 (70)* 3.54 (45)* 3.17(93) 3.45(72)

3.29(60) 3.70(93) 3.19(68) 3.58(40) 3.20(88) 3.61(55)

3.20 (72)* 3.90 (65)* 3.19 (67) 3.61(38) 3.26(84) 3.54(67)

3.05(66)* 3.74(72)* 3.10(70) 352(48) 3.07(88) 3.57(65)
3.16 (63)* 3.89 (76)* 3.14(60)* 3.65(49)* 3.10 (.75)* 3.75 (68)*
3.32(53) 3.53(86) 3.17(75) 343(52) 2.94(97)* 3.58 (58)*
3.38(54) 3.51(90) 3.13(70) 3.49(50) 3.15(83) 3.52(73)
3.11(83)* 3.66(67)* 3.10(80) 3.49(42) 3.16(1.08) 3.49(53)
3.30 (68)* 4.40 (54)* 3.31(62) 357(54) 3.33(76) 3.56(95)

3.11(83)* 3.66(67)* 3.10(.80) 3.49(42) 3.16(1.08) 3.49 (53)

328 (73)* 4.10 (52)* 3.23(62)* 3.74(33)* 3.21(75)* 3.92 (.66)*

Note: Scores are based on a five-point Likert scale (1= totally not applicable, 5 = totally applicable)

Note*: Difference between groups is significant at the 0.05 level (1-tailed)




that don't. Providing the brand manager with
the authority to steer brand related topics
among relevant departments leads to a
better brand strategy.

Looking at the brand as an inextricable
part of the organisational operations results
in a better brand strategy and development
of brand building blocks. In addition, using
the brand as a starting point for all activities
and parts of the organisation and to ensure
optimum integration of the marketing
communications has a positive influence on
the brand strategy and brand development.

A management team that has an active
role in promoting the brand both internally
and externally has a positive influence on all
the other main brand management
constructs. In addition, using the brand as a
tool for staff appraisals results in a more
positive brand strategy, brand development,
brand implementation and brand evaluation
as well. However, using the brand merely as
a starting point for recruitment and selection
of employees only leads to a better brand
strategy and brand development.

Finally, assigning a person responsible for
reviving the brand amongst internal
stakeholders has a positive influence on the
development of guidelines regarding
employee behaviour, trainings and internal
branding programmes for employees (U =
35.00, z= -2.54, p = <.01).

3.4.3. CORRELATION BETWEEN BRAND
MANAGEMENT CONSTRUCTS
The Pearson’s correlations coefficients, see
table 5, substantiated these findings. Strong
positive correlations exist between internal
organisation and brand strategy (r = .85),

internal organisation (r = .70), between brand

development and brand implementation (r =
.74) and between brand implementation and
brand protection (r = .72). Further, moderate
positive correlations exist between the rest of
the brand management building blocks (.50
< r> .70). It can be concluded that the
brand management building blocks are
positively related to each other. However,
this relation becomes weaker when the
constructs are further away from each other
in the brand management cycle.

The Pearson’s correlations coefficients of
the sub constructs were calculated as well
(see table 5). There are low correlations
between symbolism, tools, protection and
the other sub constructs of brand
management. In other words, symbolism,
tools and protection of the brand are
influenced less by the other constructs.

To summarise, organisations are
recognizing the importance of brand
management for their brand. They have
shifted from viewing the brand as just the
brand name, logo or symbol to viewing the
brand as the guiding principle for
organisational activities. Organisations have
established a brand management
department and assigned a brand manager
who is responsible for the brand. In addition,
boards of organisations are recognizing that
the brand is one of the most valuable assets
of an organisation. They consider the brand
as an integral part of business operations.

However, they don’t use the brand as a
starting point for all parts and activities of
their organisation. Organisations are capable
of formulating a strong brand positioning
and rendering it into guidelines and building
blocks for symbolism (such as corporate

visual identity) and (marketing)
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communication. However, internal branding
programmes and guidelines for employee
behaviour are often overlooked and do not
receive the attention they need. In other
words, organisations are not rendering the

brand through the entire organisation yet.

4. STUDY 2 -BRAND
PROMISE DELIVERY

After mapping the brand management of
organisations, data regarding their brand
promise delivery has been collected. Using
online questionnaires, administered in
LimeSurvey, internal and external
stakeholders were asked to evaluate the
brand promise delivery of participating

organisations.

4.1. RESEARCH SAMPLE

The research sample for measuring the brand
promise delivery existed out of five
organisations engaging internal stakeholders.
The brand promise delivery among external
stakeholders was measured for 11
organisations, see table 6 for the research

sample.

Table 6
Research sample — Study 2

Industry Type Employees (internal) (extt!\‘mal)
Banking B2C&B2B  >1000 - 159
Insurances B2C 101 - 250 - 252
Insurances B2C 251-500 44 312
Insurances B2C > 1000 - 310
Retail & Wholesale B2C 251-500 - 162
Retail & Wholesale B2C > 1000 39 162
Retail & Wholesale B2C > 1000 - 162
Retail & Wholesale B2C >1000 - 167
Services B2C&B2B  >1000 11 164
Services B2C&B2B  51-100 46 305
Logistics B2C&B2B  >1000 235 323

4.2. MEASUREMENT

In order to map the brand promise delivery,
questionnaires were developed for internal
and external stakeholders. The questionnaires
were similar to each other and only small
differences were made. Respondents (both
internal and external stakeholders) were

asked to rate all items using a 5-point Likert

scale (1 = totally not agree, 5 = totally agree

or 1 = totally not delivered, 5 = totally
delivered). The question regarding brand
recommendation was on a scale from 1 to 10
(1 = totally would not recommend to 10 =
totally would recommend). The complete
questionnaires can be found in Appendix 2
and Appendix 3.

Brand promise delivery of each
organisation (a=.84) was measured using
three to five items, depending on the
number of brand promises of the
organisation (e.g. please indicate the extent
which you feel ‘brand’ fulfils the following
promises?).

Brand promise delivery in the four
categories of brand touch points was
measured (a=.87) using four items (e.g.
please indicate the extent which you feel
‘brand’ fulfils the promises in each of the
following channels?).

The brand promise attitude (a=.87) was
measured using four items (e.g. | find this
promise fits ‘brand’). Brand recommendation
of the stakeholders was measured using one
single item, namely the Net Promoter Score
question.

Brand promise support (a=.66) of internal
stakeholders was measured using three items
(e.g. | contribute to delivering the brand

promise). While external stakeholders were

15



asked to indicate which factors influenced
their brand image (e.g. my image of the
brand was formed through personal

experiences).

4.3. PROCEDURE

Organisations that indicated they would like
to participate in the follow up study were
send an e-mail containing the information
and steps for study 2. In addition, the e-mail
contained the link to the online
questionnaire for internal stakeholders.
Organisations were asked to distribute the
link to at least 20 — 50 employees.
Organisations which wanted to receive more
information before deciding to participate,
received an e-mail with information about
the steps necessary for the follow-up study.
External stakeholders were approached
for participation via an online panel. The
introduction, stating general information
about the questionnaire, was followed by the
questions (see Appendix 2 and Appendix 3).
Only external stakeholders who knew the
brand participated in the study. Each
respondent was asked to rate a maximum of
six brands, depending on how many brands
in the questionnaire the external respondent
knew. The brands were distributed over three

separate questionnaires.

4.4, RESULTS —INTERNAL BRAND
PROMISE DELIVERY

The internal brand promise delivery has been
mapped for five organisations. First, an
overall description of the internal brand
promise delivery will be provided. Second,
analyses, using an independent T-test, were

performed to find out whether there are any

differences between internal stakeholders
who are also customers of their brand and
who are not. Finally, analyses researching the
correlation between constructs of internal

brand promise delivery were performed.

4.4.1. OVERALL DESCRIPTION

Overall, internal stakeholders feel that their
brand is moderately delivering their promise
(M = 3.67, SD = .49). Internal stakeholders
who are customers of their brand evaluate
the brand promise delivery more positive
(t(369)= 2.33, p = .01) than employees who
have not bought a product/service of their

brand in the past year (see table 7).

Table 7
Mean scores on internal brand promise delivery constructs

Customers Non-customers  Overall

M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)

Brand Promise Delivery 3.72(.63)*  3.49 (.65)* 3.75(.53)

Brand Promise Deliveryin " "

Brand Touch Points 3.69 (.57) 3.45 (.66) 3.68 (.54)
Product/Senvices 3.72 (76)*  3.48(.82)* 3.61(.77)
Behaviour ofemployees  3.72 (.86)*  3.55 (.82)* 3.72(.78)
Communication 3.65(.81)*  3.35(.83)* 3.75 (.70)
Environments 3.67 (.79)*  3.40(.85)* 3.63(.78)

Brand Promise Attitude 3.91(61)* 3.51(.62)* 3.99 (.59)

Brand Recommendation 8.36 (1.40)* 7.47 (1.66)* 8.49 (1.21)

Brand Promise Support 4.18 (51)*  4.00 (.55)* 4.19 (.52)

Note: Scores are based on a five-point Likert scale ( 1= totally not
applicable, 5 = totally applicable); brand recommendation scores are
based on a scale of 1 to 10 ( 1= highly unlikely, 10 = highly likely)
Note*: Differences between groups is significant at the 0.05 level (1-
tailed)

The brand promise is delivered best
through the brand touch point category
communication (M = 3.75, SD = .70),
followed by behaviour of employees (M =
3.72, SD = .78). Internal stakeholders who
have bought a product/services from their
brand in the past year perceive the brand
touch point categories to better deliver the
brand promise delivery than internal
stakeholders who haven't.

Internal stakeholders have overall a
positive attitude towards the brand promise
of their organisation (M = 3.81, SD = 0.61).

16



They find the brand promise credible and
relevant, however they find the brand
promises less distinctive from other
providers. Moreover, internal stakeholders
who have purchased a product/service from
their brand in the past year, have a more
positive brand promise attitude and would
recommend the brand sooner to their friends
and family compared to internal stakeholders
who haven't purchased a product or service.

Internal stakeholders with a more positive
brand promise attitude are also more
supportive of the brand promise delivery
(t(372)= 6.89, p = <.01). In addition, internal
stakeholders with a more positive brand
promise attitude, would recommend the
brand sooner to friends and family (t(372)=
9.33, p = <.07).

Internal stakeholders find it important
that the brand promise is delivered by the
organisation (M = 4.42,SD = 71). It is
remarkable that internal stakeholders feel
that they themselves (M = 4.15, SD = .66)
are contributing more to the delivery of
brand promise than their colleagues do (M =
3,93, SD = .68).

A more detailed look, using an
independent sample T-test, also revealed
that when internal stakeholders find it
important that the brand promise of their
brand is delivered, they are more positive
about the brand promise delivery (t(372)=
5.63, p = <.01), the brand promise delivery in
the brand touch point categories (t(372)=
485, p = <.01), brand promise attitude
(t(372)= 5.39, p = <.01) and brand
recommendation (t(372)= 11.97, p = <.01).

Internal stakeholders who find it
important that the brand promise is

delivered also feel that they are contributing

more to the brand promise delivery (t(372)=
5.96, p = <.01) compared to internal
stakeholders who find it less important. In
addition, these internal stakeholders are also
more positive about the support of their
colleagues about the brand promise delivery
(t(372)= 443, p = <.01).

4.4.2. CORRELATIONS BETWEEN
CONSTRUCTS
The Pearson’s correlations coefficients (see
table 8) indicate whether correlations exist
between the constructs of brand promise
delivery. The table reveals mainly low
correlations (.30 < r > .50). Moderate
correlations exist between brand promise
delivery and brand promise delivery in the
brand touch point categories (r =.67). In
other words, the positive influence of the
constructs on each other is low. Except for
the relation between brand promise delivery
and brand promise delivery in the brand
touch point categories, they have a moderate

positively influence on each other.

Table 8

Correlation between constructs of internal brand promise delivery
1 2 3 4 5

1. Brand Promise Delivery - 67* 49* .32* 42*

2. Brand Promise Delivery
in Brand Touch Points
3. Brand Promise Attitude - - - .33* 46*

A3* 37* A4*

4. Brand Promise Support - - - - 31*

5. Brand Recommendation

Note*: Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (1-tailed)

4.5. RESULTS — EXTERNAL BRAND
PROMISE DELIVERY

The external brand promise delivery has
been mapped for 11 organisations. First, an
overall description of the external brand
promise delivery will be provided. Followed

by analyses researching the differences
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between external stakeholders who have
bought a product/service of the brands in
the past years and external stakeholders that
haven't. Finally, analyses researching the
correlation between constructs of external

brand promise delivery were performed.

4.5.1. OVERALL DESCRIPTION

Overall, external stakeholders feel that
brands are moderately delivering their brand
promise (M = 3.49, SD = .71) (see table 9).
However, they perceive the brands as living
less up to their promise(s) than internal
stakeholders do (U = 427046.50, z = -5.26, p
= <.01).

Table 9
Mean scores on external brand promise delivery constructs

Customers Non-customers  Overall

M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)

Brand Promise Delivery ~ 3.69 (.72)* 3.29 (.64)* 3.49 (.71)

Brand Promise Deliveryin " "

Brand Touch Points 3.65 (.68)* 3.28(.61) 3.47 (.67)
Product/Services 3.75 (.78)* 3.31(.72)* 3.53(.78)
Behaviour of employees 3.59 (.82)* 3.26 (.70)* 3.43 (.78)
Communication 3.66 (.79)* 3.29 (.89)* 3.48 (.76)
Environments 3.61(.78)* 3.24 (.70)* 3.42(.77)

Brand Promise Attitude 3.62 (.72)* 3.20 (.63)* 3.41(.71)

Brand Recommendation 7.54 (1.67)* 6.09 (1.70)* 6.23 (2.26)

Note: Scores are based on a five-point Likert scale ( 1= totally not
applicable, 5 = totally applicable); brand recommendation scores are
based on a scale of 1 to 10 ( 1= highly unlikely, 10 = highly likely)
Note*: Differences between groups is significant at the 0.05 level (1-
tailed)

According to external stakeholders,
brands deliver their promise the best via
their product/services (M = 3.58, SD = .78)
followed by their communication (M = 3.48,
SD = .76). The brand promise is least proven
in the environments of the brands (M = 3.42,
SD = .7).

External stakeholders don't find the
brand promise(s) as relevant, credible and
distinctive from competitors as internal
stakeholders do (U = 344043.00, z= -1140, p
= <.01). In addition, they have a lower level

of brand recommendation than internal

stakeholders (U = 284832.00, z= -15.06, p =
<.0M.

Analyses have been performed to
research the differences between external
stakeholders who are customers of the brand
and between those who are not. The
Wilcoxon rank sum test has been
administered for the reason that the Levene's
test indicated that equal variances cannot be
assumed (see table 9).

When external stakeholders have bought
a product/service from the brand in the past
year, they are more positive about the brand
promise delivery, the promises being
delivered in brand touch point categories,
have a more positive attitude towards the
brand promise and would recommend the
brand sooner to friends and family.

When looking at the factors which
influenced the brand image, it can be stated
that most external stakeholders base their
brand image upon personal experiences with
the brand, followed by what the media says,
what others say and communication of the
brand. External stakeholders are most
positive about the brand promise delivery
brand promise delivery in brand touch point
categories, have a more positive attitude
towards the brand promise and would
recommend the brand sooner if they had a
personal experience with the brand (see
table 10).

When external stakeholders base the
brand image upon the media, they are the
least positive about the brand promise
delivery, brand promise delivery in the brand
touch point categories, brand promise
attitude and brand recommendation. It is
remarkable that external stakeholders are

more positive about the brand promise
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Table 10
Differences between external brand promise delivery constructs and factors of
brand image influence

Personal - What others .
. Communication Media
Experiences say

N =1471 N=713

N=895(31%) N =741 (26%)

(51%) (25%)

M(SD) M (SD) M (SD) M(SD)
Brand Promise Delivery 3.64 (.76) 3.57(.70) 3.50(.70) 3.44 (.65)
Brand Promise Deliveryin
Brand Touch Points 3.60(.72) 3.56 (.64) 3.48(.65) 3.43(62)
Brand Promise Attitude 3.55(.76) 3.50 (.69) 3.44(.70) 3.38(.67)
Brand Recommendation 726 (1.85) 7.10(1.66) 6.80 (1.74) 6.67 (1.77)

Note: Scores are based on a five-point Likert scale ( 1= totally not applicable, 5 = totally
applicable); brand recommendation scores are based on a scale of 1 to 10 ( 1= highly
unlikely, 10 = highly likely)

delivery, brand promise delivery in the brand
touch point categories, have a better brand
promise attitude and would recommend the
brand sooner when they base their brand
image upon the communications of the
brand than what other people say.

When external stakeholders know what
the brand promises to consumers, they are
more positive about the brand promise
delivery (t(2421) = 24.77, p = <.01), brand
promise delivery in the brand touch point
categories (t(2477) = 27.91, p = <.01), have a
better brand promise attitude (t(2477) =
49.07, p = <.01) and would recommend the
brand sooner (t(2477) = 22.59, p = <.01).

Analyses also revealed that when a brand
has three brand promises, they enjoy more
positive responses of external stakeholders
on the brand promise delivery (F(2,2420) =
27.78, p = <.01), the brand promise delivery
in the brand touch point categories
(F(2,2476) = 6.81, p = <.01) and they have a
better brand promise attitude F(2,2476) =
15.46, p = <.01) than when they have four or

five brand promises.

4.5.2. CORRELATION BETWEEN
CONSTRUCTS

The Pearson'’s correlations coefficients, table

13, indicate mainly moderate to strong

coherency (.53 < r> .96) between brand

promise constructs. These correlations
emphasize and substantiate the importance
of externally delivering the brand promise.
Delivering the brand promise correlates
strongly with brand promise attitude (r = .74)
and moderately with brand recommendation
(r =.54). In other words, brand promise
delivery, brand promise attitude and brand
recommendation of external stakeholders

have a positive influence on each other (see

table 11).

Table 11

Correlation between constructs of external brand promise delivery
1 2 3 4

1. Brand Promise Delivery - .82* 74 .54*

_2. Brand Promise l?ehvery 73 53+

in Brand Touch Points

3. Brand Promise Attitude - - - .56*

4. Brand Recommendation

Note*: Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (1-tailed)

5. STUDY 1 AND STUDY 2
COMBINED

The aim of this study was to identify the
relationship between brand management
and brand promise delivery. In order to so,
the results of study 1 and 2 were combined
and analyses were performed among the
constructs of brand management and brand
promise delivery.

First, analyses were performed regarding
the relationship of each construct of brand
management and the constructs of brand
promise delivery. Followed by an ANOVA
analysing the differences between the levels
of brand management defined in study 1

and the brand promise delivery.

5.1. INFLUENCE OF EACH
CONSTRUCT

There is a positive relation between internal

organisation and the internal brand promise
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delivery constructs. The relation between the
sub constructs of internal organisation (brand
organisation and brand orientation) and the
internal brand promise delivery is positive as
well (see table 12).

There is a positive relation between
brand strategy and internal brand promise
delivery, brand promise attitude and brand
recommendation of internal stakeholders.
The positive relation between brand strategy
and brand promise delivery in the brand
touch point categories and brand strategy
and brand promise support was not
significant. This could be explained by the
non-significant influence of the sub construct
brand guidelines on the brand promise
delivery in the brand touch point categories,
brand promise attitude and brand promise
support of internal stakeholders.

There is a positive relation between
brand development and internal brand

promise delivery, except for the brand

promise support construct. When looking at
the sub constructs (symbolism,
communication and behaviour), this could be
explained by the non-significant influence of
communication and behaviour on brand
promise support of internal stakeholders.
There is a no significant relation between
communication and brand promise delivery
in the brand touch point categories and
between behaviour and brand promise
delivery in the brand touch point categories
as well.

Brand implementation is positively
related to all the internal brand promise
delivery constructs. It is notable that the
influence of tools is negative on all the
internal brand promise delivery constructs. In
other words, the positive influence of
processes and policies is greater than the
negative influence of tools on all the internal
brand promise delivery constructs.

Finally, there is no significant relation

Table 12
Effects of brand management on internal brand promise delivery constructs

Brand Promise Delivery
in Brand Touch Points

Brand Promise Delivery

Brand Promise Attitude Brand Promise Support

Brand Recommendation

Under Well Under Well Under Well Under Well Under Well

performing performing performing performing performing performing performing performing performing performing

M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)

Internal Organsation 353 (.67)* 3.97 (44)* 350(60)* 3.91(50)* 3.67(64)* 4.16(48)* 4.10(54)* 4.24(47)* 7.83(1.53)* 8.88 (1.19)*
Brand Organisation 3.57 (.65)* 4.01(46)* 3,53(59)* 3.98(50)* 3.73(.65)* 4.14(.46)* 4.10(54)* 4.27(44)* 7.94(1.55)* 8.93 (1.03)*
Brand Orientation 3.64 (66)* 3.88(.39)* 3.62(61) 3.74(47) 3.78(63)* 4.19(53)* 4.14(53) 4.15(53) 8.09(1.50)* 8.74 (1.50)*
Brand Strategy 3.64 (66)* 3.88(39)* 3.62(61) 3.74(47) 3.78(63)* 4.19(53)* 4.14(53) 4.15(53) 8.09 (1.50)* 8.74 (1.50)*
Brand Positioning 3.50 (.69)* 3.90 (.49)* 3.50(60)* 3.81(56)* 3.67(62)* 4.03(58)* 4.10(55)* 4.20(49)* 7.80 (1.58)* 8.66 (1.24)*
Brand Guidelines 3.64 (66)* 3.88(39)* 3.62(61) 3.74(47) 3.78(63) 4.19(53) 4.14(53) 4.15(53) 8.09(1.50)* 8.74 (1.50)*
Brand Development 3.64 (66)* 3.88(39)* 3.62(61)* 3.74(47)* 3.78(63)* 4.19(53)* 4.14(53) 4.15(53) 8.09 (1.55)* 8.38 (1.34)*
Symbolism 4.01(.46)* 3.57(65)* 3.98(50)* 353(59)* 4.14(46)* 3.73(.65)* 4.27 (44)* 4.10(.54)* 8.93(1.03)* 7.94 (1.55)*
Communication 3.65(.67)* 3.80(40)* 3.62(62) 3.67(48) 3.78(64)* 4.08(55)* 4.13(53) 4.19(51) 8.08(1.51)* 8.68 (1.39)*
Behaviour 3.64 (.66)* 3.88(.39)* 3.62(61) 3.74(47) 3.78(.63)* 4.19(53)* 4.14(53) 4.15(53) 8.09 (1.50)* 8.74 (1.50)*
Brand Implementation ~ 3.56 (.68)* 3.87 (51)* 3.54(.60)* 3.79 (58)* 3.74(.64)* 3.97(.69)* 4.10(55)* 4.22(47)* 7.91(1.62)* 8.63(1.14)*
Tools 3.90 (.49)* 350 (.69)* 3.81(56)* 3.51(60)* 4.03(58) 3.67(62) 4.20(49) 4.10(55) 8.66(1.24)* 7.80 (1.58)*
Processes 3.53(.67)* 3.97(44)* 350(60)* 3.91(50)* 3.67(64)* 4.16(48)* 4.10(54)* 4.23(47)* 7.83(1.53)* 8.88(1.19)*
Policies 3.56 (.68)* 3.87 (51)* 3.54(59)* 3.82(58)* 3.74(.64)* 3.99(59)* 4.11(55)* 4.21(47)* 7.93(1.60)* 8.64 (1.16)*
Brand Evaluation 3.66 (65) 3.67(55) 3.64(60) 350(60) 3.84(62) 3.68(70) 4.15(53) 4.08(52) 8.17(1.54) 8.05(1.20)
Protection 3.65(.67)* 3.80(40)* 3.62(62) 3.67(48) 3.78(64)* 4.08(55)* 4.13(53) 4.19(51) 8.08(1.51)* 8.68 (1.39)*
Research 3.66(65) 3.67(55) 3.64(60) 350(60) 3.84(62) 3.68(.70) 4.15(53) 4.08(52) 8.17(1.54) 8.05(1.20)

Note: scores are based on a five-point Likert scale ( 1= totally not applicable, 5 = totally applicable); brand recommendation scores are based on a scale of 1 to
10 ( 1= highly unlikely, 10 = highly likely)
Note*: Difference is significant at the 0.05 level (1-tailed)
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between brand evaluation and the internal
brand promise delivery constructs. When
looking at the sub constructs, protection has
a positive influence on the brand promise
delivery. However, research has a negative
influence on almost all the internal brand
promise delivery. This could explain the non-
significant relation between brand evaluation
and the internal brand promise delivery
constructs.

After analysing the relationship between
brand management and the internal brand
promise delivery, the influence of brand
management on the external brand promise
delivery was analysed (see table 13).

There is a positive relation between
internal organisation and external brand
promise delivery. In other words, brand
organisation and brand orientation are
positively related to all the external brand

promise delivery constructs.

There is a positive relation between
brand strategy and external brand promise
delivery and between brand strategy and
brand promise attitude of external
stakeholders. The positive relation between
brand strategy and brand promise delivery in
the brand touch point categories and
negative relation between brand strategy and
brand recommendation was not significant.
When looking at the sub constructs, brand
positioning is positively related with all the
external brand promise delivery constructs.
However, brand guidelines are solely
positively related with external brand
promise delivery and brand promise attitude.
The positive relation between brand
guidelines and external brand promise
delivery in the brand touch point categories
and the negative relation between brand
guidelines and brand recommendation of

external stakeholders was not significant.

Table 13
Effects of brand management on external brand promise delivery constructs

Brand Promise Delivery Erand Promise Dellyery Brand Promise Attitude Brand Recommendation
in Brand Touch Points

Under Well Under Well Under Well Under Well

performing performing performing performing performing performing performing  performing

M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)
Internal Organsation 3.43(72)* 3.57(70)* 3.41(69)* 354 (64)* 3.32(71)* 3.54(68)* 6.73(1.82)* 6.95(1.85)*
Brand Organisation 3.43(68)* 3.51(72)* 3.40(67)* 3.48(.68)* 3.29(.73)* 3.46(.69)* 6.67 (1.85)* 6.87 (1.82)*
Brand Orientation 3.48 (72)* 3.58(.69)* 3.45(67)* 3.57(66)* 3.37(70)* 3.69(.64)* 6.78(1.80)* 7.09 (2.02)*
Brand Strategy 3.46 (73)* 3.54(67)* 3.46(68) 3.47(65) 3.40(70)* 3.46(72)* 6.84(1.83) 6.78(1.85)
Brand Positioning 346 (.77)* 351(69)* 3.41(74)* 3.48(65)* 3.31(73)* 3.45(.69)* 6.87(1.81) 6.80(1.84)
Brand Guidelines 3.48(73)* 354 (67)* 3.46(68) 3.47(65) 3.40(70)* 3.46(72)* 6.84(1.83) 6.78(1.85)
Brand Development 3.49(72) 352(69) 3.44(66) 3.47(67) 3.41(70) 3.44(72) 6.88(1.80)* 6.58 (1.94)*
Symbolism 3.44 (70)* 3.65(74)* 3.63(65)* 3.41(67)* 3.62(68)* 3.34(70)* 7.28(1.81)* 6.66 (1.81)*
Communication 351 (.71)* 3.44(73)* 3.49(67)* 3.40(68)* 342(70 3.38(72) 6.87(1.80)* 6.68 (1.92)*
Behaviour 3.48(72)* 3.58(69)* 3.45(67) 3.58(66) 3.37(71) 3.39(64) 6.78(1.80)* 7.09 (2.02)*
Brand Implementation ~ 3.51 (.72)* 3.38 (.68)* 3.48 (67)* 3.36(66)* 3.44 (.70)* 3.25(71)* 6.87 (1.82)* 6.49 (1.90)*
Tools 3.53(.69)* 3.43(74)* 3.51(64)* 3.40(72)* 3.49(.68)* 3.29(73)* 6.87(1.82) 6.75(1.84)
Processes 3.42(73)* 356 (69)* 3.43(71)* 3.50(64)* 3.34(71)* 3.47(70)* 6.81(1.87) 6.83(1.81)
Policies 3.50 (.71)* 3.36 (.70)* 3.46(67) 355(69) 3.40(71) 357(65) 6,78 (1.81)* 7.40 (1.99)*
Brand Evaluation 3.51(.72)* 3.38(.68)* 3.48(67)* 3.36(66)* 3.44(70)* 3.25(71)* 6.87 (1.82)* 6.49 (1.90)*
Protection 3.51(.72)* 3.6 (70)* 3.50 (.68)* 3.42(.66)* 3.43(70) 3.40(71) 6.84(1.86) 6.80(1.79)
Research 352 (.71)* 3.44(71)* 3.49(68)* 3.42(66)* 3.44(70)* 3.35(71)* 6.90 (1.82)* 6.65 (1.84)*

Note: scores are based on a five-point Likert scale ( 1= totally not applicable, 5 = totally applicable); brand recommendation scores are
based on a scale of 1 to 10 ( 1= highly unlikely, 10 = highly likely)
Note*: Difference is significant at the 0.05 level (1-tailed)
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Brand development is negatively related
with brand recommendation. The relation
between brand development and the other
external brand promise delivery constructs
was not significant. This could be explained
by the changing influences of the sub
constructs of brand development. There is a
negative relation between symbolism and the
external brand promise delivery constructs. In
addition, there is a negative relation between
communication and the external brand
promise delivery constructs. However,
behaviour is positively related to the external
brand promise delivery constructs. The
variating influences of the sub constructs
could have caused the non-significant
influence of brand development on the
external brand promise delivery constructs.

There is a negative relation between
brand implementation and all the external
brand promise delivery constructs. When
looking at the sub constructs of brand
implementation, tools is negatively related to
the external brand promise delivery
constructs. However, processes is positively
related to external brand promise delivery.
The influence of policies on brand promise
delivery is not significant, except for the
negative influence on external brand promise
delivery and positive influence on brand
recommendation.

Finally, there is a negative relation
between brand evaluation and the external
brand promise delivery constructs. Both
protection and research have a negative
influence on the external brand promise
delivery. The negative influence of protection
on brand promise attitude and brand

recommendation was not significant.

5.2. DIFFERENCES BETWEEN
LEVELS OF BRAND
MANAGEMENT

Due to the fact that the number of
organisations in study 2 was smaller than the
number of organisations in study 1, the
participating organisations fell in the
following three levels of brand management:
beginners, advanced and experts (see table
14).

Table 14
Level of brand management in research sample of study 2

Beginners*  Advanced* Experts*

N=2 N=8 N=1
M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)
Internal Organsation 3.26 (.13) 3.86 (.34) 4.29 (.00)
Brand Organisation 3.84 (.24) 4.19 (.33) 4.17 (.00)
Brand Orientation 2.84 (.06) 3.61 (.41) 4.38 (.00)
Brand Strategy 3.37 (.05) 3.86 (.24) 5.00 (.00)
Brand Positioning 3.40 (.28) 4.17 (.32) 5.00 (.00)
Brand Guidelines 3.34 (.24) 3.46 (.48) 5.00 (.00)
Brand Development 3.46 (.09) 3.51 (.34) 4.60 (.00)
Symbolism 4.11 (.16) 4.11 (.87) 5.00 (.00)
Communication 3.41 (.24) 3.63(.32) 4.75 (.00)
Behaviour 2.89 (.15) 2.76 (89) 4.00 (.00)
Brand Implementation 3.27 (.00) 3.58 (.32) 3.36 (.00)
Tools 4.22(.16) 3.03 (.77) 2.00 (.00)
Processes 3.17 (.12) 3.97 (.34) 4.50 (.00)
Policies 2.66 (.24) 3.61 (.55) 3.25 (.00)
Brand Evaluation 2.45 (.65) 3.59 (.37) 3.25(.00)
Protection 2.99 (.71) 3.63 (43) 4.00 (.00)
Research 2.27 (.63) 3.66 (.49) 3.00(.00)

Note: Scores are based on a five-point Likert scale (1= totally not
applicable, 5 = totally applicable)

Note*: The levels of brand management differ significant from each
other on each (main and sub) construct of brand management at 0.05
level (1-tailed)

First, the differences between the levels
of brand management and their internal
brand promise delivery will be discussed.
Followed by the differences between the
levels of brand management and their
external brand promise delivery. The ANOVA
was performed using the levels of brand
management as independent variable, and
the brand promise delivery constructs as

dependent variable.
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An ANOVA was performed to identify
differences between the levels of brand
management and their results on the brand
promise delivery constructs. The ANOVA
revealed that experts deliver their brand
promise the best (F(2,416) = 18.37, p = <.01),
followed by advanced and then by
beginners. The difference between the
experts and beginners was significant (p =
<.01), but the difference between the experts
and advanced was not (p = >.05).

Experts are better at delivering their
brand promise through the brand touch
point categories than beginners (F(2, 416) =
11.02, p = <.01). But advanced were better at
delivering their brand promise in the brand
touch point categories than experts, however
this difference was not significant (p = >.05).
Further analyses were performed among the
different categories (products/services,
behaviour, communication and environment)
of brand touch points to identify where the
difference between advanced and expert
originates. The brand promise delivery
through the behaviour of employees (F(2,
416) = 302.23, p = <.01) was evaluated
better by internal stakeholders of
organisations with an advanced level of
brand management than organisations with
an expert level brand management.

The brand promise attitude of internal
stakeholders is the best in organisations with
an expert level of brand management (F(2,
416) = 1841, p = <.01), followed by
advanced. Beginners have the least positive
internal brand promise attitude. In
organisations with an expert level of brand
management internal stakeholders are very

familiar with the brand promises, they find

them fitting to the organisations and
distinctive from competitors.

The brand promise support of internal
stakeholders did not differ significantly
between the various levels of brand
management (p = >.05). However, brand
recommendation of internal stakeholders
between the levels does differ (F(2,416) =
19.49, p = <.01). The experts enjoy the best
brand recommendation from internal
stakeholders and beginners the least. The
difference between the experts and
beginners and the advanced and beginners
was significant. However, the difference
between the experts and the advanced was
not significant.

Another ANOVA was performed to find
out whether the external brand promise
delivery differentiated among the levels of
brand management. The results reveal that
experts enjoy the highest level of external
brand promise delivery (F(2,2476) = 20.01, p
= <.01), followed by beginners and then by
advanced.

The same applies for brand promise
delivery in the brand touch point categories.
Expert have the highest level of overall brand
promise delivery in the brand touch point
categories (F(2,2476) = 3.37, p = .02),
followed by beginners and then by
advanced. However, organisations with a
beginners’ level of brand management are
better in delivering their promise through
their products/services (F(2,2476) = 243.29, p
= <.01) than advanced level organisations. In
addition, beginners are better at delivering
the brand promise through the behaviour of
employees (F(2,2476) = 48.34, p = <.01) than

advanced and experts are.
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External stakeholders have the most
positive brand promise attitude for
organisations with an expert level of brand
management (F(2,2476) = 28.09, p = <.01),
followed by advanced and beginners. The
brand recommendation of external
stakeholders did not differ significantly
between the levels of organisations
(F(2,2476) = .15, p = .86).

To conclude, experts in brand
management enjoy more positive evaluations
of their brand promise delivery, brand
promise delivery in the brand touch point
categories, brand promise attitude from
internal and external stakeholders and their
internal stakeholders will recommend the
brand the soonest. The brand promise
support of internal stakeholders did not
differ between the levels of brand
management. As well as the brand
recommendation of external stakeholders did
not differ between the levels of brand

management.

6. DISCUSSION

The primary goal of this study was to identify
the relationship between brand management
and brand promise delivery. The current
study revealed the level of brand
management of organisations and how
brand management influences brand promise
delivery. First, the main findings of the two
separate studies are discussed. Followed by
the theoretical and practical implications of
the studies. Limitations and
recommendations for future research are
made. Finally, in the conclusion the main

research is answered upon.

6.1. MAIN FINDINGS

Study 1 revealed that the brand
management of organisations could be
categorized into four different levels. The
following four levels of brand management
were identified: sceptics, beginners, advanced
and experts. Sceptics have the lowest level of
brand management. They have not organised
the internal organisation, brand strategy,
brand development, brand implementation
and brand evaluation in their organisation.
They solely see the brand as a logo and
therefore only focus on the development of
guidelines for corporate visual identity.

The beginners have a higher level of
brand management than sceptics but lower
than advanced and experts. These
organisations have organised the internal
organisation of the brand, formulated a
brand positioning and focus on correct
brand implementation. However, defining
brand guidelines and rendering the brand
positioning into guidelines for
communication and behaviour of employees
is a bottleneck.

Advanced level organisations do not just
see the brand as a logo or a name. They
have set up the internal organisation,
formulated a strong brand positioning and
rendered it into brand guidelines. They have
developed guidelines for symbolism and
communications. In addition, they have
implemented processes and policies to
ensure brand touch points are in line with
the brand positioning. Lastly, they protect
and research their brand performance.

The expert level organisations have the

highest score on each main and sub
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construct. They don't just look at the brand
as their logo or means of communication.

They have rendered the brand throughout
the entire organisation.

From study 2 it can be concluded that
delivering a brand promise is easier said than
done. Overall, brands are moderately
delivering their brand promises. Internal
stakeholders are more positive than external
stakeholders about the brand promise
delivery of organisations. However, this is
most probably a bias as internal stakeholders
have much more knowledge about the
capabilities of their brand than external
stakeholders do.

Stakeholders become more positive
about the brand promise delivery when they
are customers from the brand. In addition,
organisations with three brand promises
enjoy better brand promise delivery than
organisations with four or five brand
promises. This could be because with fewer
brand promises there may be more focus on
each brand promise.

The importance of brand promise
delivery has been emphasized due to the
fact that brand promise delivery has a
positive relation with brand promise delivery
in the brand touch point categories, brand
promise attitude and brand recommendation
of stakeholders (both internal and external).

When looking at the constructs
separately, it can be stated that only internal
organisation, brand strategy and brand
development have a positive influence on
brand promise delivery. The influence of
brand implementation and brand evaluation
appeared to be negative.

Combining the constructs led to the

categorisation of various levels of brand

management. Organisations with an expert
level of brand management are the best in
delivering their brand promise, internally and
externally. The same applies for the brand
promise delivery in the brand touch points.
In addition, experts enjoy the most positive
brand promise attitude from internal and
external stakeholders. Lastly, they enjoy the
best brand recommendation of internal

stakeholders.

6.2. THEORETICAL IMPLICATIONS
The findings of the studies provide both

evidence and contradictions of existing
scientific literature on the concept of brand
management and brand promise delivery.

First, the current study showed that
brand promise delivery is closely related to
the brand promise attitude, brand
recommendation and brand promise support
of stakeholders. Brymer (2003) stated that
“brands are based on trust and promises”
(p.73) which already emphasized the
importance of delivering the brand promises.
In other words, the current study draws on
the scientific literature (Blackett, 2003;
Brymer, 2003; Keller, 2003; Punjaisri et al,
2008) emphasizing the importance of
delivering the brand promise.

Second, formulating a brand positioning
which is relevant, credible and distinctive
revealed to be enhancing the internal and
external brand promise delivery. This draws
on the literature of Thompson (2003), who
stated that organisations must take up a
position in order to communicate their vision
to stakeholders.

However, solely rendering the brand
positioning into guidelines for symbolism is

not enough. This study reveals that the
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existing literature of Olins (2003) who stated
that uniformity in the visual identity of
organisations is needed to achieve
consistency was not complete. Due to the
fact that consistency needs to be achieved
between the three concepts of symbolism,
communication and behaviour. They must
reinforce each other.

Additionally, there is a negative relation
between symbolism and external brand
promise delivery and between tools and
external brand promise delivery. The
differences between the levels of brand
management and their brand promise
delivery indicate that this could be explained
by the fact that even beginners have
developed guidelines for symbolism and
implemented tools. Symbolism and the
additional tools is probably the first thing on
the agenda when thinking about brand
management for organisations. The results
reveal that solely developing guidelines for
symbolism and implementing additional
tools is not enough, the focus must be on
the entire organisation.

This study provides evidence for the
implementation of processes to ensure
consistency in the brand touch points.
However, the implementation of policies
around customer services alone does not
safeguard a better external brand promise
delivery. This elaborates on the literature of
Knox (2004), who stated that the
implementation of processes and policies is
needed to ensure that brand touch points
are in line with the brand positioning. An
explanation can be that even though
organisations have defined guidelines for
customer services in line with the brand

positioning, they also need to monitor

whether the guidelines are lived by and
implemented correctly.

Similar applies for the brand evaluation
construct of brand management. Van Buren
(1999) and Keller (2000) stated that
organisations need to monitor their
performance in order to manage the
organisation and to pin point bottlenecks
and points for improvement. The current
study showed that monitoring the brand
performance alone has a negative influence
on the external brand promise delivery. This
can be explained by the probability that even
though organisations monitor their
performance, they also need to develop and
implement a plan of action to improve the
bottlenecks. This is something the current
study did not address and therefore was not
measured.

Finally, the brand management cycle of
Bolhuis (2015) has not been thoroughly used
in scientific literature on the concept of
brand management. Even though, certain
brand management constructs had a
negative influence on their own, the current
study revealed that the combination of the
constructs defined by Bolhuis (2015)
enhanced the brand promise delivery. This
research provides evidence for the model
developed by Bolhuis (2015).

6.3. PRACTICAL IMPLICATIONS
Apart from the fact that this research

contributes to the existing literature on the
discipline of brand management and brand
promise delivery, the results also provide
implications for the management of
organisations. This study provides insight
into which aspects of brand management

organisations must focus in order to improve
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the delivery of the brand promise among
internal and external stakeholders.

First, organisations must arrange their
internal organisation. This begins with the
board. The board needs to adopt a brand-
oriented approach and view the brand as the
most valuable asset of the organisation. In
addition, organisations must establish a
brand management department and assign a
brand manager. The brand manager must be
given the responsibility and authority to steer
brand related topics in relevant departments.

Second, a relevant, distinctive and
credible brand positioning must be
formulated. This brand positioning needs to
act as the basis for all the guidelines of the
brand touch points.

Rendering the brand positioning into
brand guidelines is not enough. In other
words, organisations must not solely focus
on their symbolism and additional tooling.
Specific guidelines, attributes and brand
buildings blocks for communications and
behaviour of employees of the organisations
need to be defined as well.

Finally, it is advised that organisations
implement processes to ensure that
guidelines developed are being followed.
These processes must ensure that the brand
touch points are line with brand positioning.
In addition, organisations must reassure that
these guidelines are being followed by their
internal stakeholders.

To conclude, organisations need to stop
viewing the brand as purely a logo or a
name for the organisations. The brand must
be rendered into the communications and
behaviour of employees as well in order to

enhance the brand promise delivery.

6.4. LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE
RESEARCH

Even though both studies were prepared,
performed and processed with great care,
some limitations are to be recognized when
looking at the findings. These limitations
must be taking into account for future
research. In addition,

First, for the reason that the research
sample in study 1 was to narrow, the results
cannot be generalized. Therefore, the results
of this study may not be applicable to other
organisations. The objective of study 1 was
to map the brand management of Dutch
organisations in order to relate it the brand
promise delivery. To validate the findings
from study 1, further quantitative research
with a larger research sample is needed.

Second, due to time restrictions the
brand promise delivery of the brands was
mapped using one measuring point.
However, Punjaisri et al (2008) stated that
not fulfilling the promise over time has an
adverse effect on consumers’ trust and
commitment to the brand. Therefore, it is
desired for future research, that study 2 is
performed using multiple measurement
points over time. When administering
multiple measurement points, the level of
consistency in the brand promise delivery
can be mapped more accurately.

Third, the brand promise delivery in the
brand touch point categories were measured
using four items of which each item
represented a brand touch point category.
The brand promises of each organisations
were combined for this question. For future
research it is advised to measure the brand
promise delivery in the brand touch point for

each brand promise separately because then
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more extreme results might be found
between the promises. The same applies for
the brand promise attitude. For future
research it is advised to measure whether the
promises are relevant, credible and
distinctive for each promise separately.

Fourth, the distribution of the
organisations between the levels of brand
management was not equal. Most of the
participating organisations fell in the brand
management level of advanced. Having a
larger and more equal distribution of the
organisation between the levels could
identify more and stronger effects of the
brand management constructs on brand
promise delivery. For future research it is
therefore desired to receive the cooperation
of organisations with larger differences
between the levels of brand management.

Fifth, the number of respondents varied
per organisation. It is desired that the
number of respondents per organisation are
equal in order to draw significant
conclusions. For future research it is
recommend to administer equal amounts of
respondents per organisation.

Sixth, internal stakeholders of
organisations were asked to evaluate and
rate the brand promise delivery of their
organisation. Results showed that the
internal brand promise delivery was more
positive than the external brand promise
delivery. One must take into account that the
responses of the internal stakeholders could
be biased for the reason that they have way
more knowledge of the brand's capabilities
to deliver the brand promise than external
stakeholders do.

Seventh, future research is necessary to

research the relationship between brand

management and brand touch points more
closely. Especially because it is stated that all
those countless moment of brand contact
through the brand touch points have an
impact on the brand promise delivery.
Finally, future research is necessary to
research the influence of external factors on
brand promise delivery. This study has
focused on the internal factors influencing
the brand promise delivery. However, it can
be expected that there are many external
factors influencing the brand promise

delivery as well.

6.5. CONCLUSION

The aim of the studies performed was to
identify the relationship between brand
management and brand promise delivery.
This resulted in the following main research
question: what is the relationship between
brand management and brand promise
delivery?

The results from the performed studies
indicate that the influence of brand
management vary between the brand
management constructs. Internal
organisation, brand strategy and brand
development positively influence the internal
and external brand promise delivery of
organisations. However, brand
implementation had a positive influence on
the internal brand promise delivery and a
negative influence on the external brand
promise delivery. In addition, brand
evaluation had no significant influence on
internal brand promise delivery and a
negative influence on the external brand
promise delivery.

This present study showed, and as

reflected in the internal and external brand
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promise delivery of organisations, that the
influence of combining the constructs of
brand management is greater than the
influence of each construct separately. In
other words, experts in the field of brand
management enjoy a better internal and
external brand promise delivery than
beginners in the field of brand management.
When addressing the main research question
of this study, it can be concluded that the
brand management as a whole has a positive
influence on the brand promise delivery of
organisations. However, the relationship
differs among the brand management and

brand promise delivery constructs.
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APPENDIX 1 | QUESTIONNAIRE BRAND MANAGEMENT

Introduction:
Hello,

Thank you for your interest in our research.

The University of Twente in collaboration with NykampMyboer, a specialist in brand management, has
started a large-scale scientific study to research the effects of brand management. You are invited to
participate in this study. Completing the questionnaire will take about 15-30 minutes. In retumn you will
receive a compact report which gives insight into the quality and level of brand management in your
organisation.

If you have any questions about the survey, please send an email to
wieke.lenderink@nykampnyboer.com.

Thank you for participating in our research.
Sincerely,
Wieke Lenderink

Explanation of the questionnaire:
When talking about the brand positioning, brand promise or other brand related terms, this always
concens the brand you are employed.

With concepts such as the brand management department and brand manager it concemns the
department or person specifically assigned to manage the brand. It does not matter if the department or
person in you organisation has a different name.

You can pause the questionnaire at amy moment using the "Resume Later” button at the top of the
questionnaire. When you would like to continue with the questionnaire, please press “Load unfinished
questionnaire”. The questionnaire is completely anonymous and there are no wrong answers possible,

Questions:
Flease indicate fo what extent each of the following sifualions applies fo your arganisation.

Mot at all Mot More or Applica  Totally
applicable applicable less bl applicable
applicable
1. A member of the management team 0 0O O O O
officially has the brand in their portfolio
and acts accordinghy.
2 There is a brand management department O O O O O
(e.g. which is part of a marketing
communications department) which is
responsible — and assumes responsibility
— for the brand.
3. There is a brand manager who has and (8] O (8] O 9]
assumes official final responsibility for the
brand.
4. The brand manager reports officially and 0 O o O O
directly to the management team, and
utiizes this position.
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5. The brand manager has the authorty to ] (] ] ] (]
manage ralevant departments such as
Marketing Communications, Online/Social
Media and HR in respoct of the brand.

. Within the organisation (in HE o (] ] ] ] ]
Marketing, thero is a momber of stalf who
i= responsible for familansing employeos
with the brand, and actisely assumes this
role.

Flegse axpiain powr answer baliow ooiional

Flegse indicate fo whal extart each of the iofowing sifuaiions aoples o pour organEalion.

Mok at all i MWora or Appica Totally
applicable  applicable less bl applica
applicable bl

1. The management team considers the brand o o o O O
an inextricable part of its opermations.

2 The management team fulfils an active role o o o O O
in promoting the brand both intemelly and
extemally.

4. The brand i considened one of the i i O ] L]
organisation's most valuable assets.

4. Inthe organisation, there is a bolief that 8 8 0 ] O
active, effective brand management is vital
to the organisation's sucooss,

5. The brand is u=ad to ansure optimum O O O O O
integration of the markating communications

6. The brand is the strategic starting point for 8 8 0 ] O
overy part of the organisation {o.g. Finance,
HR and Sales) and its activities.

7. The brand is used as a staring point for 8 8 O ] o
recruitment and salection of now personnel.

g, The brand is used as a tool for staff i i O ] L]
appraisals.

Flegse axiain pour answer balow ooiionall

Flegse indicate fo whal extart each of the folowing sifualions aooplies o pour crgansation

Mot at all M MWore or Applica Totally
appliicable  applicable less b= applica
applicable bz
1. A brand positioning has been defined that 8 8 O o O
clearty describes what the brand stands for.
2 The brand positicning is relevant to o o O O O
ipotential) stakeholders: the brand mests
their personal neads.
5. The brand positioning i distinciive from 8 8 O o O
competitors.
4. The brand positioning fits the identity of the C C 0 O O




5. A brand promise has been formulated (2.g. o ] o O O
in the form of a slegan or tagling), which
makes the brand positioning concrete and
communicable to ntemal and extemal
stakohobdors.

Flegse expain pour answer beiow [oolional

Flagse fndicate fo whal extartt each of the ioliowing situalions aoples fo your aganisation.
Motatal Mot More or Appica  Totally
applicable  applicable less ble applica
applicable bla

1. The brand positioning is rendered into o C 0 o O
concrete guidalines which sens as the basis
for communication of the brand.

2 The brand positioning is rendered into o i O O O
concrete guidalines which sens as the basis
for development of products’somvices of the
brand.

7 The brand positioning is rendared into o C 0 o O
concrete guidalines which sens as the basis
for fonline and offline) ervironments of the
brand.

4. The brand positioning is rendered into o i O O O
parsonine] bahaviour,

Flagse ayipdain pour answer balow [oofional

Flagsa indicate fo whal extant each of the folowing sifuafions ooias fo your ogansation.

Mot at all Mok More or Applica  Totally
applicable  applicable less bl applica
applicable bl
1. The corporate visual identity meakes the o Cr 0 (8] 8]
positioning of the brand visible.
2 The building blocks of the comporate image o i O O O
have been fully defined (logo, colour,
typography, visual language, brand forms,
icons, ilustrations, photography, etc.).
5 The comporate image has boen applied to o ] o O O
the most important resources, e.g. printed
matter, digital applications, vehicles and
equipment.

Flagse aypdain pour answer below [oofiona)



' Flagse indicate fo what extant each of ihe foliowing sifualions aopias fo pour organisaion.

1. Atone of voice has bean defined in line with
the brand positioning.

2 Guidelines have been defined for text in

7 From the brand positioning key messages
have bean defined for use in intemal and
enchemal communications.

4. The brand positioning is used to doterminge
which means of communication to be
deployed.

Flagse explain pour answar balow jopfional

Mok at all Mt hore or Appica  Totaly
applicable applicable less ke applica
applicable bl
D Cr 0 8] 8]
D Cr 0 8] 8]
o i 0 8] 8]
o i 0 8] 8]

Flaagse indicate fo whal extent each of the following sifuaiions aoofias o o organsation

1. The brand positicning is rendered into
spedific guidaiines for employes behaviour.

2 There are courses, e-keamings, workshops,
nesvslotters, efc. designed to make
employees aware of the brand.

& With the aid of an intemal branding
programma, the brand & being brought to
the attention of staff.

Flaase axplain yowr answar balow jaodionall

Mot at all Mo Wore or Appica  Totally
applicable applicable less ble applica
applicable bl
i i 0 8] 8]
i i 0 8] 8]
D Cr 0 8] 8]

Flagse indicate o what extent each of the folowing sifuaiions anpiias o your oganEation.

1. The brand guidedines are made availablo
from & central online platiorm and findable
for all relevant (intemal and extemal)
slakeholders.

2 The online platform is usar friendly, up o
date and offers added value In apphing the
brand.

3. Allbrand assels (e.g. logos, photographs,
comimunication mateniaks) are saved centrally
and digitally and made available.

Plagse expiain your answar balow [opional)

Mot at all P hore or Appica  Totally
applicable  applicable kss ke applica
applicable ble
o r Q O O
8 r Q O O
8 r Q O O
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Fagse fndicale fo what axtert each of e ilowing sifuaiions anpias fo Wour organsaiion.

Motatal Mot More or Appiica  Totally
appiicable  applicable less ble applica
applicable ble

1. Mew products’senices are checked against o o o O O
the brand pasitioning bofore they are
approved and introduced.

2 Communication materials are checked D D 0 8] 8]
against the brand positioning before they are
approved and introduced.

4 Agroup of prefermred agaencies that are O o O O O
familiar with the brand are used to develop
the mearketing communications fo.g.

4. Within the crganisation it is clear that it is 8 O 0 8] 8]
poasibe to ask questions about (the
application of) the brand fe.g. at the brand
management depariment, or mankaiing
(communication]).

Flagse axpiain o answar Belbow [aofional

Fagse fndicale fo what axtert each of e ilowing sifuaiions anpfias fo Wour organsaiion.

Mot at all M Wore or Appiica Totally
applicable  applicable less bl applica
applicable bl
1. Allintemal processes that are relevant to the o o o O O

brand expenence of cxtomal stakeholdars
are in line with the brand positioning.

2. Customer policy during the purchase of D D 0 8] 8]
products/senices is consistent with the
brand positioning {2.g. kea fumiture you
nead to get out of the magarine and
Wehkamp receie your order the same day if
yiou crder bofore 12:00 am)

g Customer policy focused an the use of 0 o O O O
products/sanices is consistent with the
brand positioning fe.q. support policy (hedp
desk), warranty policy).

4. Customer policy focused on after-purchase i o O O O
of products/senvices is consistent with the
brand positioning fe.g. complaints handling,
retum policy and retention policy).

Flegse ayiain powr answear badow jopiionall



Flagse indicate fo wihal extant aach of the folowing siftuations goplias fo Jour organisaion.

Mt &t all Mk Meore or Applica Totally
applicable  applicable loss bla applica
applicable bl
1. Proactive monitoning prevents abuss and ] ] O O O
improper use of the brand.
2 The position and the reputation of the brand o 2 O O O

are protected.

Flagse axpiain your answear balow iaotional

Fleasa indicate fo whal extant each of the fadowing sifuafions aoolies fo your arganisation.

Mot &t all Mot More or Appica  Totally
appliicable  applicable less bla applica
applcable bla
1. Clear objactives have bean defined for the o D o O o
brand, and the extant to which these
objactiees were achieved is measured on a
reqular basis.
2. Tracking and ressarch instruments are used o i O O 8]
for monitorng of the brand on a daily basis..
5. The market (zocial trends and competitons) ] ] O O O
is monitorad to keep the brand up to date
and refevant.
4. Al redevant interactions with consumers ane o i O O O
monitored and anabysed.
5. The brand perception of intemal o O O O O
stakieholdars in the onganisation B monitoned
on & reguiar basis,
6. The brand perception of extemal o O O O O
stakeholders is monitored on a regular basis.

Flease axpiain o answar balow foofional

How is fe brand managamernt faam within your argarnisaiion oot fogethar?

How W your sLmymanise JoLr arganisation s Brand posifioning @

How many empioyeas oSS FOLr oranEaiion emyoioy?

O =20

o2 -850

051 -100

O -250

0251 -500

O 5 — 1000

O = 1000

What is e most impadant fangst group for your oganisation?
O Consumers
O Organizations and corporations
O A combination of the above groups



s o arganisation fsfad’?
OYes
O Mo

Are headquarters located in the Nefharianas?
OYes
O Mo

In casea the answers is ‘Mo’ on the question above:
7o what exdant do o fave controlsay over He brand?

O The corporate visual identity, positioning and communication are predetermined and provided by our
hoadquarters

Dﬁemrmﬂem&lldarrhtyam positioning are predetemmined, but | have parsonal say over the content of
communication of the brand.

0 The comparate visusal identity i predotermined, but | have freedom over the content of the communication and
positioning of the brand.

2 Cnily the logo is predetermined, further | kave complete freedom over the content of the comporate visusl
idertity, positioning and comimunication of the brand.

o wivich brand aid your comoiele the quissiionnaie?

What is pour official fob fite?

Aftar cormpiation of s sfudl, 7 wiich e assass the qually of brand managemant,. we ae initaling a
foliow-up stuadl i which we measure the effects of brand managemant on Bhe brand foueh poirts and
brand perormance. Are you fiferested fo paticipate in s sfudy as wel?

O Wes, | would like to participate

O Perhaps, | would like 1o receiss mone informeation

O Mo, I'msure | do not want to work on this

O Otherwise, namety.. ..

Thase were all e questions. As a ffank pow, we warit o sand vou e resulfs of yvour onganisalion at e
amd of the siudly. On wihiich e-mal addiess wollld your ke fo receie e results of the sfuady?

The guestionnaire has been completed successfully. Thank you for your cooperation! When all the
guestionnaires are returned, you will receive the report in which you will gain insight into the guality and
leved of brand management within your organisation.
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APPENDIX 2 | QUESTIONNAIRE BRAND PROMISE DELIVERY -
INTERNAL STAKEHOLDERS

Introduction
Dear colleague

Thank you for your participation in this study. In this study we will ask you a few questions about your
knowledge of and experience with a few brands. When answering the questions and statements it is not
about actual knowledge but your personal opinion, feeling or experience. There is no right or wrong
answer. Always choose the answer that best approximates your opinion. Filling in the questionnaire is
strictly personal and the results will be processed anonymously.

Thank you for your participation and good luck with filing out the questionnaire
Questions:

Please indicate the extent which you feel brand” fulfis the following promises?
The promises are designed specifically for each organisation

Is completely  1snot fulfiled  1s more or less Is fulfilled Is completaty
not fulfiled fulfilled fulfilled
Brand Fromise 1 O 0 O 0 0
Brand Fromize 2 o 0 O 0 0
Brand Fromize 3 o o 0 8 0
Brand Fromise 4 o o 0 0 0
Brand Fromise & o 0 a 0 0

Flease indicate the extent which you feel brand’ fulfis the promises in each of the following
channels?

Is completely s mot Is more or I5 Is completely
not fulfiled fulfilled less fulfiled  fulfilled fulfilled

Products / Services O O O 8] O
Knowledge, attitude & behaviour of O O O 8] O
employees
Communication (g.g. website, O 0 0 0 O
social media, ads, letters)
Environments (e.g. website, shop, O 0 0 O O
office)

‘Brand” promises the following fo its customers: ‘brand promise’
Please indicate fo what extant you agree with the following statemants:
Tatally Disagree  Meutral Agree Totally

disagres Agree
| know that Brang” promises this (8] 8] (o] 8] (8]
| find this a relevant feature of Hrang” 0 0 O 0 O
| find this promise fits Hrang” 0 0 o] 0 ]
| find this promise distinctive compared to other 0 0 O 0 O
providers

On a scale of T fo 10, how ikely is i that you would recommend the brand to a family member, fiend

or colleaguse.
Very ey
i)y ey
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 g 10
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‘Brand’ promisas the following fo her cusfomers: brand promiss.
Hlease indicate fo what extant youw agree with the following statemeants (Only infernal stakeholders)
Totally Disagree  Meutral Agree Totally

disagree Agree
|'m working on delivering on our brand promise 0 0 O 0 O
0 0 8] 0 O

My colleagues collaborate in delivering on our brand

promise
| think it's important that our brand promise is fulfiled 0 0 O 0 O

How many years do you work for ‘brand'?

Have you consumed products or senvices from the ‘brand” in the past year
8] ez, in the past year | have consumed products / services from this brand

8] Mo, in the past year | haven't consumed products £/ services from this brand

The questionnaire has been completed successfully. Thank you very much for you cooperation!
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APPENDIX 3 | QUESTIONNAIRE BRAND PROMISE DELIVERY -
EXTERNAL STAKEHOLDERS

Introduction
Dear respondent

Thank you for your participation in this study. In this study we will ask you a few questions about your
knowledge of and experience with a few brands. When answering the guesticns and statements it is not
about actual knowledge but your personal opinion, feeling or experience. There is no right or wrong
answer. Always choose the answer that best approximates your opinion. Filling in the questionnaire is
strictly personal and the results will be processed anonymously.

Thank you for your participation and good luck with filing out the questionnaire

Questions:
To what extent do you know the following brands?
| don't know lonly know the | know the brand | kniow the | know the
the brand at all brand of name more or less brand well brand very well

Brand 1 (0] o} o] O (@]
Brand 2 (0] o O O (8]
Brand 3 (0] o O O (8]
Brand 4 (0] o} o] O (@]
Brand 5 (0] o} o O O

PFlease indicate the extent winch you feel ‘brand” fulfils the following promises?

Is completely  Is not fulfilled Is more or less Is fulfilled Is completely
not fulfilled fulfiled fulfiled
Brand Promise 1 O O (8] O O
Brand Promise 2 O O (8] O (8]
Brand Promise 3 O O (8] O (@]
Brand Promise 4 O O (8] O O
Brand Promise 5 O O Q O Q

Flease indicate the extent winch you feel ‘brand” fulfils the promises in each of the following
channels?

Is completely Is not Is more or Is Is completely
not fulfilled fulfilled less fulfiled  fulfilled fulfilled

Products / Services O O O 9] O
Knowledge, attitude & behaviour of O O O O O
employees

Communication (e.g. website, o O 0] 8] 0
social media, ads, letters)

Ervironments (e.q. website, shop, o O 0] 0] o
office)
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‘Brand' promises the fallowing fo its custormers: ‘brand promise’
Flease indicate to what extent you agree with the following statemenis:
Totally Disagree  Neutral Agree Totally

disagrec Agree

1. |know that Hrand” promises this O O O O O

2. Ifind this a relevant feature of ‘brand” O O O O O

3. Ifind this promise fits trang” 9] O 9] O 9]

4. 1find this promise distinctive compared to other O O O O O
providers

Please indicate wihich means has shaped your image of ‘brand’. Please nofe that muiltiple answers
are possible.
Personal Experiences
Communication (Brochures, advertisements, websites, etc.)
What others say
Media ((newspaper) articles, items on TV or radio, other publications)

oo o

For each of the following brands, an a scale of T to 10, how likely is it that you would recommend the
brand fo a family member, friend or colleague.

vary very
unfikely =
Brand 1 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Brand 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Brand 3 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Brand 4 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Brand 5 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Please indicate for each of the following brands whether you've consumed proalicts or senvices from
them in the past year

Yes, In the past year | have consumed No, In the past year | haven't
products / services from this brand consumed products / services from this
brand
Brand 1 0 0
Brand 2 0 0
Brand 3 0 0
Brand 4 0 0
Brand 5 0 0

h'he questionnaire has been completed successfully. Thank you very much for you cooperation!



APPENDIX 4 | TABLES

Table 15
Brand management measurements

Construct Nu.mber of a
items

Internal Organisation 14 .94

- Brand organisation

(e.g. “there is a brand manager who is formally responsible and takes overall responsibility for the 6 86

brand’)

- Brand orientation

(e.g. "the brand is recognised as one of the most valuable asset of the organisation") 8 92

Brand Strategy 9 .93

- Brand positioning 5 85

(e.g. “a brand positioning has been defined that clearly describes what the brand stands for”)

- Brand guidelines

(e.g. "the brand positioning is translated into concrete guidelines which serve as the basis for 4 .92

communication of the brand")

Brand Development 10 .93

- Symbolism 3 84

(e.g. "the corporate visual identity makes the positioning of the brand visible")

- Communication

(e.g. "from the brand positioning key messages have been defined for use in internal and external 4 82

communications")

- Behaviour

(e.g. "the brand positioning is translated into specific guidelines for employee behaviour") 3 92

Brand Implementation 11 .82

- Tools

(e.g. "the brand guidelines are centrally made available on an online platform and findable for all 3 78

relevant (internal and external) stakeholders")

- Processes

(e.g. "new products/services are assessed against the brand positioning before they are approved 4 87

and introduced")

- Policies

(e.g. "customer policy focused on after-purchase of products/services is consistent with the brand 4 84

positioning (e.g. complaints handling, return policy and retention policy")

Brand Evaluation 8 .88

- Protection

(e.g. "there is proactively monitoring to prevent abuse and improper or inappropriate use of the 2 75

brand”)

- Research

(e.g. "clear objectives have been set for the brand, and the extent to which these objectives are 6 .86

achieved is measured regularly”)

General Questions

How is the brand management team within your organisation put together?
How would you summarise your organisation’s brand positioning?

How many employees does your organisation employ?

What is the most important target group for your organisation?

Is your organisation listed?

Are headquarters located in the Netherlands?

To what extent do you have control/say over the brand?
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Table 16

Number of
items

Brand Knowledge (external only)

“To what extent are you aware of the following brands?”

Brand Promise Delivery

.84

(e.g. “please indicate to which extent you feel *brand* lives up to
each of the following promises?

Brand Promise Delivery in Brand Touch Points

.87

(e.g. “please indicate to which extent you feel *brand* lives up to
the promises in each of the following channels?”)

Brand Promise Attitude

.87

(e.g. “l think this is a relevant feature of ‘brand”)

Brand Experience

(e.g. “please indicate through which ways your image of ‘brand’
has been formed”)

Brand Recommendation

On a scale of 1-10, how likely is it that you would recommend
‘brand’to a family member, friend or colleague?

Brand Promise Support (Internal only)

.66

(e.g. "my colleagues contribute to fulfilling our brand promise

General Questions

Have you consumed product/services from ‘brand’ in the past
year?
At which department do you work? (internal only)

How many years have/are you working at ‘brand’? (internal only)
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