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Extending Brand Equity: The Role of Goal Congruence
“Everywhere one seeks to produce meaning, to make the world signify, to render it visible. “

Jean Baudrillard (1987)
Contemporary social philosopher

Consumers constantly attach meaning, value and sometimes affect to products that they own, consume or aspire to consume. The process of attaching meaning to a product occurs along a continuum from thoroughly effortful and elaborate to completely effortless and automatic. What is interesting about this process is that the knowledge gained from attaching meaning to products and objects in the past forms a foundation that aids in ascribing meaning to newly encountered objects. Thus, if a particular consumer encounters a product, for example, mouthwash, that consumer might use the knowledge  that he or she already  possesses about other oral care products to make sense of this new product. What occurs therefore is a transfer of knowledge and attitude from one stimulus object to another, which may be perceived to be more of less similar in some way. 

It is well established in cognitive psychology that the greater the perceived similarity between two stimuli, the greater the likelihood of  the transfer of knowledge and affect from the one stimulus to the other. This simple and easy to understand theoretical concept rests on the notion of ‘perceived similarity.’ Unfortunately, what appears to be a simple notion at first glance is remarkably complex because there is no unique, shared understanding about the meaning of ‘similarity’.  In addition,  different researchers in various domains have developed diverse measures of similarity for different purposes and contexts. As a result, Goodman (1972) has described similarity as an ill-defined and meaningless construct in the absence of an anchor that addresses the question of the characteristics that define similarity. Indeed, at the extreme, two objects can be perceived as similar merely because they are different from a third object. Thus, Medin, Goldstone, and Gentner (1993) conclude that similarity judgments are context dependent. The question, “How similar are X and Y?” carries the implicit question “How are X and Y similar?”  An understanding of how people assess similarity, and the process by which knowledge and affect are transferred from one object to another, has quite obvious theoretical significance in a multitude of domains including the domains of marketing and consumer behavior.

An understanding of similarity and its role in facilitating the transfer of knowledge, affect and intention has  important practical implications for marketers. Be it brand extensions, line extensions, co-branding, advertising and promotional alliances, event sponsorships, or even merchandising and product placement, marketers seek economic returns by leveraging existing awareness, knowledge, positive affect and intention connected to a brand and extending the associations to newer products, brands, services, etc. Thus, Procter and Gamble sought to leverage its traditional powdered detergent, Tide, into the liquid detergent business. Yamaha has put its name on tennis rackets, and Volkswagen Jetta, Disney and McDonalds, among others have entered into broad, long term agreements to leverage the power of their brands through co-branding alliances.  Trek bicycles sought to leverage its brand by sponsoring and having its bicycle used by Tour de France champion Lance Armstrong.  Martha Stewart and K-Mart developed a joint advertising and merchandising agreement. These are all real-life examples of marketers’ attempts to successfully transfer knowledge, affect and intention from one context to another. 

Given this broad-based relevance to marketing practice, researchers have attempted to understand similarity, specifically product similarity, in the marketing context. Most of this research has been in the context of brand extensions, and the complexity of the notion of similarity is well-illustrated by the numerous competing definitions of brand similarity that have been proposed in the  literature on brand extensions (Aaker and Keller, 1990; Broniarcyzk and Alba, 1994; Boush and Loken, 1991; Chakravarti, MacInnis, and Nakamoto, 1991; Creusen and Schoormans 1997; Morrin, 1999; Park, Milberg, and Lawson, 1991; Ratneshwar, Pechmann and Shocker, 1996). All these definitions have strong bases in cognitive psychology and suggest that similarity between a brand and an extension facilitates the transfer of knowledge, attitude and purchase intention. Past research on brand extensions has used various and quite different measures of product and brand similarity in explaining the role of similarity in the facilitation of knowledge, attitude and intention transfer. There have been few efforts however, to examine the similarities between and relationships among the various proposed measures (for an exception, see Martin and Stewart, 2001). 

The objective of this chapter is to chart the existing knowledge on product and brand similarity  found in the various distinct approaches to the area  with the objective of providing a richer understanding of the processes involved in the transfer of knowledge, attitude and intention from one object (specifically a product or brand) to another. In doing so, this chapter considers the role of an important contextual factor, goal-congruency, as a mediator of the relationships among various measures of similarity. The chapter is broadly organized as follows: four general approaches to the measurement of product similarity are identified, each of these general approaches are examined with respect to their scope and limitations, the relationships between the measures of similarity proposed in these approaches are assessed, the process of transfer of knowledge and attitude  discussed, and finally, diverse managerial implications for marketers using the developed framework are offered and highlighted. 

Four approaches to Product Similarity

Feature-Based Similarity

Tversky (1977), and Fiske and Pavelchak (1986) emphasized feature-based similarity as a basis for categorization and the transfer of affect. Feature-based similarity refers to tangible, shared characteristics between any two objects. In the context of products, similarity of product features has been hypothesized to play an important role in consumers’ evaluations of the fit between a brand and an extension of the brand. Aaker and Keller (1990), and Boush and Loken (1991) empirically demonstrated the role of feature-based similarity in perceptions of inter-category relatedness and consumers’ propensity to transfer cognitions and affect from a core brand to an extension. Measures used in this approach compare tangible features across product categories, and even similarity in the manufacturing process of the core brand and it’s extension (e.g. Coca-Cola and Diet Coca-Cola). The drawbacks of this approach are: a) these measures have not always exhibited the hypothesized associations with indicators of knowledge and affect transfer (Broniarczyk and Alba 1994); b) the approach fails to specify which features are critical to the determination of similarity (Barsalou 1985, 1989, Medin and Wattenmaker, 1987); and c) when extensions are across product categories and there are no tangible, shared features, it is difficult to apply the measures suggested by this approach. 

Usage-Based Similarity

A potential basis for perceived similarity when products do not share tangible product features or characteristics is a shared or common product usage occasion. Some research has suggested that similarity of product features may have little to do with how consumers perceive similarity, particularly for products used on the same occasion (Chakravarti, MacInnnis, and Nakamoto 1991; Creusen and Schoormans 1997; Ratneshwar and Shocker 1991). For example, complementary products like Kodak cameras and Kodak film or Gillette razors and Gillette shaving foam may have little in common in terms of physical form or product features, but since they are used on the same occasion, transfer of knowledge and attitude may easily take place. This stream of research draws on earlier work related to the way(s) in which people classify objects based on structure and prototypicality (Gentner and Markman 1997; Medin, Wattenmaker, and Hampson 1986; Medin 1981). Measures developed within this approach are based on ‘goodness of fit’ and ‘similarity of usage occasion.’ 
This approach to understanding brand similarity overcomes one of the  important limitations of the feature-based similarity approach, that of similarity across seemingly non-comparable products (Johnson, 1984, 1988). However, feature-based similarity and usage-based similarity may tap distinct orthogonal constructs, and cannot be strictly seen as alternatives to one another. Research based on this approach has shown that similarity of usage occasion has a direct effect on the transfer of knowledge, affect, and intention from one product to another, at least in some circumstances (Ratneshwar and Shocker 1991). One obvious drawback of the measures of similarity based on usage occasion is that they are not useful for explaining the perceived similarity of products that do not share a common usage occasion. For example, Ivory bar soap, soap flakes, dishwashing liquid, and shampoo do not share the same usage occasion, though they share common brand meaning (white, pure, etc.) and have the common goal of cleaning (Martin and Stewart 2001). The drawbacks of feature-based similarity and usage-based similarity approaches have prompted researchers to develop measures of similarity that accommodate higher order perceptions of similarity (for a detailed review, see Martin and Stewart 2001).

Brand Schema and Concept Based Similarity

A third approach that has been suggested for understanding the perceived similarity of products and brands is more holistic, and is based on the proposition that people have their own theories (schemata) about how and why objects should be classified together and seen as similar. This conceptual coherence serves as the mechanism by which people seem to  group classes of objects together (Murphy and Medin 1985). Building on this proposition, Park, Milberg, and Lawson (1991) posited that products might be perceived as similar based on their image, what they termed brand concept schema. For example, consumers may classify some products together because they perceive them as  more utilitarian or more prestige-oriented. Farquhar, Herr, and Fazio (1990) also observed that consumers may use category or brand similarity as anchors for judging similarity, which then facilitates the transfer of knowledge and affect from a core brand to an extension. Similarly, Meyers Levy, Louie, and Curren (1994) found that a brand schema that is moderately incongruent with a proposed product category is evaluated more favorably than a congruent or extremely incongruent brand schema.  This process was consistent for “me-too” brands that had little or no novelty or critical points of difference (Meyers Levy, et al. 1994).

Similarity measures based on this approach have focused on the factors that influence consumers’ perceptions of image and fit, as well as feature-based measures. A drawback of these measures is that there is no single identifiable basis for brand concept similarity; rather, the basis for perceived similarity must to be determined case-by-case. Therefore, without first identifying the dimensions or attributes that consumers  use to determine brand concept similarity, the measurement of perceived similarity is not possible. It is also important to note that Park, Milberg, and Lawson (1991) found mixed results using this approach. While they did find empirical support for the notion of brand concept similarity in the case of prestige products, they did not find it in the case of functional or utilitarian products. 

Goal Based Similarity

An alternate and potentially richer global approach to measuring perceived similarity is found in the goal-based similarity literature, which suggests that objects are considered similar insofar as they share a set of associations in memory that are organized around common goals or purposes (e.g., Austin and Vancouver 1996; Barsalou 1983, 1985). This comprehensive organizing process of perceived product similarity rests on work related to goal-derived categorization (Barsalou 1985, 1991, Ratneshwar, Pechmann, & Shocker 1996, Martin & Stewart 2001). There is considerable empirical evidence that consumers’ goals play a critical role in the organization of information (Barsalou 1985; Hebb 1955; Huffman, Ratneshwar, & Mick  2001). What a consumer seeks from the purchase and use of a product certainly provides a context that influences the meaning of the brand and hence, the salience of product characteristics that define “fit” or similarity. Products may be judged to be more or less similar, and a brand extension may be viewed as a better or poorer fit depending on the particular attributes and associations that are salient to the consumer’s goals and purposes. 

This approach makes the consumer’s goals the nexus of the network of information and attitudes associated with the brand (Hebb 1955); it posits that human behavior is purposeful and organized around the pursuit of specific goals.  Thus, knowledge and attitudes also tend to be organized around salient goals.  Goals are defined as “abstract benefits sought by the consumer that are available through the (abstract or concrete) attributes of a product class that offer fulfillment of those goals” (Huffman & Houston 1993).  Products will thus be perceived as similar to the degree that a common goal or set of goals links them.  Goals provide the basis for the organization of knowledge in memory and an explanation for the links that develop between individual product and brand attributes that contribute to the definition of a brand (Huffman & Houston 1993). Goals also facilitate the formation of cohesive categories (Barsalou 1991; Murphy & Medin 1985) and as a result determine the relative salience of product features and more abstract benefits shared by products, for example use occasion, that the consumer uses to make similarity judgments (Huffman & Houston 1993; Ratneshwar & Shocker 1991). 
 Past research has long alluded to the importance of goals in understanding perceived similarity, but has not developed this notion to any appreciable degree. For example, Chakravarti, MacInnis & Nakamoto (1991) highlighted the importance of goals in understanding successful and unsuccessful brand extensions, but did not directly examine the role of goals.  Aaker & Keller (1990) suggest that the extent to which one product can replace another in satisfying the same goal may be one of the bases for perceived product similarity and knowledge and affect transfer.  Park, et al.’s (1991) notion of brand concept consistency is also consistent with the view that goals may form a basis for perceived fit.  Though these earlier discussions of the role of goals in the transfer of brand meaning only touched on the notion, Martin and Stewart (2001) discuss the role of goals as the energizing force that gives rise to and forms the organizational nexus of brand meaning and associations. Indeed, consumers’ goals influence the search for and organization of knowledge.  Further, the use of consumers’ goals as the foundation for understanding when brand extensions result in the successful transfer of knowledge and affect has the potential to incorporate all prior work into a more general theoretical framework and to eliminate the limitations and inconsistencies found in prior research (Austin & Vancouver 1996, Martin & Stewart 2001).

_____________________________________

Insert Table 1 about here  

_____________________________________

Key Comparisons of Measures of Product Similarity

The four approaches discussed above share some common characteristics but also possess some unique theoretical foundations and characteristics. Each of these approaches is also associated with a distinct set of measures of  perceived similarity (see Table 1). Martin and Stewart (2001) examined the relationships among these various measures, as well as the role of mediating factors in the relationships among these measures of similarity (fit), attitudes, and behavioral intention. They found empirical evidence of relationships among the various measures of product similarity.  They demonstrated that structural models that included a latent organizing construct, which served to summarize various measures of similarity and which they called brand meaning, explained more variance in affect and purchase intent toward a brand extension than models that included only a direct link between various measures of similarity (of any type) and measures of affect and purchase intention toward a brand extension.  Interestingly, these authors found that such a latent construct provided a better fit even when the core brand and brand extension were not goal congruent, though the fit was particularly strong in cases where the core brand and brand extension were goal congruent. Their results demonstrated that the relationships among measures of brand or product similarity vary depending on the degree of shared goal congruency.

Thus, consistent with the literature on categorization and decision-making  (Barsalou, 1985, Shocker, et al. 1990), the Martin and Stewart study found that perceptions of product similarity are mediated by some latent organizing construct or process, and the influence of similarity on the transfer process is indirect. This research suggested that the mediating construct identified was in some way related to consumers’ goals and provided a comparison of alternative measures and models of measurement of similarity. The processes that gave rise to the differential measurement models they examined were not examined in this work. 

the process of Knowledge, Attitude and Intention Transfer

The processes through which consumer knowledge and attitude are transferred from a brand to an extension have important implications for understanding how consumers organize information about brands. The nature of these processes, in turn, have important managerial implications for both forecasting the likely success of a brand extension and for determining the resources required to assure such success. Martin, Stewart, and Matta (2002) extend prior research by offering a conceptual model of a goal-based brand meaning and the process by which transfer occurs based on two related theories: goal-derived categorization (Barsalou 1985) and attitude accessibility (Fazio 1986).  The remainder of this chapter develops a framework that builds upon and extends the prior methodological work of Martin & Stewart (2001) on dimensions of brand similarity.  

Attitude Accessibility

Consistent with prior research on brand extensions, brand attitudes are an important construct in the transfer process (e.g., Reed, Wooten, & Bolton 2002). Attitudes are evaluative judgments about a brand and its related product categories and characteristics that an individual constructs and stores in memory. Fazio (1986, 1990) conceptualized attitudes as being on a continuum of accessibility.  At the lower end (the non-attitudinal end of the continuum) there are no a priori evaluations of an object in memory.  Thus, any attitude that is offered by an individual must be constructed at the time of elicitation.  Over time, as experience increases, such initial impressions may be replaced by more specific, stronger, and more enduring evaluations that are stored for later recall. Basic research in psychology has most often-measured attitude accessibility using the reaction time of a respondent when answering questions about attitude (for example, questions about attitude toward an extension and attitude toward the brand). Thus, subjects with brand knowledge may have a stored attitude for the brand that is transferred to the proposed extension, which results in a more rapid response to a question about attitudes. In contrast, subjects with little or no brand knowledge may have to construct this attitude at the point of initial exposure, which results in a slower response to a question about attitudes.  

Accessibility is also an important construct and response time is an important measure within the context of goal-derived categorization theory. Well-formed cognitive categories based on extensive experience satisfying a relevant goal are associated with strong, readily accessible attitudes.  In the context of brand extensions this would mean that to the extent that a proposed extension can satisfy the same goal as the core product, a consumer is more likely to access the previously held attitude for that core product than to construct a new attitude for the new extension category.  In contrast, because a novel goal must be organized around an ad hoc category structure, it involves little or no prior evaluative processing and should not be closely linked to any stored attitudes.  Thus, attitudes are not readily accessible and have to be constructed on the spot if an evaluation of an object is required.  This constructive process is more effortful since the individual cannot retrieve the attitude from memory and must spend more time processing information about the extension (Reed, et al. 2002). The idea that an individual’s attitudes toward products and brands can be represented by their most accessible set of associations is also consistent with Barsalou’s (1983) view of the core meaning (e.g., brand meaning) of concepts (e.g., brands).

Loken & Ward (1990) empirically demonstrated an explicit link between goal-derived categories and attitudes. They found that attitudes are a significant predictor of goal-derived typicality measures (e.g., ideals, goodness-of-fit) and vice versa.  Thus, when information about a brand is retrieved from memory based on the salient goal, corresponding attitudes are also a part of the brand knowledge.  Goal-derived categorization theory provides an especially appropriate theoretical foundation for understanding the processes involved in cognitive and affective transfer between products and for predicting the likely success of brand extension choices.

Goal-derived Categorization

Goal-derived categorization theory posits that knowledge and attitude transfer is most likely to occur when consumers create a link between products and their ability to fulfill a goal or set of goals.  By implication, a brand extension should be most successful when the individual readily links a goal associated with the core category to that of a brand extension.  The less congruent the goal(s) between the parent brand and the extension, the less likely cognition and affect will transfer from the parent brand to the extension. While prior research treated the brand name as the critical organizing element, the goal congruency approach suggests that it is the individual’s goal(s) that is (are) the organizing framework that link(s) the extension to the core category.  

When an individual does not associate similar goals with the core product category and the extension category, the individual must construct a new category to explain the relationship between the parent brand and the extension in response to exposure to the extension. This new category, an ad hoc category, is based on whatever shared characteristics are prominent (c.f. Barsalou 1991).  However, this ad hoc category will be less well organized and the transfer of cognition and affect from the parent brand to the extension will be diminished.  The lack of a set of shared goals presents a situation in which the individual has no strong prior organizing framework for linking the two products.  If the individual constructs a link between two products with a shared brand name and a goal-derived category structure is not available to guide information processing and transfer, the individual may focus on readily identifiable attributes such as shared features or usage similar for re-categorization and piecemeal processing (Fiske & Neuberg 1990, Martin & Stewart 2001).  The transfer of knowledge and affect from the core to the extension category will be diminished in such cases.  Therefore, if a goal associated with a brand is not readily associated with the new extension, the probability of linking the two products in memory is significantly reduced because goal congruency, and the similarity of the products are perceived to be low.  This is consistent with the view that goal-derived categories provide a stronger, more robust basis for explaining the transfer of cognition and affect from a core product category to an extension category.

Martin, Stewart, and Matta (2002) provide empirical support for the goal-derived categorization framework as a general theory of transfer of brand meaning across product categories.  Their study also offers results based on process measures that complement the findings of earlier studies that focused on the measurement properties of goal-derived categorization models. Using reaction time (RT) measures, their study suggests that goal congruency facilitates the accessibility and transfer of brand meaning for use in responding to questions about a proposed extension.  In addition, the types of elaborations made by subjects during the post experimental protocols were consistent with what would be expected based on the theory of goal-derived categorization.  Individuals in the goal-congruent condition focused on the links between the extension and the core product while those in the goal-incongruent condition focused on what was wrong with the proposed extension as well as what they perceived the “ideal” for that particular product category.  Thus, subjects in the later condition tried to make sense of information by piecing together information from the experimental stimuli with other types of information in memory, hence the longer reaction time measures. 
Longer reaction time measures are also what one would expect using Fiske & Neuberg’s (1990) Continuum Of Impression Formation.  The resulting category structure fits the description of Barsalou’s (1983) ad hoc categories and is consistent with Fiske & Neuberg’s (1990) re-categorization and piecemeal processing. These findings also find support for the view that exposure to a goal-incongruent extension gives rise to the construction of an attitude toward the new extension (c.f., Fazio 1986, 1990).  The construction process is evident in both the measures of attitude toward the brand and attitude toward the extension and their related RT measures.  

While goal congruency (or incongruency) is the vital, organizing dimension of perceived similarity, there are other factors that require examination in order to develop a full understanding of the transfer process of knowledge and affect. Ratneshwar, et al. (1996) demonstrated that goal conflict (an inability to satisfy all goals with a single purchase) and goal ambiguity (a lack of salient goals) result in consumers’ constructing consideration sets that are more heterogeneous and more likely to include products across multiple product categories than when a single goal or set of congruent goals guided construction of a consideration set.  There is no research that has examined cases of goal subsumption (when one goal is subsumed in another goal), goal conflict (where a product simultaneously represents a goal to be sought and a goal to be avoided such as the desire to eliminate a toothache but the desire to avoid going to the dentist), goal competition (where two products symbolize two competing goals, for example, staying fit requires time devoted to exercising, whereas a diet shake satisfies the goal of saving time – allowing one to save time and still get fit), or goal irrelevance (when an extension is irrelevant to the goal symbolized by the core product). These related goal dimensions offer rich potential for future research in this area.

The Role of Marketing Communication in the Transfer of Meaning and Attitude



Though goal congruency facilitates the transfer of knowledge and attitudes from one product category to another, it is important to understand how consumers become aware of such congruency.  In some cases goal congruency may be obvious upon exposure to an extension. In other cases, the introduction of a new product may be accompanied by various communication vehicles (e.g., advertising, packaging) that provide an organizing framework for interpreting the brand-specific associations between the parent brand and the extension product (Batra, Aaker & Myers 1995). Curiously, the role of marketing communication in facilitating acceptance of brand extensions has received little attention in the marketing literature (see Boush 1993, Bridges et al. 2000, Lane 2000, Martin, Stewart, and Matta 2002).

Marketing communication that establishes shared goals directly or indirectly should facilitate the transfer of meaning and attitude from the core product to the extension. Boush (1993) found that when brand slogans, used to introduce new extensions, focused on salient product attributes that were similar to those of the core product it resulted in positive evaluations for those extensions. Bridges, et al. (2000) found that the most effective communication strategy for an extension focused on the salient parent brand associations, which served to elicit associations that improved the consumers’ perceptions of the fit between the parent and the extension. Lane (2000) examined the effects of communication on brand extensions in the context of incongruent extensions. Martin, Stewart, and Matta (2002) demonstrated the primacy of product strategy over communication strategy in the context of brand extensions. They found that a poor selection of the extension product overrides a good communications strategy, but a poor communication strategy is not necessarily a death knell for a good selection of an extension. It would be interesting to examine how a consumer deals with goal-incongruent marketing communication accompanying a goal-congruent extension. Such information may not be readily assimilated into an existing category (Mandler 1982), may be completely forgotten or, if a well-known cue (i.e. brand name) is used there may be more effort expended to make sense of the information thus forming an ad hoc category (Martin and Stewart 2001). In summary, the few studies that have examined communication effects within a brand extension context suggest that communication can influence consumers’ perceptions of the brand extension, especially when the message focuses on explicit brand associations. 

Conclusions and managerial implications


Recent research and theory development on the theory of goal-derived categorization, on the role of goals in focusing and directing consumer behavior, and on the organizing power of goal-derived categories in the context of brand extensions provides an especially compelling means for explaining and organizing the various and seemingly disparate results of prior research on brand extensions. While all four approaches to understanding and conducting research on brand extensions discussed in this chapter have merit and can explain some elements of the brand extension phenomenon, it is also clear that one approach, the theory of goal-derived categorization offers a general approach that subsumes the other three approaches. In addition, whereas the other three approaches may provide useful descriptions of consumers’ responses to brand extensions, goal-derived categorization theory provides a means for predicting in advance those circumstances in which a brand extension is likely to be successful and those in which a brand extension may be less successful. To the extent that a brand extension shares a readily identifiable goal with the core brand, the extension should have a greater likelihood of success. To the extent that a shared goal exists, but is less obvious to the typical consumer, the commitment of resources to marketing communication, selling, promotion and distribution programs designed to make the shared goal more obvious may be appropriate for assuring the success of an extension. Thus, information about both the presence of a shared goal between a brand extension and the core brand, and the extent to which consumers find the shared goal more or less obvious can be useful for both predicting the likelihood of success of a brand extension and for determining the resource commitments necessary for assuring that success.
Directions for Future Research

Although goal-derived categorization theory offers considerable promise as an organizing framework for prior research and managerial practice with respect to brand extensions, it also raises important questions for future research. Goals are inherently complex and at any given time a consumer is confronted with the need to attend to and satisfy multiple goals. On any given occasion some goals may be more salient than others and therefore may play a more prominent role in the direction of information processing, decision making and consumer behavior.  In addition, it is likely that less salient goals also play some role in these processes. Thus, even though the goals of social acceptance and prestige may dominate the selection of dress for the senior prom, other goals related to saving money for a car and the desire to be “frugal” in the selection of clothing may still exert an influence even when not dominant in the situation. The complex interplay of consumers’ multiple goals represents an especially interesting area for future inquiry. Among the more specific areas of future research based on goal-derived categorization theory are the following:

· How the presence of multiple goals influences information processing, the activation of cognitive categories, and the perception of similarity or fit between two or more objects;

· How products that are associated with multiple goals influence the salience of any one goal, the associated goal-derived category, and the likely success of a brand extension strategy;

· How a product that elicits or resolves goal conflict operates on information processing, the categorization process and the likelihood of success of a brand extension strategy; and

· The role of goal-derived categorization in a host of other marketing activities and the ensuing consumer response to such strategies as co-branding, joint advertising efforts and promotional tie-ins, product placements in movies and television shows, event sponsorships, and merchandising programs.  

Implications for Managerial Practice
Even in the absence of additional research, goal-derived categorization theory has important and immediate implications for managerial practice. A key implication is that managers must understand the goals of their consumers and how products and services are perceived by consumers to fulfill (or not) their goals. To the extent that consumers’ goals focus and direct consumer behavior, it is not possible to understand the meaning of consumer behavior or how to influence it without understanding the purposefulness of consumer behavior. For example, when viewed only in terms of observed behavior and the perspective of the marketer the frequency of incomplete online purchases may seem perplexing.  But, this behavior may be easily understood when the consumer’s goal is put into perspective.  Thus, if the consumer’s goal in visiting the retailer’s website is merely to obtain information for comparative purposes, such as the total cost of a product including shipping and handling charges.  In the context of a website architecture, it requires near completion of a transaction by the consumer to obtain all the desired information.  In general, goals can help explain not only what we consume but how we consume it and why we choose to consume one product (brand) over another product (brand). In addition to the need for a general understanding of consumers’ goals and the relative salience of these goals in the context of particular products and services, the theory of goal-derived categorization has specific implications for particular marketing practices.  

Brand Extension Strategies. 
More than 80% of new products are brand extensions (Aaker 1998).  As noted earlier in this chapter, the likelihood of the success of a brand extension and the resources likely to be required to realize such success are directly related to the degree to which the core brand and the proposed extension share common goals and the extent to which these shared goals are readily obvious to consumers. One evident strategy that has been successful is found in Wolfgang Puck’s extension of his pre-packaged pizza, soups, and other meal products into grocery stores.  This extension under the Wolfgang Puck brand concept is consistent with the goal of creative food that taste good that consumers associate with his restaurants. It would seem that all restaurants could successfully use this strategy.  One example to the contrary is McDonald’s unsuccessful foray from its fast food restaurants to children’s clothing.  Unlike Wolfgang Puck, which continues to provide creative food that extend nicely into the home of its customers, McDonald’s clothing for kids was not able to find a common purpose or goal to link its core brand and product to this brand extension.  

Co-Branding Strategies.

Co-branding is most likely to be successful and make sense to consumers when there is a shared goal between the brands. Thus, a co-branding relationship between Disney and McDonald’s makes sense in the context of a shared goal related to children’s entertainment, play and associated products. On the other hand, an effort to co-brand Hewlett Packard printers and Disney may be less successful, especially in the absence of HP printers that are specifically targeted at children or a Disney offering that clearly required use of HP products. Another successful co-branding strategy has been created between Cole Haan leather shoes with Nike soles to create a sportier version of their line of shoes. Cole Haan leather shoes are expensive, high quality leather shoes.  It their search to expand their line of shoes, Cole Haan decided to introduce a sportier version of their high quality shoes still maintaining their signature soft leather and prestige look.  To do this, they developed a strategic alliance with Nike athletic shoes.  They now have a line of sporty leather shoes for the selective “palate” of consumers with the signature Nike soles that also evoke the same reputation of comfort and style as Cole Haan.

Advertising / Promotional Alliances 
Numerous promotional alliances are formed between brands that must share common goals.  One prominent example is found between K-Mart and Martha Stewart home products. A plausible alliance is Oscar Meyer hotdogs and Kingsford charcoal. This is a natural tie-in given the shared usage goal, but Oscar Meyer hotdogs and a fine wine would probably lack this strong link in the consumers’ mind.  Thus, when marketers develop marketing communication by creating “meaningful” links between brands that share similar goals, a clear understanding of their target customers’ goals is essential. 

Event Sponsorships 
When marketers make decisions concerning what events or establishments to which to link their brand name, an important consideration is the salient goals for their target segments.  For example, the decision of a soft drink manufacturer to obtain the pouring rights for a particular event or establishment needs to included consideration of the way in which the target customers will interpret this action. It may make sense for Coca-Cola to buy the exclusive pouring rights at Disneyland or in Dodger stadium where consumption of soft drinks is a natural and well-recognized part of the entertainment experience.  In contrast, there may be little promotional value in having the pouring rights for soft drinks in the exclusive Four Seasons Hotel chain. Soft drinks are part of the experience of going to a Disneyland park or a Dodger game, but one does not go to the Four Seasons and expect to consume Coca-Cola (even if one does so while there). Similarly, using Seiko as the official timer at Churchill Downs or Belmont Stakes may create a nice fit between the precision of Seiko and the precision of horse racing, but a Seiko tie-in with the Academy Awards may make less sense.

Merchandizing and Product Placement Strategy. 
One of the more common marketing strategies in movies and television programming is the placement of brands within the film.  The intent of such placement is the creation of a sense of realism in the movie or programming that appeals to the target audiences.  Some examples include the series of James Bond cars (Austin Healey, Z3) in 007 movies and the placement of Apple computers as the technology support for the players in a movie like Mission Impossible.  This sense of realism is evoked through the implicit understanding by viewers that it “makes sense” that a particular character would use a particular brand. 

SUMMARY
That goals drive consumer behavior is beyond debate (Bettman 1979).  There is also ample empirical evidence that goals serve as an organizing framework for information search and the organization of knowledge and affect (Barsalou 1985). What is remarkable is how little emphasis has been devoted to understanding the role of goals in marketing activities and the influence of these activities on consumers. Placing the processes of consumer categorization and decision-making within a goal-derived framework has the potential to bring some clarity to empirical findings related to consumer response and what they will accept and not accept.  To the extent that consumers’ goals determine the meaning of such marketing actions as brand extension, co-branding, and similar activities an understanding of such goals is critical for predicting and explaining consumers’ responses. For the marketing researcher this means that there is still much to investigate in terms of the impact that goals play in consumers’ everyday lives.  For the marketers this means that a continual survey of their target customers as to how they frame their choices of brands and services is critical to their success.  

Table 1: A Comparison of Four General Approaches to Product Similarity in the Context of Brand Extension Research

	
	Feature-Based Similarity
	Usage-Based 

Similarity
	Brand Schema & Concept Consistency
	Goal-Based 

Similarity

	Main Proposition(s)
	Relatedness due to shared product characteristics that are tangible, facilitate the transfer of associations and affect from a core brand to a brand extension. 

Aaker and Keller (1990); Boush and Loken (1991)
	Perceptions of similarity of the occasions on which the products can be used provide a more robust and theoretically meaningful measure of similarity.

Chakravarti, MacInnis, 

and Nakamoto (1991); Creusen & Schoormans (1997); Ratneshwar and Shocker (1991)
	Products may be perceived as similar on the basis of their image as more utilitarian or more prestige oriented.

Park, Milberg, and Lawson (1991)
	Objects are similar insofar as they share a set of associations in memory that are organized around common goals.

Austin and Vancouver (1996); Shocker, Stewart and Zahorik (1990); Martin and Stewart (2001)

	Theoretical Foundations
	Feature based similarity is the basis for categorization and the transfer of affect.

Tversky (1977); Fiske and Pavelchak (1986)


	People classify and differentiate on the basis of structure and prototypicality.

Gentner and Markman (1997) Medin et al (1986); Smith and Medin 

(1981)
	Conceptual coherence serves as the mechanism that people use to “hang” classes of objects together. People have their own theories about how and why products fit together.

Murphy and Medin (1985)
	Goals facilitate the creation and formation of cohesive categories. Congruent goals provide an organizing framework for categorization.

Barsalou (1983, 1985); Holyoak and Thagard (1997)

	Measures
	1. How similar / typical are ---- & ----?

Not at all similar to Very similar

2. What is the ability of ---- to manufacture and produce -- & --? 

Very low to Very high
	1. How similar are --&-- in terms of how/when they are used?

2. How likely are you to use ----&---- together?

Not at all likely to Very likely
	1. How ---- (attribute) is ---- (core brand)?

Not at all to Very

2. How ---- (same attribute) is ---- (extension)?

Not at all to Very
	3. How well do ---- fit with the goal of ----?

Not at all to Very well

4. How well do ---- exemplify the goal of ----?

Extremely poor example to Extremely good example

	Examples


	· Coke and Diet Coke

· Ivory bar soap and liquid soap


	· Kodak camera and film

· Nike shoes and sportswear

· Jeep SUV and CD players and casual luggage

· Porsche cars and sunglasses


	· Swatch watches and clocks

· Yamaha motorcycles and tennis rackets

· Panasonic electronics and bicycles 

· Starbuck’s coffee and ice cream 

· Crayola crayons and kids guitars
	· Benetton Clothing and leather shoes

·  Nokia electronics and cellular phones

· 

	Limitations


	Measures have not always exhibited the hypothesized associations between measures of similarity and indicators of transfer of affect and cognition (Broniarczyk and Alba 1994; Creusen and Schoormans 1997)

Lacks a theoretical basis for identifying which features are and are not critical in determining similarity (Barsalou 1985, 1991; Medin and Wattenmaker 1987)

Difficult to apply to extensions across product categories whose physical features are not comparable (Johnson 1984, 1988)
	Not useful for explaining the perceived similarity of products that do not share a common usage occasion. For example, Ivory bar soap, soap flakes and dishwashing liquid share brand meaning but not usage occasion.


	Does not provide a simple means for identifying the basis for brand-concept similarity. To measure similarity, researchers must first determine the basis on which similarity is being judged. 

May serve, as a descriptive tool but cannot help in measuring similarity without potentially idiosyncratic attributes that serves as the basis of comparison. 

Support found for the notion of brand-concept similarity in the case of “prestige” products but not “functional” products.
	Further research required to unravel the process of transfer of knowledge and affect in cases of goal irrelevance, goal conflict, etc. 
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