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A B S T R A C T
Many companies are interested in the issue of how to develop strong brands. Although the brand
management system (BMS) within a ﬁrm is very likely to have a positive impact on brand performance, there
have been no empirical studies on the roles of the BMS. In this paper, we develop a conceptual model using
the BMS and empirically examine its effect on brand performance. In particular, we compare how the BMS
works as a mediating variable between market orientation and brand performance under B–B and B–C
environments. The empirical results based on survey data from 1000 brand managers (from 770 B–C and 230
B–B ﬁrms) show that ﬁrms possessing a well-organized BMS dramatically enhance brand performance. The
links of market orientation–BMS–brand performance are conﬁrmed under both B–B and B–C environments.
However, no other effects exist for B–B ﬁrms whereas a positive effect of market orientation on brand
performance is observed in B–C ﬁrms. This study also offers some implications and future research questions
based on the current results.

© 2008 Elsevier Inc. All rights reserved.
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tence and long-term survival of a ﬁrm (Aaker, 1991; Drucker, 2002). It
is of utmost importance to construct a brand management system
(BMS) within a ﬁrm in order to achieve brand management objectives.
The interest in the BMS has been increasing both in academic and in
practical ﬁelds (Aaker & Joachimsthaler, 2000; Keller, 2003). In
practice, there have been many ideas on how to enhance the
knowledge level in brand management among organization members,
how to build brand-oriented organizational culture, and how to relate
marketing mix activities to brand-related performance (Davis & Dunn,
2002; Katsanis, 1999; Vanauken, 2002).
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In spite of its importance, the theoretical and empirical research on
this topic is scarce. There were no empirical studies on the effect of the
BMS on brand performance. Furthermore, most of the existing studies
focus on the investigation of brand equity and the impact of brand
equity on brand performance from a consumers' perspective. This
approach has some limitations in the systematic understanding of
brand management. It cannot reveal the processes of how brand
knowledge and organizational or cultural factors related with brand
management within a ﬁrm may affect brand performance. Previous
research has, to some degree, ignored the brand building activities
from a ﬁrms' perspective.
In order to overcome these limitations, we develop a model
including the brand management system (BMS) from a ﬁrms'
perspective and examine its roles. In particular, we compare how
the BMS affects brand performance under B–B and B–C environments
while including market orientation as an input variable. As in previous
studies, it is proposed that market orientation has a direct impact on
the BMS and on brand performance. However, since our main focus in
this paper is on the role of the BMS and its relationship with brand
performance in B–B and B–C ﬁrms, a mediating role of the BMS
between market orientation and brand performance is mainly
emphasized. In order to evaluate the role of the BMS in improving
brand performance, we divide brand performance into two parts,
customer performance and ﬁnancial performance. Then, we use the
data from brand managers for empirical analysis. In the following
section, we review related studies and develop hypotheses. Then,
empirical results are discussed. Strategic implications and future
research issues follow.
2. Literature review and hypothesis development
We develop hypotheses regarding the interrelationship among
BMS, market orientation, and brand performance for B–B and B–C
environments. We propose a role of the BMS as a mediator of the
relationship between market orientation and brand performance
(market orientation → BMS → brand performance). In addition, we
posit a direct contribution of market orientation to brand performance. Brand performance is divided into two components, 1) customer performance and 2) ﬁnancial performance, similar to Homburg
and Pﬂesser (2000) and Matear, Osborne, Garrett, and Gray (2002).
2.1. Brand management system (BMS) and its inﬂuence on brand
performance
Although previous studies emphasized the importance of the BMS,
the deﬁnitions of the BMS are diverse. Whereas some authors broadly
deﬁne the BMS as anything related to brand identity system, or brand
management (e.g., Alsop and Alsop, 2004), others narrowly view the
BMS as the brand manager system adopted by Procter & Gamble in the
1930s (e.g., Roberts, 2004).
Unfortunately, the roles of the BMS in brand performance are not
so clearly deﬁned. Vanauken (2002) suggested some brand management tools and a checklist to execute brand management efﬁciently
and to build power brands effectively. Aaker and Joachimsthaler
(2000) and Davis and Dunn (2002) emphasized the importance of
building the brand management system and acknowledged the value
of implementing the evaluation system for brand performance.
However, the relationship between BMS and brand performance is
rarely investigated, especially in the studies on market orientation–
performance relationship.
A study of Noble, Sinha, and Kumar (2002) is an important
exception. Noble et al. adopted a dimension of brand focus and added
it to Narver and Slater's (1990) market orientation framework.
However, Noble et al. include only a national brand or a private
label focus but do not incorporate other aspects of a brand focus such
as brand education, and the CEO's interest in brand building.
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We develop a conceptual model including the BMS in a framework
of market orientation–performance relationship. The BMS is broadly
deﬁned as a set of any systems, organizational structure, or culture of a
ﬁrm supporting brand building activities. This broad deﬁnition allows us
to investigate various aspects of the BMS. However, the BMS is
different from brand building activities or from more general concepts
such as innovation and organizational culture. The BMS consist
of infrastructure building activities but not direct brand building
activities. In addition, the BMS is closely related to innovation or organizational culture but does not include a more general
type of innovation or organizational culture not related to brand
management.
Companies such as Procter & Gamble, Nike, and Sony have brought
out an organizational culture in which all areas are dedicated to the
branding processes (Noble et al., 2002). Besides, well-established
brand knowledge systems or brand evaluation/implementation
systems will help to enhance the brand performance substantially
(Aaker, 2004; Davis & Dunn, 2002). The positive relationship between
BMS and brand performance is easily predictable from the observation
of companies with a successful brand performance.
Moreover, experts in a wide variety of academic disciplines
including general management (e.g., Drucker, 2002), and marketing
(e.g., Aaker, 2004; Keller, 2003), and also in practical ﬁelds (Low &
Fullerton, 1994) show the widespread attention to branding activities.
In addition, organizational culture theorists also support the position
of a positive relationship between BMS and performance. Schein
(1985) suggests that, although organizational culture is very difﬁcult
to change, it can enhance goal-oriented activities. Firms with a wellorganized BMS including education, organizational structure or
culture, and an implementation/evaluation system will perform
much better than counterparts with a poor BMS or without a BMS.
Thus, the BMS is likely to have a positive effect on brand performance
in general.
In this study, we break down brand performance into two parts,
i.e., 1) ﬁnancial performance and 2) customer performance (a similar
approach can be observed in Homburg and Pﬂesser, 2000). Since the
BMS may affect brand performance in general, we may assume that
the BMS is positively related both to customer performance and to
ﬁnancial performance of a brand. It is also proposed that customer
performance is positively related to ﬁnancial performance, consistent
with previous studies (Homburg & Pﬂesser, 2000; Matear et al., 2002).
This framework allows us to investigate a direct contribution of the
BMS to ﬁnancial performance (BMS → ﬁnancial performance) and a
contribution of the BMS to ﬁnancial performance mediated by
customer performance (BMS → customer performance → ﬁnancial
performance). From the discussion, we suggest that (Fig. 1)
H1a. The BMS has a positive impact on customer performance.
H1b. The BMS has a positive impact on ﬁnancial performance.
H1c. Customer performance has a positive impact on ﬁnancial
performance.
2.2. Market orientation's inﬂuence on brand management system
The brand management system (BMS) is an outcome of
innovation or organizational learning. Innovative companies are
likely to develop BMSs more rapidly than less innovative ones.
Organizational learning may also prompt the processes of brand
education, interest, and motivation. When we view the BMS as a part
of innovation or learning processes, we may draw a proposition that
market orientation has a positive effect on the BMS. It is difﬁcult to
reach a conviction that the BMS is identical to innovation or
organizational learning. However, it is more evident that the BMS is
one of the most important consequences in innovative or learning
companies. In addition, many empirical ﬁndings from the studies of
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Fig. 1. The effect of the BMS on brand performance.

the relationship between market orientation and innovation/organizational learning have generated support for the positive relationship (Han, Kim, & Srivastava, 1998; Matear et al., 2002; Noble et al.,
2002; Slater & Narver, 1995). In extending previous research, we
expect that (Fig. 2)

(2000), and Matear et al. (2002) proposing that market orientation
inﬂuences ﬁnancial performance only through customer performance.
Thus, the following hypothesis is developed to test a direct contribution of the dual mechanism.
H3. Market orientation has a positive impact on customer performance.

H2. Market orientation has a positive impact on the BMS.
2.4. Research framework
2.3. Market orientation's inﬂuence on brand performance
Narver and Slater (1990) and Kohli and Jaworski (1990, Jaworski &
Kohli, 1993) conceptualize the market orientation construct and show
that market orientation inﬂuences customer performance and
ﬁnancial performance. The market orientation represents the ﬁrm's
effort to enhance customers' needs, response to competitors' actions,
and inter-functional coordination. These dimensions of market
orientation are closely related to brand-related efforts.
However, some cautionary issues have arisen in this stream
regarding a direct contribution of market orientation to ﬁrm
performance in the presence of a mediator such as innovation and
organizational learning. Empirical support for market orientation
making a direct contribution to performance is mixed (Han et al.,
1998; Matear et al., 2002). Han et al. (1998) do not support the direct
relationship between marketing orientation and performance but do
ﬁnd evidence of a mediated contribution of innovation (market
orientation → innovation → performance). In contrast, Matear et al.
support the dual mechanism allowing a direct contribution of market
orientation to performance in addition to the contribution to
innovation having a positive inﬂuence on performance. We add a
direct link between market orientation and customer performance in
order to test a more general model (i.e., a dual mechanism model,
Matear et al., 2002) instead of a model excluding a direct inﬂuence of
market orientation on customer performance (Han et al., 1998).
However, we exclude a direct link between market orientation and
ﬁnancial performance. This is consistent with Homburg and Pﬂesser

We construct a research framework shown in Fig. 1 by summarizing the proposed hypotheses H1a, H1b, H1c, H2 and H3. The speciﬁc
details are as follows. First, the relationships among constructs are
sequentially presented by order of market orientation → BMS →
customer performance → ﬁnancial performance.
Secondly, in addition to sequential impacts, we assume that
preceding constructs affect all following constructs with an exception
of a direct contribution of market orientation to ﬁnancial performance. Speciﬁcally, ﬁnancial performance is affected by BMS (BMS →
ﬁnancial performance). Likewise, customer performance is affected by
market orientation (market orientation → customer performance).
Thirdly, we separate environments into B–B and B–C environments
in data analysis. That is, the environment which indicates the type of
brands (i.e., B–B and B–C brands) is treated like a moderating variable.
We do not use environment as a moderator in the model, but do
compare the results of two data sets from B–B and from B–C
environments (Fig. 3).
Finally, we do not have hypotheses for direct comparisons between
B–B and B–C companies. We do not directly compare the effects of the
BMS on performance under B–B and B–C environments since this
topic is relatively new and almost no empirical analysis has been
attempted up to now. Moreover, the relative inﬂuence of the BMS
under B–B environments to that under B–C environments may
depend on the developmental stage of the BMS among B–B ﬁrms. If
BMSs of B–B companies are at a very early stage, the standard
deviation of the variable is low since most of BMSs have low values

Fig. 2. The effect of market orientation on the BMS and brand performance.
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Fig. 3. Research framework and hypotheses.

due to a ﬂoor effect. On the contrary, as time goes by, some B–B
companies start to develop well-organized BMSs while the others do
not adopt BMSs. In this later stage, the disparity among BMSs of B–B
companies may become enlarged and may result in more transparent
inﬂuence on brand performance. However, it is extremely difﬁcult to,
a priori, judge the exact stage of the BMSs under B–B environments at
a certain point of time.
3. Sampling and operationalization
3.1. Sampling objects and data collection
The data for this research were collected from January 2, 2004 to
February 7, 2004. The respondents include brand managers or
marketing managers in manufacturing or service ﬁrms based on the
Korean Standard Industrial Code (KSIC). Most of the data were
collected by visiting the ﬁrms and collecting directly, in addition to
telephone, fax, and mail survey. We received 1171 responses out of
5177 contacted for the study and excluded 171 incomplete responses.
The total number of responses used for analysis is 1000, i.e., 230 from
B–B environments and 770 from B–C environments, respectively. The
unit of analysis is brand and we analyze data at the brand level. The
sample consists of 697 physical product brands and 303 service
brands. If there are several brands within a ﬁrm, we select one brand
from one business unit. In addition, the number of brands from one
company is limited to a maximum of three. The selection of brands is
based on market performance (e.g., top three brands in sales amount).
We want to prevent sampling biases due to the method of data
collection. The companies in the industries of food, cosmetics, soft
drink, and personal care goods typically retain more brands,
compared with average companies in other industries. If a corporate
brand is used, the corporate brand is adopted.
3.2. The operationalization and measurement of constructs
3.2.1. Market orientation
There are two different measurement methods of market orientation, one by Kohli and Jaworski (1990; Jaworski & Kohli, 1993) and the
other by Narver and Slater (1990; Slater & Narver, 1994, 1995),
although both approaches share some common characteristics. In this
research, we adopt Narver and Slater's method. Narver and Slater's
method is more appropriate for our data source, since Narver and
Slater (1990; Slater & Narver, 1994, 1995) deﬁne a concept of market
orientation from a perspective of organization culture implying that
market orientation should incorporate inter-functional coordination
within a ﬁrm. We modify Narver and Slater's scales and use nine 10point-Likert-scale items for three major components: customer
orientation, competitor orientation, and inter-functional coordination.
Each component has three items.

3.2.2. Brand management system
The brand management system (BMS) is conceptualized as the
degree of infrastructure building activities with respect to brandrelated 1) organization and culture, 2) knowledge and education, and
3) implementation and performance evaluation systems. In order to
measure BMS, we use related concepts of brand management system
in previous studies (Davis & Dunn, 2002; Low & Fullerton, 1994;
Vanauken, 2002). Eleven 10-point-Likert-scale items are developed.
Five items are related to brand-related organization and culture; CEO's
brand interest, brand manager system, brand manager's power, brand
information sharing, and employee's branding motivation. Four items
are related to brand knowledge and education; brand education for
employees, brand education for managers, workshop/training, and
employee's effort to understand branding. The other 2 items are
related to brand implementation and performance evaluation systems. These 2 items are collection/analysis/implementation system of
brand-related information, and brand performance evaluation system.
3.2.3. Customer performance
Customer performance is conceptualized as the performance
that can be enhanced by the continuous relationship between a
customer and a brand. Speciﬁcally, customer performance includes
customer acquisition, customer maintenance, customer satisfaction,
brand awareness, brand image, brand relationship related performance, and so on. In order to measure customer performance, we
develop 9 items using Homburg and Pﬂesser (2000), Garbarino and
Johnson (1999), Jaworski and Kohli (1993) and Yoo, Donthu, and Lee
(2000).
3.2.4. Financial performance
Financial performance is conceptualized as the evaluation of
ﬁnancial ratios related to a brand by a marketing manger or a brand
manager. We develop four items using Jaworski and Kohli (1993),
Slater and Narver (1994), and Moorman and Rust (1999). The four
items include sales growth, margin, market share, and return on
investment of a corresponding brand. The operationalization of major
constructs is summarized in the Appendix.
4. Empirical analysis
4.1. Model ﬁtness
We use PLS for data analysis. PLS is similar to LISREL but more
ﬂexible in that PLS does not require normally distributed data or wellestablished theory-based hypotheses (Fornell & Larcker, 1981).
Tables 1 and 2 represent the model ﬁtness test. First, we adopt a
bootstrapping method to test statistical signiﬁcance levels and crossvalidity for manifest variables of latent constructs in order to
investigate the relationship among constructs. For measurement
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Table 1
Measurement model and structural model ﬁtness (B–B ﬁrms)
Parameter and ﬁtness construct

Market orientation
Brand management system
Customer performance
Financial performance

Minimum of T-statistic (parametric)

14.012
8.548
7.319
22.130

model ﬁtness we use communality average and Cronbach α, and for
structural model ﬁtness we use R2.
T-statistics of measurement variables of constructs are statistically
signiﬁcant and cross-validity is high too. Communality statistics
which represent the model ﬁtness of measurement model are higher
than 0.5 criterion except customer performance. The reason for the
low communality statistic for customer performance is due to the low
values of items of customer performance. However, we cannot ignore
the items since they reﬂect also characteristics of customer performance in the study. The values of Cronbach α are also above 0.8, and
thus we can conclude that the reliability of measurement variables is
high. The values of R2 of BMS and ﬁnancial performance (which
represents the structural model ﬁtness) are relatively high for B–B and
B–C ﬁrms. However, the values of R2 of customer performance for B–B
and B–C ﬁrms are lower than 0.3.
4.2. Hypothesis test results
4.2.1. Results under B–B environments
The test results are shown in Fig. 4. In terms of statistical
signiﬁcance, sequential impacts are clearly revealed. For ﬁnancial
performance, customer performance is the major factor; for customer
performance, BMS is the major factor. Similarly, for BMS, market
orientation plays the important role. The paths of “market orientation
→ BMS → customer performance → ﬁnancial performance” are major
ones in the model. Therefore, H1a, H1c, and H2 are supported. Other
proposed hypotheses, H1b and H3 are not supported.
A direct contribution of market orientation to customer performance (H3) is not supported for brands under B–B environments.
Market orientation has an impact on customer performance only
through the BMS. This result is consistent with Han et al. (1998) but
not with Matear et al. (2002) in the position of supporting a dual
mechanism between market orientation and customer performance
(a direct contribution and an indirect contribution mediated by other
constructs such as innovation). Additional analysis shows that a path
between market orientation and ﬁnancial performance (this does not
reach the signiﬁcant level) does not produce results distinct from the
current model.
Furthermore, H1b (a path between BMS and ﬁnancial performance) is not supported. The result is consistent with Homburg and
Pﬂesser (2000) who suggest that ﬁnancial performance is inﬂuenced
only by customer performance (in their term, market performance).

Measurement model ﬁtness

Structural model ﬁtness

Communality average

Cronbach α

R2

0.530
0.605
0.450
0.688

0.887
0.934
0.916
0.849

–
0.221
0.194
0.566

We hypothesized that BMS could have an impact on ﬁnancial
performance. Although previous research does not ﬁnd evidence of
a direct contribution of market orientation to ﬁnancial performance,
we reasoned that BMS might be a more speciﬁc concept than market
orientation, and, thus, BMS might have a direct impact on ﬁnancial
performance in the presence of customer performance. However, the
empirical result does not support the reasoning and H1b.
4.2.2. Results under B–C environments
The test results for brands under B–C environments are also shown
in Fig. 4. In terms of statistical signiﬁcance, sequential impacts are
again clearly revealed. The BMS is the major factor for customer
performance; customer performance is the major factor for ﬁnancial
performance. Likewise, market orientation shows the critical inﬂuence on the BMS. In sum, the paths of “market orientation → BMS →
customer performance → ﬁnancial performance” are major ones.
Therefore, H1a, H1c, and H2 are supported under B–C environments.
In contrast with the result for B–B environments, H3 (a direct
contribution of market orientation to customer performance) is
supported here. However, H1b (BMS → ﬁnancial performance) is not
supported as under B–B environments.
A direct contribution of market orientation to customer performance (H3) is supported for brands under B–C environments. Market
orientation has a direct impact on customer performance in addition
to the impact on customer performance through the BMS. This result
is consistent with a dual mechanism of Matear et al. (2002) but not
with Han et al. (1998). Additional analysis is performed. Similar to the
data analysis for B–B environments, the addition of a path between
market orientation and ﬁnancial performance (this does not reach the
signiﬁcant level) produces almost an identical result.
Consistent with Homburg and Pﬂesser (2000) and Matear et al.
(2002), H1b (a path between BMS and ﬁnancial performance) is not
supported. This is also similar to the empirical ﬁnding under B–B
environments in this study.
4.2.3. Comparison between B–C and B–B results
A comparison between Fig. 4A and B demonstrates that there is a
difference in only one path which is related to H3 (the market
orientation–customer performance path) in terms of signiﬁcance test
at 5% level. Market orientation in the presence of the BMS does not
have the impact on customer performance under B–B environments
whereas market orientation in the same condition under B–C

Table 2
Measurement model and structural model ﬁtness (B–C ﬁrms)
Parameter and ﬁtness construct

Market orientation
Brand management system
Customer performance
Financial performance

Minimum of T-statistic (parametric)

20.214
19.966
11.867
24.882

Measurement model ﬁtness

Structural model ﬁtness

Communality average

Cronbach α

R2

0.541
0.565
0.490
0.607

0.892
0.922
0.924
0.785

–
0.405
0.222
0.477
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Fig. 4. SEM results under B–B and B–C environments. A. The interrelationships among the variables under B–B environments. B. The interrelationships among the variables under B–C
environments.

environments shows a direct contribution on customer performance
(see H3 of Fig. 4).
Relying on coefﬁcients, the relationships between BMS and
customer performance and between customer performance and
ﬁnancial performance are stronger under B–B environments than
under B–C. However, the coefﬁcient for the relationship between
market orientation and BMS is smaller under B–B than under B–C.
5. Discussions
The key objective of the study was to develop and empirically test a
model of BMS–performance relationship in the market orientation–
BMS–performance framework. Our study has implications for academic research and managerial practice. We discuss implications and
then future directions for research.
5.1. Implications
Previous research within the market orientation framework has
not included speciﬁc managerial functions such as the BMS. In

particular, branding activities and related systems are regarded as one
of the most important functions for the success of modern companies.
In this study, we investigated the roles of the BMS in brand
performance. The empirical results show that under B–C and B–B
environments, the BMS, inﬂuenced by market orientation, has a
crucial impact on brand performance. Market oriented ﬁrms tend to
establish efﬁcient and effective BMSs and, in turn, the BMSs are likely
to help achieve high levels of brand performance.
Our analysis provides some insights about relationships among the
constructs in the study. The most interesting result is the signiﬁcant
role of customer performance as a mediator between the BMS and
ﬁnancial performance. However, for both B–B and B–C brands, the
BMS did not have a direct contribution to ﬁnancial performance. Some
companies may want to bypass attainment of customer performance
and may have a hasty goal to achieve short-term ﬁnancial performance. The results in this study imply that this type of effort is likely
to be in vain. The BMS is more related to customer performance and
thus the BMS needs enough time to achieve a crucial impact on
ﬁnancial performance through customer performance. Our result is
consistent with the common sense in practice that the BMS needs to
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focus more on customer orientation than on ﬁnancial performance
orientation and may take a long time to have a clear impact on
ﬁnancial performance.
In addition, for B–B brands, the inﬂuence of the BMS is more
evident. A direct contribution of market orientation to customer
performance in the presence of the BMS was weak and statistically
insigniﬁcant for B–B brands. This indicates that for B–B brands the
paths from market orientation to BMS and from BMS to customer
performance create the only road for improving customer performance. Under B–B environments market orientation may indirectly
inﬂuence customer performance by relying on the BMS. Moreover, the
coefﬁcient for the relationship between BMS and customer performance is greater for B–B brands than for B–C brands. This is not
consistent with a general perception that brand-related activities are
more important for B–C brands (Aaker, 2004; Kotler & Pfoertsch, 2006).
One possibility for this result is that B–B ﬁrms acknowledge the
importance of the BMS and have started to adopt the BMS recently.
Thus, there may exist disparities among B–B ﬁrms in operation of the
BMS whereas there may exist only small gaps among most B–C ﬁrms
which may already have set up the BMS fairly well. Additional analysis
supports this claim. The variance of the BMS under B–B environments
is greater than that under B–C. Also the mean score under B–C
environments is higher than that under B–B.
Another contribution of this study is related to the fact that our
study takes a ﬁrm's perspective. Previous research in the BMS has

mainly focused on the achievement of brand performance from the
customers' perspective. The BMS as infrastructure, is a very important
concept for brand building activities. Since the BMS is not observable
to ﬁnal consumers, it is necessary to take a ﬁrm's perspective.
Consumer studies cannot directly measure how well BMSs in some
ﬁrms are established. By investigating speciﬁc branding efforts from
the viewpoint of an involved company, we can understand brand
equity as a ﬁnal performance fairly well in a balanced way and, thus,
can create more concrete strategic implications.
5.2. Limitations and future research
One limitation of our study is the low statistical ﬁts of some
measures. In particular, the scale of customer orientation was not
satisfactory in terms of communality average. Another limitation of
our study is the national character of our sample. Our study needs to
be extended to the contexts of other countries. Our sample, collected
from a wide variety of industries is extensive in nature but limited to
Korean brands.
Future research needs to elaborate the scales for the BMS. In the
market orientation and performance relationship, the mediating or
moderating variables such as strategic types and corporate competence should be considered in addition to the BMS (Matsuno &
Mentzer, 2000; Noble et al., 2002). The research framework using the
BMS and these variables is both challenging and interesting.

Appendix A. The summary of questionnaire items
Market orientation

Brand management system

Customer performance

Financial performance

□Continuous understanding of customer needs
□Customer value objectives
□Customer based strategies
□Acquisition of competitor information
□Quick response to competitors' actions
□Top manager's interest in competitors' strategies
□Coordination based on customer needs
□Coordination on customer value creation
□Managements' interests in inter-functional activities

□CEO's interest in brand
□Brand manager system
□Brand manager's power
□Brand information sharing within a ﬁrm
□Employee's branding motivation
□Brand education for managers
□Brand education for employees
□Workshop/training
□Employee's effort to understand branding
□Information acquisition, analysis, and
implementation system
□Performance evaluation system
11 items

□Customer acquisition
□Customer maintenance
□Brand awareness
□Brand image
□Brand's self connection with customers
□Brand trust
□Brand feeling
□Customer's understanding of brand information
□Customer satisfaction

□Sales growth
□Margin
□Market share
□Return on investment

9 items

4 items

9 items
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