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Corporate Brands as Brand Allies 

 

 

 

 

Structured Abstract 

 

Purpose: This research examines the role of the corporate brand in a brand alliance that includes 

one of the corporation’s product brands. 

 

Design/Methodology/Approach: Employing a scenario-based study, 899 participants were 

randomly assigned to one of 84 unique brand alliance scenarios involving a corporate brand, a 

product brand ally, and a focal product brand; a total of 33 corporate brands were represented. 

Results were estimated using a three-stage least squares model. 

 

Findings: Consumers’ evaluations of a focal brand were enhanced when a corporate brand name 

associated with a product brand ally was included in the brand alliance. The effect was mediated 

by attitude toward the product brand ally. The indirect effect of the corporate brand was stronger 

when consumers had low product category knowledge.  

 

Research limitations/implications: Consistent with competitive cue theory, the findings suggest 

that a corporate brand can provide superior, consistent, and unique information in a brand 

alliance.  

 

Practical implications: Practitioners should note that the effectiveness of adding a corporate 

brand name into a product brand alliance is contingent on the extent of consumers’ product 

category knowledge. 

 

Originality/value: This article examines when and why corporate brands are effective endorsers 

in product brand alliances. This paper adds empirical support to previous assertions that, if 

managed effectively, corporate brands can be valuable assets that convey unique valuable 

information to consumers. 

 

 

 

 

Keywords: Brands; Corporate Brands; Brand Name; Consumer Attitudes; Consumer Behaviour, 

Brand Alliances; Marketing Management; Product Management; Statistical Analysis. 

  

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 U

ni
ve

rs
ity

 o
f 

Fl
or

id
a 

A
t 1

1:
56

 2
5 

D
ec

em
be

r 
20

17
 (

PT
)



 

 

2 

 

Introduction 

About two decades ago, Balmer (1995) introduced the notion of corporate brand 

management. A corporate brand is a name, logotype or trademark defining the organisation that 

will deliver and stand behind the offering (Balmer and Gray, 2003; Aaker, 2004). It is a covenant 

between the organisation and its stakeholders (Balmer, 2003). Corporate brands deliver 

additional and different information from product brands. Product brands provide information 

about product performance to consumers. Corporate brands, in contrast, communicate 

organisations’ values, culture, and ethos (Balmer, 2013); thereby eliciting key associations 

among stakeholders (Brown and Dacin, 1997), differentiating the organisation from competitors, 

and enhancing loyalty among stakeholders (Balmer and Gray, 2003). Thus, corporate brand 

management has become an important topic for managers and a promising research context for 

marketing scholars. 

Managers today are interested in creating and maintaining well-established corporate 

brands and reaping the synergistic effects and opportunities that arise from such investments 

(Saunders and Guoqun, 1996). Strong corporate brands “can be bought, borrowed, sold and, in 

certain circumstances, be shared among a variety of organisations” (Balmer and Gray, 2003, p. 

992). Consequently, a recently observed marketing tactic consists of including a corporate brand 

in a brand alliance between one of the corporation’s product brands and another entity. A brand 

alliance involves the combination of two or more brands to achieve a strategic objective (Rao 

and Ruekert, 1994; Simonin and Ruth, 1998). It is a mutually beneficial arrangement between a 

focal brand (typically incapable of eliciting favourable consumers’ evaluations by itself) and a 

well-known reputable brand ally capable of eliciting favourable consumer evaluations and 

transferring them to the focal brand (Fang et al., 2013; Gammoh and Voss, 2013). For example, 
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Dairy Queen recently advertised its Blizzard of the Month, which featured Rolo brand candy 

blended in. The name of Rolo’s corporate parent, Nestlé, was displayed in a small typeset above 

the much larger Rolo brand name. Managers add the brand ally’s corporate parent’s brand to the 

brand alliance with the hope of increasing the total transfer effect on the focal brand.  

Despite the increased popularity of this practice, the incremental value of adding the 

corporate brand to a product brand alliance remains unclear. Brand alliance researchers have 

repeatedly found that adding brand names to a brand alliance does not produce a significant 

incremental effect on consumers’ evaluations of the focal brand (Voss and Gammoh, 2004; 

Gammoh et al., 2010; Fang et al., 2013). However, more recently, Cunha et al., (2015) suggest 

that the effectiveness of multiple brand allies depends on whether or not allies provide consistent 

or competitive information cues. Following this recent perspective, in this article the authors 

examine when and why adding a corporate brand in a brand alliance—one that includes one of 

the corporation’s product brands—increases consumers’ evaluations of the focal brand. Based on 

signalling theory and consumer learning theory, the authors propose that a corporate brand can 

enhance a brand alliance when the corporate brand meets three conditions. First, the corporate 

brand should be in a position to have superior knowledge to the customer (Rao and Ruekert, 

1994). Second, the corporate brand should provide consistent cues (Miyazaki et al., 2005). Third, 

the corporate brand should provide unique and relevant information (Price and Dawar, 2002).  

An analysis of 33 corporate brands across 84 brand alliance scenarios supports these 

propositions. Specifically, we found that attitude toward the corporate brand ally affects attitude 

toward the focal brand through attitude toward the product brand ally (Figure 1). Furthermore, 

our results showed that the effect of the corporate brand ally depends on the consumer’s level of 

product category knowledge.  Attitude toward the corporate brand ally works through attitude 
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toward the product brand ally only when product category knowledge is low. These findings 

build on existing work on corporate brand management and brand architecture by identifying the 

role corporate brands play in brand alliances. Importantly, the results provide managerial 

recommendations regarding when and how to employ corporate brands in brand alliances.  

We begin by reviewing the literature on corporate brands and brand alliances. We then 

develop our conceptual model and generate testable hypotheses. Following this, we describe our 

study design, data collection, and analysis. Finally, we discuss the research findings and 

implications along with recommendations for future research. 

Insert Figure 1 about here 

 

Background 

Corporate Brands 

In the 1950’s marketing practitioners and scholars began to investigate the effect of a 

corporation’s name on stockholder, employee, vendor, and buyer behaviour (Martineau, 1958). 

Over the following decades, this line of inquiry evolved into robust streams of research on 

corporate image (Andreassen and Lindestad, 1998), corporate identity (van Riel and Balmer, 

1997), and corporate reputation (Gray and Balmer, 1998). These efforts highlight the strategic 

importance of developing a consistent corporate identity to portray a positive corporate image 

and attain a strong corporate reputation. However, these research streams tend to discuss the 

corporate or “company” name as a company identifier—not as a brand. 

In 1995 Balmer introduced the terms “corporate brand,” “corporate branding,” and 

“corporate brand management” into the literature (Balmer, 1995). Since then, a vast and fertile 

body of research has emerged stressing the utility of corporate brands to communicate the firm’s 

values, differentiate the firm and its products from competitors, and enhance the emotional 
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connection and loyalty among stakeholder groups (Balmer, 2001a; Balmer and Gray, 2003; 

Kaufmann et al., 2012). The emergence of this new research stream reconciles the customer 

focus of the marketing perspective and the organisational focus of the multi-disciplinary 

perspective on brand and corporate image (Bickerton, 2000; Knox and Bickerton, 2003). At the 

same time, new theoretical lenses are applied including the resource-based view (Balmer and 

Gray, 2003) and social identity theory (Balmer and Liao, 2007), marking a notable pivot towards 

establishing a theoretical foundation to the nascent field.  

Corporate Brands and Product Brands 

Concerning managerial application, several scholars have devoted their efforts to identify 

best practices in corporate brand management. Managing corporate brands requires a different 

toolbox than the one used to manage product brands (Balmer, 2001). Product brands are typically 

targeted at a specific customer segment through traditional integrated marketing communications 

(IMC) approaches, often managed by a marketing team that is led by a mid-level (brand) 

manager, and represent values that are by and large contrived (Balmer, 2003). In contrast, 

corporate brands target multiple internal and external stakeholders, demand long-term strategic 

focus, and are therefore managed by senior executives (i.e., CEO, COO, etc.) who impart 

responsibility for managing the brand on all personnel throughout the organisation (Balmer, 

2012). Likewise, corporate brands requires a total corporate communications strategy that goes 

beyond a traditional IMC approach, are affected by all personnel’s behaviours, and represent 

values that emerge from the founders of the company and overall organisational culture (Hatch 

and Schultz, 2001; Balmer, 2003, 2011; Curtis et al., 2009; Knox and Bickerton, 2003). As such, 

corporate brands and product brands represent fundamentally different concepts and failing to 
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recognise the need to manage the corporate brand separately can lead to a corporation’s demise 

(Balmer, 2011). Table I presents several factors related to successful corporate brands.  

Insert Table I about here 

 

Indeed, well-known favourable corporate brands serve as assets that can be incorporated 

into product branding strategies (Balmer, 1995; Hatch and Schultz, 2001; Aaker, 2004). The 

addition of the corporate brand to a product brand increases the credibility of the product’s 

claims and elicits more favourable consumer attitudes towards the product (Saunders and 

Guoqun, 1996). Accordingly, as illustrated in the introduction, managers have begun to 

incorporate corporate brand names into product brand alliances. However, when and why 

corporate brands become effective endorsers in product brand alliances remains unclear. The 

following section details this void in the corporate brand literature. 

Corporate Brand Hierarchy 

Corporate brands occupy an important place in a firm’s brand architecture; a framework 

which “refers to the relationships among and between corporate, company (subsidiary), and 

product brands” (Balmer and Gray, 2003, p. 983), and summarises how a firm’s family of brands 

come together in a customer facing portfolio. (Muzellec and Lambkin, 2009). Firms have 

different approaches for building brand portfolios: some use a portfolio branding (or “house of 

brands”) strategy while others use a family branding (or “branded house”) strategy. In a house of 

brands approach, consumer brands stand on their own without strong association to a parent 

(Aaker, 2004; Rao et al., 2004). Whereas in a branded house approach all products share the 

same brand name (Aaker, 2004; Rao et al., 2004). Many firms use a mixed strategy somewhere 

between the two poles (Rao et al., 2004). Muzellec and Lambkin (2009) conceptualise distinct 

approaches to the treatment and alignment of corporate brands within each strategy. They 
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suggest that a trade name approach to corporate brands (i.e., a basic identity under which the 

business operates) aligns best with a house of brands configuration, while a holistic corporate 

brand (i.e., one that serves a consumer-facing role in addition to a default identification role) 

suits a branded house configuration best.  

In addition, Balmer and Gray (2003, p. 983) note an “increasing incidence of shared 

corporate brands and the rise of networks centred on a corporate brand.” As such, the strategic 

implications surrounding corporate brands often go beyond one organisation (Balmer, 2010). 

Accordingly, corporate brand typologies—offering unique and novel categorisations—have been 

put forth to account for a myriad of brand relationships centred around corporate brands 

specifically (Balmer, 2012; Balmer and Grey, 2003). These include corporate brand phenomenon 

that involve parent corporations, subsidiary corporations, shared corporate brands and other 

pertinent arrangements (Balmer, 2012). Importantly, Balmer and Gray (2003) discuss a new 

category within their corporate brand typology which they refer to as the supra category. Here, 

alliance strategies wherein multiple corporate brands come together are accounted for, like in the 

case of airline alliances such as Oneworld. Balmer and Gray (2003) also propose a multiplex 

corporate brand category, which captures a variety of different uses of corporate brands not 

captured by the five other categories put forth, including cases where one corporate brand is used 

across multiple industries. However, the focus of this study is on alliances of the type between 

two or more product brands (referred to as a brand alliance) that includes a corporate brand. As 

such, this research touches on one of the potential ways in which brands can be arranged within a 

firm’s brand architecture (Balmer and Gray, 2003). 
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Corporate Brands in Brand Alliances 

In published brand alliance papers, researchers have generally not made a distinction 

between product brands and corporate brands. This is to some extent understandable because 

brand alliance researchers have focused on exploring whether and how the brand alliance affects 

consumer evaluations of a focal brand. Hence, as long as the brand is consumer-facing and 

credible, it can serve as an ally for a previously unknown focal brand. Nonetheless, there is an 

emerging interest in exploring corporate brands in contrast with, or in addition to, product 

brands. For instance, researchers using ally brands such as Sony and Northwest Airlines, which 

are “branded house” or umbrella brands, find significant effects on consumers’ evaluations of a 

focal brand (e.g., Ruth and Simonin, 2003; Voss and Gammoh, 2004). He and Balmer (2006) 

also report that alliance brands such as Oneworld and Star Alliance benefit airline brands due to 

the positive associations of the corporate brand. Similarly, corporate brands are also effective 

allies to sponsorships or causes (Lafferty and colleagues, 2004, 2005, and 2009). However, little 

is known about how product brands and corporate brands can be used together in affecting 

consumer evaluations of a focal brand.  

Corporate brands can influence consumers’ product evaluations because they 

communicate a corporation’s “set of fundamental core values,” (Uggla, 2006, p. 786). To quote 

Brown and Dacin (1997, p. 79) “what consumers know about a company can influence their 

reactions to the company’s products.” For example, corporate social responsibility associations 

effect consumer reactions (Sen and Bhattacharya, 2001; Becker-Olsen et al., 2006; Marin et al., 

2009). When the corporate brand has a high degree of visibility in product-related 

communications, the corporate brand appears to have maximum influence on consumers’ 

product brand attitude (Berens et al., 2005). In addition, a firm’s capability associations 
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influence consumer product attitudes (Biehal and Sheinin, 2007). Lafferty and Goldsmith (1999) 

as well as Goldsmith et al., (2000) find that corporate credibility has an effect on consumer brand 

evaluations. Likewise, strategic decisions regarding the corporate brand after mergers and 

acquisitions have important implications in terms of key consumer evaluations (Jaju et al., 2006). 

Thus, we suggest there is a transfer of associations between the corporate brand and product 

brand and that this transfer will carry through the brand alliance to affect consumer evaluations 

of a previously unknown focal brand. 

The incremental value of including the corporate brand in brand alliances, however, is 

not clear. Past research in brand alliances involving multiple brand allies has not met with 

success. Voss and Gammoh (2004) tested the effects of combining Sony and HP as brand allies 

for a previously unknown focal brand in the digital camera category. On the basis of two 

experiments, Voss and Gammoh concluded that the combination did not increase subject’s 

evaluation of the focal brand relative to either Sony or HP acting as a solo ally. Voss et al., 

(2012) explored the effects of different combinations of multiple allies in influencing evaluations 

of a previously unknown focal brand. In multiple experiments, the effect of adding one or more 

additional allies was not significantly greater than using a single brand ally. More recently, Fang 

et al. (2013) combined a brand ally with a warranty under the theory that both warranties and 

brand allies have been suggested as marketplace signals of quality. In this study, either the brand 

ally or the warranty significantly improved perceived quality evaluations of a previously 

unknown focal brand, however, combining the brand ally with the warranty did not provide a 

marginal lift to subject’s perceived quality evaluations. Accordingly, reading the published 

literature leads to the conclusion that using more than one brand ally in a brand alliance is sub-

optimal.  
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Showing that the corporate brand can add to subjects’ perceived quality and attitude 

evaluations of the focal brand, over and above the positive effect of a product brand ally, would 

be an initial step toward solving the multiple ally problem. Examining the effects of creating a 

brand alliance with a product brand ally together with its corporate parent’s brand is also timely. 

For example, one recently observed brand alliance involved Nike+ making a shoe add-on 

compatible with the iPod Nano. The packaging for the product incorporates the logo of iPod’s 

parent company: Apple. Not known though is how and when the corporate brand works together 

with the product brand to influence consumer evaluations of a previously unknown focal brand. 

Insert Figure 2 about here 

 

Conceptual Model and Hypothesis Development 

We propose a testable model in Figure 2 that examines the influence of both the product 

brand ally and that ally’s corporate brand (hereafter referred to as the corporate brand ally) on 

consumers’ evaluation of an unknown focal brand. In the proposed model, the corporate brand 

ally is operationalised by the respondent’s attitude toward the corporate brand ally while the 

product brand ally is operationalised by the respondent’s attitude toward the product brand ally. 

We propose that attitude toward the product brand ally has a positive effect on perceived quality 

and attitude toward the unknown focal brand. We argue that attitude toward the corporate brand 

ally will influence consumers’ evaluation of the unknown focal brand through its association 

with the attitude toward the product brand ally. In addition, our model proposes that consumers’ 

product category knowledge moderates such effects.  

The Brand Alliance Effect 

 As discussed above, in published brand alliance research, theorists have established the 

positive effect of a known product brand ally on consumer’s evaluation of a previously unknown 
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focal brand (e.g., Rao et al., 1999; Washburn et al., 2004; Voss and Gammoh, 2004; Gammoh et 

al., 2010). For example, Voss et al.’s (2012) results across multiple experiments using different 

product categories showed that perceived quality of an unknown focal brand was enhanced as a 

result of allying with a well-known product brand. In another study, Gammoh et al.’s (2010) 

results indicate that perceived quality and attitude toward an unknown focal brand were higher 

when a well-known brand ally is present as compared to when no brand ally is present. 

Accordingly, we expect that attitude toward the product brand ally will be positively related to 

respondent’s perceived quality and attitude toward the focal brand. However, we do not offer 

formal hypotheses since these effects are well established in the literature. 

Competitive Cue Theory and the Corporate Brand Effect 

 Adding the brand of another entity to a brand alliance between a product brand ally and a 

focal brand introduces the possibility that the additional brand ally might compete for attention 

and learning with the product brand ally (Mackintosh, 1975). Here, Janiszewski and van Osselaer 

(2000) propose a connectionist learning model. In this view, when a brand name is linked to 

differences in performance not indicated by other available information cues, it acquires 

predictive validity (Janiszewski and van Osselaer, 2000). In a similar vein, van Osselaer and 

Alba (2000) propose that consumer learning about unknown brands is a forward-looking process. 

Thus, valuable information is derived from brands that can help the consumer predict future 

consumption outcomes (van Osselaer and Alba, 2000). When multiple information cues are 

available to the consumer, these cues interact in the predictive process implemented by the 

consumer (van Osselaer and Janiszewski, 2001). Cunha et al. (2015, p. 1286) describe 

competitive cue interaction occurring when a lesser known cue “is trained in the presence of a 

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 U

ni
ve

rs
ity

 o
f 

Fl
or

id
a 

A
t 1

1:
56

 2
5 

D
ec

em
be

r 
20

17
 (

PT
)



 

 

12 

 

second prominent cue.” Competitive cue effects are thought to be due to simple associations and 

not an outcome of in-depth reasoning (Cunha et al., 2015).  

 Because competitive cue interactions are complex, it is not surprising that conflicting 

findings occur in the literature. As outlined above, numerous studies have consistently found that 

multiple allies in a brand alliance do not increase consumer evaluations of the focal brand 

relative to a single brand ally. However, other published studies contain divergent findings. For 

example, Miyazaki et al., (2005) find that multiple cues are more effective when they are 

consistent, that is provide corroborating information, with each other. Price and Dawar (2002) 

argue that cues can have a synergistic effect if they each provide unique relevant information 

and/or increase signal credibility. Aiken and Boush (2006, p. 320) find that multiple cues can 

sometimes be more effective together, but that “a firm having more signals of trust is not as 

effective as having a ‘better’ signal of trust.”  

 The perspective offered in this study helps to reconcile these disparate findings. First, we 

acknowledge that brand cues are relatively powerful cues (Price and Dawar, 2002). Accordingly, 

the brand cue will often be the most diagnostic cue for assessing a previously unknown focal 

brand. Second, we harken back to signalling theory, which contends that in order to remedy an 

information asymmetry, the signalling party must have superior knowledge relative to the signal 

receiving parties (Rao and Ruekert, 1994). We combine this notion with the idea that cues must 

be consistent (Miyazaki et al., 2005) and provide unique relevant information (Price and Dawar, 

2002). Hence, we suggest that adding a corporate brand to a brand alliance between one of the 

corporation’s product brands and a focal brand will significantly increase consumers’ evaluations 

of the focal brand because 1) the parent-child nature of the corporation and its product brands is 

naturally a consistent one, that is the corporate brand can provide corroborating information, 2) 
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the corporation is in a de-facto position to have superior information relative to the consumer, 

and 3) the information provided by the corporate brand is additive to the product brand because it 

captures unique relevant information that is not captured by the product brand, such as corporate 

social responsibility associations. Therefore, based on the previous arguments, we propose the 

following: 

H1a: Attitude toward the corporate brand ally will influence consumers’ attitude toward the 

unknown focal brand through its association with attitude toward the product brand 

ally.  

H1b: Attitude toward the corporate brand ally will influence consumers’ perceived quality of 

the unknown focal brand through its association with attitude toward the product brand 

ally.  

The Role of Product Category Knowledge 

We supplement the preceding conceptualisation by including product category 

knowledge as a moderator. Product category knowledge “reflects individual differences among 

consumers” (Malaviya and Sivakumar, 1998, p. 94). Consumers with high levels of product 

category knowledge are considered to be more “expert” regarding products and brands in the 

category than customers with lower level of product category knowledge (Alba and Hutchinson, 

1987). Knowledgeable individuals tend to expend more resources into the search and acquisition 

of information prior to making purchase decisions while novice buyers tend to rely on decision 

making heuristics (Alba and Hutchinson, 1987; Brucks, 1985; Gatignon and Robertson, 1991; 

Moreau et al., 2001).  

A similar pattern has been found in brand alliances (e.g., Gammoh et al., 2010; Voss and 

Gammoh, 2004). Individuals with high product category knowledge are more likely to know the 
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corporations and brands operating in that particular product space. They are also more likely to 

already know which corporate brands and which product brands are from the same family. 

Accordingly, for these consumers the corporate brand may not provide unique superior 

information in addition to the information provided by the product brand. In other words, the 

corporate brand and the product brand may provide redundant information for highly 

knowledgeable consumers. On the other hand, consumers with lower levels of product category 

knowledge are more novice, and hence less likely to know about the brands and corporations 

operating in the category. Then too, they are less likely to know about the connections between 

corporate and product brands because they spend less time thinking about the category, are less 

likely to attend to information about the product category, and have less ability to integrate new 

information about the product category because their initial knowledge structure is relatively 

sparse (Mishra et al., 1993). For these consumers, the presence of the corporate brand may add 

new, unique, and superior information in addition to the product brand. As such, we propose the 

following:  

H2: The influence of attitude toward the corporate brand ally on consumers’ evaluations of 

the unknown focal brand through its association with consumers’ attitude toward the 

product brand ally will be stronger when product category knowledge is low than when 

product category knowledge is high. 

Method 

Subjects and Design 

To test the research hypotheses, a convenience sample of 935 students at a large mid-

western university in the United States participated in a scenario-based study in exchange for 

course-credit. Participants were randomly assigned to one of 84 unique brand alliance scenarios 
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comprising 33 corporate brand allies, 84 product brand allies, and a focal brand. This research 

tests theoretical propositions and was not designed to produce results generalisable to specific 

populations. Thus, the use of a homogeneous sample is advantageous because observed effects 

are more persuasive (Calder et al., 1981). Because theory is general, statistically significant 

effects for the hypotheses will permit the theory to apply in a wide range of situations. However, 

caution should be exercised in trying to generalise the results herein to specific brands, 

corporations, or populations. Preferably, further replications would be required to confirm the 

results here and produce results generalisable to specific target populations. A complete list of 

the corporations and brands used in the scenarios appears in Appendix A. 

The scenario described a marketing plan by a fictitious focal brand called MAX, owned 

by a fictitious corporate parent Mountain Lake Inc., to launch a new product. It stated that 

MAX’s plan included an agreement with [a product brand ally], owned by [a corporate brand], to 

include the brand ally’s logo in advertisements and promotional materials. Our approach to 

scenarios is consistent with past brand alliance research (e.g., Gammoh et al., 2010) where all 

scenarios used the same storyline and the same fictitious focal brand. However, modifications 

regarding MAX’s product category were necessary to ensure fit, credibility, and realism of the 

brand alliance (Samu et al., 1999). The scenario is provided in Appendix B. 

Corporate Brand Allies. The selection of a sample of corporate brand allies consisted of 

several steps. Initially, a list of corporations that either employ a portfolio or mixed (umbrella) 

branding strategy was generated across six broad consumer product categories: automobiles, 

apparel, food and beverage, household products, entertainment and media, and restaurants. A 

total of 71 corporations were identified. Next, to ensure variance in familiarity and favourability, 

all the corporations were pre-tested. Pre-test participants rated corporations using single-item 
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seven-point semantic differential scales that measured familiarity (anchored by “very unfamiliar” 

to “very familiar”) and favourability (anchored by “very unfavourable” to “very favourable”). 

Due to the large number of corporations, the pre-tests were broken down into three parts. In the 

first pre-test (NC1 = 82) participants rated a set of 26 corporations. In the second pre-test (NC2 = 

31) participants rated a set of 21 corporations. In the third pre-test (NC3 = 30) participants rated a 

set of 64 corporations. Based on pre-test scores, 33 corporations that own between 4 and 11 

product brands were selected across the six product categories. Both very familiar/favourable 

and very unfamiliar/unfavourable corporations were included. The mean and variance in 

familiarity/favourability between the selected sample and the larger pool of corporations was not 

significantly different which reduces concerns regarding selection bias. 

 Product Brand Allies. After corporations were selected, every product brand from each of 

the corporations was pre-tested. This was necessary to arrive at a more manageable number of 

brand alliance scenarios since creating scenarios based on every product brand owned by each of 

the 33 corporations would have resulted in an unwieldy and wasteful data collection effort. In 

two pre-tests (NB1 = 37; NB2 = 32), participants rated a list of brands for familiarity and 

favourability while adopting methods that replicate our earlier pre-tests. Brands were presented 

with no reference to the corporate parent. A total of 84 brands, two to four brands per 

corporation, were selected. These brands were highly or moderately rated within their corporate 

family. Extremely low-rated (unknown) brands were not included because theory suggests such 

brands would be ineffective as brand allies.  

 Focal Brand. Extant brand alliance research has routinely adopted the use of an unknown 

focal brand to control extraneous sources of variation. Consistent with this approach, we chose a 
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fictional brand (MAX) and a fictitious corporate parent (Mountain Lake Inc.) to serve as the 

unknown focal brand in the brand alliance. 

Procedure 

Participants were told that the session consisted of three unrelated studies and were 

provided with three booklets. In part 1, participants had to complete the first booklet containing a 

questionnaire with measures of attitude, familiarity, and favourability for three product brands 

and three corporate brands. One of the three product brands and its corporate parent were part of 

the target brand alliance which would be presented in part 3. The other two product brands and 

corporate brands were randomly selected from the set of 33 corporations and 84 product brands 

without replacement. We constrained selection to ensure that participants did not respond to two 

product brands from the same corporation. The presentation of product brands preceded the 

presentation of corporate brands. Product brand and corporate brand names were rotated to 

control for order effects. In part 2, participants completed the second booklet containing a 15-

minute filler task, unrelated to the present study. Finally, in part 3 participants completed the 

third booklet, which included the brand alliance scenario followed by measures of dependent and 

demographic variables. Participants were subsequently thanked, debriefed, and dismissed. 

Measures 

All measurement scales were adopted from previously published literature. Attitude 

toward the unknown focal brand, attitude toward the product brand ally, and attitude toward the 

corporate brand ally were measured with three-item semantic differential scales based on 

MacKenzie et al., (1986). Perceived quality was measured using a six-item, Likert-type scale 

from Ratneshwar and Chaiken (1991). The covariate, product category knowledge, was 

measured using three semantic differential items adopted from Rao and Monroe (1988) and 
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Brucks (1985). In addition, two control variables were included in the model: familiarity with the 

product brand ally and familiarity with the corporate brand ally. Published articles suggest that 

capturing the variance in consumer’s attitudes toward product brands and corporate brands due 

to mere familiarity is important (Simonin and Ruth, 1998). Measurement items for familiarity 

were adopted from Simonin and Ruth (1998). All measures are outlined in Table II alongside 

results from a confirmatory factor analysis. 

Insert Table II about here 

 

Results 

Psychometrics 

After accounting for missing values we were left with responses from 899 participants. 

Before testing the model, the psychometric properties of the measures were assessed via 

exploratory (EFA) and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). The EFA showed that each scale 

resulted in a single factor solution with factor loadings exceeding 0.77 and explaining more than 

70% of the variance. For all measures, Cronbach’s alpha exceeded 0.90 (Table II). These results 

support the unidimensionality and reliability of the measures.  

Convergent validity was assessed by performing a CFA and computing the composite 

reliability (CR) and average variance extracted (AVE) for each measure. As indicated in Table 

II, the CFA exhibited good fit statistics. All items loaded onto their respective hypothesised 

factor. In addition, Table II shows that all CRs exceeded 0.90 and the AVEs were above 0.50 

providing evidence of convergent validity (Fornell and Larcker, 1981). Discriminant validity was 

assessed using two approaches. First, the AVE for each construct was compared to the squared 

multiple correlation between each pair of constructs (Fornell and Larcker, 1981). All AVEs were 

higher than squared multiple correlations (Table III). Second, the authors tested whether the 
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construct correlations were less than unity by performing a chi-square difference test between a 

constrained and un-constrained model (Anderson and Gerbing, 1988; Bagozzi et al., 1991). The 

tests confirmed that the inter-construct correlation among each pair of constructs was less than 

one (Table III). Taken together, the results support the unidimensionality, reliability, and validity 

of the measures. Next, summated variables were created for estimating the model. Construct 

means, standard deviations, and zero-order correlations are presented in Table IV.  

Insert Table III and IV about here 

 

Hypothesis Testing 

The research model presented in Figure 2 was fit using a system of hierarchical 

regression equations and estimated using three-stage least squares. Although the three-stage least 

squares approach limits the researcher’s ability to model measurement error, it permits the 

simultaneous estimation of several regression equations including the combination of a mediated 

network of dependent measures and a categorical moderator (Voss and Jiménez, 2010). Thus, 

this analytical method is especially well-suited to the proposed model and the data.  

First, we conducted a pooled model estimation run that contained all 899 responses. A 

three-stage least squares system-weighted R
2
 of 0.38 indicated that the model fit the data well 

(Table V). First, familiarity toward the corporate brand ally is positively related to attitudes 

toward the corporate brand ally. Second, both attitude toward the corporate brand ally and 

familiarity toward product brand ally are associated with attitude toward the product brand ally. 

These findings demonstrate that favourable attitudes toward corporate brand ally effects 

evaluations of the associated attitude toward the product brand ally. Consistent with published 

literature, attitude toward the product brand ally was positively associated with attitude toward 

the focal brand and with the perceived quality of the focal brand; (β = .06, p = .03 and β = .17, p 
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< .01 respectively). In addition, the link between perceived quality of the focal brand and attitude 

toward the focal brand was also significant. Overall, these findings confirm that evaluations of 

unknown brands that are presented with a brand ally are affected by the brand ally’s reputation. 

In addition, the model shows that familiar brands add value to the brand alliance by 

strengthening attitude toward the brand ally.  

Insert Table V about here 

 

Hypotheses 1a and 1b. We proposed that the effect of the corporate brand ally on 

evaluations of the unknown focal brand would be mediated by attitudes toward the product brand 

ally. Two approaches were used to examine mediation. First we conducted a standard Baron and 

Kenny (1986) test for mediation. Second, following the recommendations of Zhao et al., (2010), 

we utilise PROCESS that tests for mediation using bootstrapping techniques (Hayes, 2013). 

Using both methods, we find support for both H1a and H1b and conclude that the effects of the 

ally’s corporate brand effects consumer evaluation of the unknown focal brand through its 

associations with attitude towards the product brand ally (Table V).  

Specifically, in H1a we suggested that the effect of attitude toward the corporate brand 

ally on attitude toward the focal brand would be mediated by attitude toward the product brand 

ally. This is what the results suggest. The unstandardised regression coefficient between attitude 

toward the corporate brand ally and attitude toward the product brand ally was statistically 

significant (β = .266, p < .01), as was the unstandardised regression coefficient between attitude 

toward the product brand ally and attitude toward the focal brand (β = .151, p < .01). The 

unstandardised effect of attitude toward the corporate brand ally on attitude toward the focal 

brand controlling for attitude toward the product brand ally was non-significant (β = .052, p = 

.09). The unstandardised indirect effect was (.266)(.151) = .04 and the normal theory (Sobel) test 
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on the indirect parameter was significant (z = 4.05, p < .01). The combined results support the 

mediation. Additionally, the PROCESS macro allows us to test the significance of this indirect 

effect using bootstrapping procedures. Bias corrected confidence intervals for the indirect effect 

using each of 1,000 bootstrapped samples showed a lower bound of .019 and an upper bound of 

.062, thus providing additional evidence of a significant indirect effect and support for H1a. 

As we suggested in H1b, the effect of attitude toward the corporate brand ally on attitude 

toward the focal brand is mediated by attitude toward the product brand ally. In this case, the 

unstandardised regression coefficients between attitude toward the corporate brand ally and 

attitude toward the product brand ally (β = .266, p < .01), and between attitude toward the 

product brand ally and perceived quality of the focal brand (β = .149, p < .01) were both 

statistically significant. The unstandardised effect of attitude toward the corporate brand ally on 

attitude toward the focal brand controlling for attitude toward the product brand ally was non-

significant (β = .053, p = .06). The unstandardised indirect effect of attitude toward the corporate 

brand ally on attitude toward the focal brand was (.266)(.149) = .04 which as confirmed by a 

Sobel test was significant (z = 4.36, p < .01). Results from PROCESS with respect to the indirect 

effect confirmed the significant mediation. Estimates from 1,000 bias corrected bootstrapped 

samples suggested a lower bound for the confidence interval of .023 and an upper bound of .062.  

Hypothesis 2. Recall that the effect of the corporate brand ally on the focal brand through 

its effects on attitudes towards the product brand ally should be stronger when product category 

knowledge is low. Our approach to examining moderated mediation effects follow the 

techniques prescribed by Edwards and Lambert (2007) and Muller et al., (2005). To test H2, 

respondents were split into high and low product category knowledge groups via a median split 

(median = 4.33). The mean for product category knowledge for the low product category 
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knowledge group (N = 421) was 2.83, while the average product category knowledge for the 

high product category knowledge group (N = 478) was 5.31. Next, the model presented in Figure 

2 was estimated in three-stage least squares for each group independently. The system-weighted 

R
2
 was 0.37 for the low product category knowledge group and 0.39 for the high product 

category knowledge group. Again, this suggests that in both cases the split data fit the model 

well. Table V summarises the standardised estimates obtained from the low and high product 

category knowledge groups. A cursory review of the results suggest that the relationships 

outlined in Figure 2 are contingent on product category knowledge as given by the difference in 

the number of statistically significant parameter estimates between the low and high product 

category knowledge models. Yet, we establish moderation using methods that are more robust. 

Since we rely on simultaneous estimation of equations using three-stage least squares to 

test for moderation, we follow the recommendations of Cohen and Cohen (1983). Specifically, 

we examine the statistical significance of the difference in unstandardised parameters between 

the low and high product category knowledge groups for each path using t-tests and pooled 

variances. As outlined in Table V, all but one path shows a significant t-statistic for the 

difference in unstandardised parameters between the two groups. Importantly, in support of H2 

the effect of the corporate brand ally on attitudes towards the focal brand via attitudes towards 

the brand ally only holds in the low product category knowledge condition and not in the high 

product category knowledge condition. This is further apparent when comparing the standardised 

estimates between the low and high product category knowledge models. The effect of attitude 

toward the corporate brand ally on attitude toward the product brand ally (β = .03, p = .33) and 

the effect of attitude toward the product brand ally on attitude toward the focal brand (β = .03, p 

= .42) are not significant in the high product category knowledge model. Our conclusion is that 
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for high product category knowledge individuals, attitude toward the focal brand is dependent on 

attitude toward the product brand ally working through its relationship on perceived quality. 

Here, attitude toward the corporate brand ally played no role. On the other hand, all parameter 

estimates from the low product category knowledge model, including attitude toward the 

corporate brand ally on attitude toward the product brand ally (β = .18, p < .01) and the effect of 

attitude toward the product brand ally on attitude toward the focal brand (β = .09, p = .01) are 

statistically significant. We conclude that attitude toward the corporate brand ally is a significant 

antecedent of attitude toward the product brand ally and both affected attitude to the focal brand 

both directly and indirectly through perceived quality. 

In addition to performing the difference t-tests between the low and high product 

category knowledge groups’ unstandardised parameters, we performed a moderated mediation 

analysis using Preacher and Hayes’ PROCESS macro. First, a model was specified wherein 

product category knowledge moderated the path from attitude toward the corporate brand ally to 

attitude toward the product brand ally in a mediated model that included attitude toward the focal 

brand as the outcome variable (i.e., Preacher and Hayes Model 7). We also specified a second 

model wherein product category knowledge moderated the direct paths from attitude toward the 

corporate brand ally to attitude toward the product brand ally, and between attitude toward the 

product brand ally and attitude toward the focal brand, where attitude toward the product brand 

ally was the mediator (i.e., Preacher and Hayes Model 58). In both cases, the PROCESS results 

confirmed hypothesis 2. 

Discussion 

A corporate brand represents a unique identity that captures the implicit bond firms offer 

their stakeholders (Gupta et al., 2015). Ever since Balmer (1995) formally introduced the notion 
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of corporate brands, interest in the concept among practitioners and academics has grown 

tremendously. On the practitioner side, Balmer (2001, p. 15) initially recognised that managers 

were "realising that a strong and favourable corporate brand can be a powerful weapon in their 

armoury.” Fifteen years later, the evidence for this seems to be well and truly borne out by the 

strategic emphasis placed nowadays on corporate brand management and in efforts to maximise 

the potential of the corporate brand (Vallaster et al., 2012). In step with the practitioner 

community, the proliferation of academic articles examining the role of the corporation as a 

brand has continued unabated in the two decades since Balmer’s initial conceptualisation (e.g., 

Aaker, 2004; Balmer,1995, 2001, 2001a, 2003, 2010, 2011, 2012, 2013; Balmer and Gray, 2003; 

Bickerton, 2000; Burt and Sparks, 2002; de Chernatony and Cottam, 2008 Harris and de 

Chernatony, 2001; Ind, 1998; Knox, 2004; Merrilees and Miller, 2008; Vallaster et al., 2012; 

Gupta et al., 2015). This abundance of work speaks to the traction corporate brands and 

corporate brand management has received and underscores the importance of the topic. The 

current study keeps with this trend—focussing specifically on how consumers perceive corporate 

brands differently from product brands—an area of increasing interest (Balmer, 2003). Indeed, 

further explicating the differences in how consumer’s perceive corporate brands and product 

brands is critical to how firms manage their brand portfolio and accompanying brand 

architecture, their overall communication strategies with respect to these brands, and their ability 

to fully leverage the corporation’s image and reputation (Balmer, 2001). This is important given 

that corporate and product brands offer unique, complementary, and combined competencies to 

the firm.  

This research is a first step toward resolving mixed findings in the literature with regards 

to the successful use of corporate brands in brand alliance strategies, thereby examining how 
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corporate and product brands interact in a pertinent branding context. On the one hand, brand 

alliance researchers have repeatedly found no incremental effect of adding multiple brands to an 

alliance (Voss and Gammoh, 2004; Gammoh et al., 2010; Fang et al., 2013). On the other hand, 

recent research suggests that the effectiveness of multiple brand allies depends on whether or not 

allies form competitive cues (Cunha et al., 2015). By integrating signalling theory with consumer 

learning theory, it is suggested that informational cues are effective when 1) the sender is in a 

position to have superior knowledge to the customer (Rao and Ruekert, 1994), 2) provides 

corroborating information (Miyazaki et al., 2005), and 3) provides unique relevant information 

(Price and Dawar, 2002). The corporate brand meets these three criteria and thus, on average, 

attitude toward the corporate brand ally had a positive influence on attitude toward the focal 

brand while mediated by attitude toward the product brand ally. Accordingly, our 

conceptualisation provides a launching point for further research aimed at sorting out the issues 

surrounding the use of multiple brand allies. 

 Our conceptual model reveals that a corporate brand can serve a complex but important 

role in brand alliances and this was supported by the data. For many consumers, the corporate 

brand adds to the overall brand alliance effect, thereby improving consumers’ evaluations of the 

focal brand. Importantly, this effect occurs via the influence that attitude toward the corporate 

brand ally has on attitude toward the product brand ally. In other words, the addition of the 

corporate brand influences evaluations of the focal brand, but not directly. This result is 

consistent with our theorising. Since corporate brands and product brands are congruent and not 

competitive cues, and because corporate brands can provide additional information that the 

product brand would be unable to signal by itself, the brand alliance signal is enhanced by its 

addition. 
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 We find that consumers’ product category knowledge is a boundary condition that 

moderates the indirect influence of attitude toward the corporate brand ally on consumers’ 

evaluations of the focal brand. Consistent with previous research on brand alliances (e.g., 

Gammoh et al., 2010), the current study leads to the conclusion that product category knowledge 

plays an important role when considering the addition of the corporate brand to a brand alliance. 

Since consumers with a high degree of product category knowledge are unlikely to gain much 

information from the corporate brand signal, the role it plays in evaluations of the focal brand is 

diminished within this context. On the other hand, the indirect effect of attitude toward the 

corporate brand ally on evaluations of the focal brand is stronger in situations when consumers 

have low knowledge of the product category. In this situation, the corporate brand ally has an 

incremental effect over the product brand ally alone because it is in a position to have superior 

knowledge to the customer and can consistently convey relevant additional information. 

Theoretical Implications 

The present study helps us resolve mixed findings in the brand alliance literature 

regarding the incremental value of multiple allies by conceptualising and testing a theoretical 

explanation of why and when additional allies are relevant and effective. Specifically, based on 

competitive cue theory, multiple brand allies serve as information cues which consumers use to 

assess an unknown focal brand. These cues are less effective when they provide redundant 

information. In such cases, multiple brand allies compete for consumer’s attention and learning 

(Mackintosh, 1975) and lead consumers to use the most predictive cue and ignore the rest. As the 

current research demonstrates, an additional ally is more effective when the ally offers superior 

information to the consumer and provides both corroborating and additional information. The 

association between a product brand and a corporate brand is a case in point.  
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We identify and provide evidence of a boundary condition for the effectiveness of the 

corporate brand ally in a brand alliance. The consumer’s level of product category knowledge 

moderates the effect of the corporate brand ally in evaluations of the focal brand. For consumers 

with high product category knowledge, who are considered experts in the category, the corporate 

brand ally does not seem to provide additional information over and above what the product 

brand ally provides. For consumers with low product category knowledge the corporate brand 

cue leads to an overall improvement in evaluations of the focal brand. 

In addition, this paper provides insight to the corporate brand management literature by 

employing new theoretical perspectives (i.e., competitive cues and consumer learning theory) to 

enrich our understanding of meaning transfer between the corporate brand and a product brand 

within a firm’s brand architecture. While our research effort explored meaning transfer in the 

context of brand alliances, our theoretical approach could be applied to explore meaning transfer 

across a varied array of vertical and/or horizontal types of relationships between corporate 

brands and product brands. 

Managerial Implications 

From a managerial perspective, this study offers specific recommendations to managers 

seeking to partner their brand with another brand in a brand alliance. Our results confirm the 

ability of a well-known corporate brand ally to enhance consumer’s perceptions of an unknown 

focal brand. Therefore, managers interested in building or enhancing consumers’ perceptions of 

their brand are encouraged to consider allying with a reputable product brand ally and its 

corporate parent brand to accomplish this objective. In addition, our findings inform managers 

when corporate brands are most effective in a brand alliance setting. Specifically, corporate 

brand allies are most effective in cases when consumers possess low product category 
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knowledge. Therefore, managers are advised to assess the potential use or lack of use of the 

corporate brand ally depending on the degree of product category knowledge of specific target 

audiences. That is, when communicating with high product category audiences the simultaneous 

use of a corporate brand ally and product brand ally probably will not help. Although, since we 

did not find a negative effect from using the corporate brand, managers could conceivably use 

the same alliance approach with all audiences. 

Our results can also inform managers about how to choose brand allies. Our findings 

indicate that additional allies (i.e., information cues) are effective as long as they do not compete 

with each other and provide additional information beyond what is provided by the brand ally. 

Cue competitiveness is reduced when consumers see some association between the different 

information cues available (i.e., cues that are congruent). As such, one important 

recommendation for managers interested in using multiple allies is to identify the role (or added 

benefits) of each additional ally and to clearly communicate such benefits to their target 

consumers.  

Indeed, Balmer and Gray (2003, p. 983) discuss how “brand management has not only 

become more important, but also more intricate and complex.” Together, these findings highlight 

the importance of corporate brand management and further encourage managers to invest in the 

creation and maintenance of reputable corporate brands. In this regard, managers will find value 

in extant corporate brand typologies offered in the literature (e.g., Balmer, 2012) that offer 

guidance on how corporate brands ought to be managed. Such typologies can also be employed 

for the purpose of clarifying key relationships between brands contained within the corporation’s 

portfolio of brands; thereby allowing managers to clearly signal the added value of the corporate 

brand compared to its product brands. In this regard, the findings here come close to addressing 
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the type of brand relationships captured by supra and multiplex corporate brand categories 

(Balmer and Gray, 2003). In sum, market forces often dictate how corporate brands are 

leveraged, and therefore, managers would be well-served developing successful corporate brands 

that deliver long-term competitive advantages (Balmer, 2001; Foster et al., 2010). 

Limitations and Directions for Future Research  

In creating our stimuli, we attempted to portray brand alliances in realistic scenarios 

across multiple product categories. However, future research is encouraged to replicate our 

findings using actual brand alliance situations using different methodological approaches. For 

example, a longitudinal examination following specific brand alliances promises to shed more 

light into the dynamics of such phenomenon. Relatedly, whether or not the relationship between 

corporate and product brands remain consistent across multiple product categories remains an 

open question. This study included corporate brands from multiple product categories and found 

no category specific effects, but future studies ought to explore the consistency of such brand 

interrelationships across multiple product categories further. We also conducted the research 

with a student sample. Use of a homogeneous sample is advantageous because observed effects 

are more persuasive (Calder et al., 1981). However, replication of this research with non-student 

samples would increase the external validity and generalisability of the results. Another 

important avenue for future research relates to the issue of potential negative outcomes from 

participating in the alliance for both the product brand ally and the corporate brand ally. Existing 

brand alliance research demonstrate the potential of negative influence on consumers’ attitudes 

and perceptions toward the brand ally as a result of allying with an unknown focal brand 

(Simonin and Ruth, 1998; James, 2005). Such research should be extended to examine any 

potential negative effects on the corporate brand ally. Furthermore, future research would benefit 
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from employing our theoretical reasoning to understand other situations in which the corporate 

brand appears with product brands such as in brand or line extensions.  

 In the current study, we attempted to test the differences in the mediation process based 

on differences in product category knowledge. We do this by employing a technique that splits 

the sample into low and high groups based on the median value of the moderator. While such 

approaches are widely employed (see Edwards and Lambert, 2007; Muller et al., 2005), there are 

nevertheless criticisms of the technique. Most notable is the effect that splitting the sample has 

on overall loss of power (Irwin and McClelland, 2003). Since we find significant results that 

support our conceptualisation, concerns regarding the loss of power are mitigated. Moreover, we 

do not use cross-product terms to examine moderation. Rather, we use simultaneous estimation 

of parameter coefficients in two groups and then test for differences using the pooled variance. 

Since all of the data is used in determining the variance, loss of power is minimal.  

Conclusion 

Corporate brands are important assets to a firm because they provide additional and 

unique information to consumers; beyond that provided by product brands. Managers can exploit 

this asset by adding the corporate brand name to a traditional brand alliance. The addition will 

enhance quality perceptions and attitudes towards a focal brand. Overall, this article provides 

additional support to Balmer’s (2013) call for the adoption of a corporate brand orientation and 

the application of corporate marketing. Managers are urged to invest in the creation, building, 

and maintenance of well-known and reputable corporate brands.   
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Table I  Factors Related to Successful Corporate Brands

Author(s)

• Narrow the gap between corporate identity and corporate reputation.

• Internal marketing campaigns to reinforce organisational culture.

• Congruency and consistency between organisational values and employee 

behaviours.

Hatch and Schultz (2003) • Strategic vision, organisational culture, and corporate image.

Knox and Bickerton (2003) • Brand context, brand construction, brand confirmation, brand consistency, 

brand continuity, and brand conditioning.

• Employee behaviour and employee empowerment. 

• Alignment between manager’s and employee’s perception of organisational 

culture.

• Alignment between organisational culture and corporate brand image.

• 

Balmer (2011) • Senior management custodianship, building and maintaining brand 

credibility, and calibrating the corporate brand constellation.

de Chernatony and Cottam (2008)

Harris and de Chernatony (2001)

Merrilees and Miller (2008) Maintain core values and cultivate the brand, alignment of brand elements, 

and corporate brand promotion.

Success Factors
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Standardized 

Construct Loading t -value
a

CR AVE

Attitude toward the focal brand (AB); α = .92 0.923 0.800

1. Good - Bad 0.90 33.80

2. Pleasant - Unpleasant 0.93 35.90

3. Favorable - Unfavorable 0.85 31.10

Attitude toward the product brand ally (ABA); α = .92 0.924 0.801

1. Good - Bad 0.92 35.61

2. Pleasant - Unpleasant 0.90 34.40

3. Favorable - Unfavorable 0.86 32.03

Attitude toward the corporate brand ally (ACA); α = .95 0.951 0.865

1. Good - Bad 0.92 35.78

2. Pleasant - Unpleasant 0.95 38.41

3. Favorable - Unfavorable 0.92 35.91

Familiarity toward the product brand ally (FBA); α = .94 0.943 0.891

0.92 34.33

0.97 37.19

Familiarity toward the corporate brand ally (FCA); α = .97 0.973 0.948

0.97 38.94

0.98 40.10

Perceived quality of the focal brand (PQ); α = .90 0.904 0.654

1. The workmanship of the Max brand is likely to be very high 0.77 26.44

2. The Max brand appears to be of very high quality 0.82 29.34

3. I would consider the Max brand to be very functional 0.77 26.38

4. The Max brand is likely to be durable 0.83 29.64

5. The Max brand would be very dependable 0.86 31.27

Product category knowledge (PCK); α = .91 0.926 0.811

Please rate your knowledge of the ___________ category.

0.79 36.13

0.97 38.58

0.73 25.35

Table II  Scale Reliabilities and Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

1. Unrecognized - Recognized

3. Least knowledgeable - Most knowledgeable
b

1. Unrecognized - Recognized

2. Unfamiliar - Familiar

1. Unrecognized - Recognized

2. Unfamiliar - Familiar

2. Unfamiliar - Familiar

Model Fit: χ
2
 =593.08(168); p <.01; NFI = .97; TLI = .98; CFI = .98; RMSEA = .053; SRMR = .027.   

Notes: Cronbach's alpha (α); composite reliability (CR); average variance extracted (AVE); 
a 
all values significant at 

the 0.01 level; 
b 
anchors were prefaced by the text "Compared to the average person, one of the" least(most) 

knowledgeable.  
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Test 2
b 

Construct Pairs AVE SMC rxy < 1

0.800

0.801

0.801

0.865

0.889

0.948

Perceived quality of the focal brand 0.654

0.811

Notes: 
a
 Comparison of average variance extracted (AVE) and squared multiple correlations 

(SMC); 
b
 Correlation less than 1 test; results from a chi-square difference test between the 

constrained and unconstrained models are reported.

0.009 ∆χ
2
 = 2209.78 (1); p < 0.01

Product category knowledge

Attitude toward the product brand ally
0.095 ∆χ

2
 = 2560.48 (1); p < 0.01

Attitude toward the corporate brand ally

Familiarity toward the product brand ally
0.032 ∆χ

2
 = 2019.38 (1); p < 0.01

Familiarity toward the corporate brand ally

0.033 ∆χ
2 = 2035.81 (1); p < 0.01

Attitude toward the product brand ally

Test 1
a

Table III  Discriminant Validity Tests

Attitude toward the focal brand
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Appendix B 

 

Experimental Stimulus: Product Concept Description 

 

Mountain Lake Inc. is a company with various products in the soaps and detergents category. 

The firm is developing a new product in this category. The new product is a concentrated 

laundry detergent with fabric softener. The firm will sell the product under the brand name 

MAX. The new brand will be priced competitively with existing products of this type. The firm 

intends to offer the product through major retailers. The new product will be advertised on 

standard media including TV, radio, and magazines. The firm will also use sales promotions 

including coupons and point of purchase materials. The promotional strategy will emphasize 

MAX’s gentleness and cleaning power.  

 

An element of MAX’s marketing plan includes an agreement with Calvin Klein which is owned 

by Phillips-Van Heusen.  As part of this agreement, Calvin Klein’s name and logo will appear in 

MAX’s advertisements and promotional material. 

 

Note: Underlined words were changed contingent on the focal brand to ensure fit (Samu et al., 

1999). 
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