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From our own relationships with brands 
we know that often we like them for 
different reasons.  Analysis of the BrandZ
database indicates that broadly people will 
bond (feel loyal) to different brands for 
several different reasons – emotional 
connection, rational benefit, price, 
leadership, difference and/or popularity –
and what is suitable for one brand may 
not necessarily be suitable for another.  A 
global analysis of over 9000 brands from 
the BrandZ database has uncovered the 
relative importance of each of these 
‘bonding factors’ to the ‘type’ of brand it is 
– in terms of current size and propensity 
to gain further loyalty within it’s 
competitive set.  

Each ‘bonding factor’ is constructed from a 
combination of relevant image attributes 
to produce a one number score.  For each 
brand only those who get to the top two 
levels of the pyramid are included in this 
analysis – as we are interested in what 
has got them here.  What goes into each 
factor is outlined below:

How bonding drivers vary across different types of brands

Differences between brand typologies are 
clearly shown on the BrandZ map which 
compares the size of brands (presence) 
against their momentum (Voltage).  

How do different ‘types’ of brands 
differ?

The ‘typology’ of a brand is shorthand for 
its strengths and weaknesses, and the 
marketing challenges it faces.  These have 
been classified following extensive work 
using the BrandZ Signature – which 
demonstrates a brand’s areas of strength 
and weakness at converting people up its 
brand pyramid relative to competitors in 
the category.

Bearing in mind the different 
characteristics of the eight typologies it is 
not surprising that people may bond to 
them for different reasons – there is not 
one relationship 
formula that works for every single brand. 
An average of each of the one number 
bonding factor scores has been calculated 
for each typology to understand which of 
these factors are most pronounced for 
each.



Little Tigers – ones to watch

Little Tiger brands are not very well known 
compared to the competition but they 
attract a strong core following amongst 
those who discover them and are 
potentially relevant to all.  They can be 
strong for any of the bonding factors.  In 
First Direct’s case in the UK – difference, 
leadership and rational benefit.

Specialists – strong amongst a core 
following

Specialists are relatively well known but 
tend not to be suitable for a mass 
audience – usually being either too 
expensive or too cheap.  These brands 
might have difficulty in widening their 
franchise without alienating their core 
users.  ‘Difference’ is the single biggest 
factor in this group, followed by 
leadership.  They also have the highest 
Emotional affinity scores.

Classic brand – good but not great

Classic brands are also well known and 
liked, strong brands with a relatively large 
core following; good but not dominant.  
Again ‘popularity’ is clearly an important 
factor in making these brands classic.

Olympic’s – the biggest and strongest 
brands

Olympic brands are well known and loved 
with a large core following.  They are 
talked about in everyday life and are part 
of the cultural fabric of the country.  For 
these brands we can quite clearly see that 
‘popularity’ is the single biggest factor to 
bonding for Olympic brands, underpinned 
by ‘leadership’ – as this example of 
McDonalds in Australia demonstrates.



Defenders occupy the middle ground

‘Defender’ brands are usually established, 
acceptable to most but without the strong 
competitive advantages of true leading 
brands. They are not in immediate danger 
and usually have a balance of strengths 
and weaknesses.  Overall their key factor 
has also become ‘price’.

Weak brands – have little to offer?

These brands are well known enough for 
many to decide they don’t like them.  
Again their main factor to bonding is 
‘price’ and as with fading stars, we see 
very low emotional connection scores.  
They will really need to develop more 
depth to their relationship with consumers 
to survive over the longer term.
.

Fading Star’s have lost their 
competitive edge

‘Fading Star’ brands are usually well 
known but have been overtaken, they are 
relevant to a mass audience, but have lost 
appeal and competitive advantage.  Their 
key factor to bonding has become ‘price’.  
Also of interest is the low emotional 
connection as illustrated here by the 
clothing brand Baleno in China.

Clean Slates need to make their mark

Brands which are ‘clean slates’ have only 
reached very low levels of awareness and 
trial.  They are irrelevant to most 
consumers and have few advantages.  
Again standing out and being ‘different’ is 
the key factor to bonding within this 
group.



Across the different typologies we can 
conclude that bonding for Olympic and 
Classic brands is most likely to be driven 
by Popularity while for Fading Stars, 
Defenders and Weak brands their 
strongest bonding factor tends to be price 
(a potentially dangerous ground to be in 
for long term success).  Specialist and 
Clean Slate brands are more likely to drive 
bonding by being ‘different’ whereas Little 
Tiger brands can generate bonding 
through any of the 6 factors.

This analysis describes the typical patterns 
that are seen however, it is important to 
consider variation in these themes across 
categories.  Little Tiger brands show the 
most variation across categories, for 
example:

- Price is a key driver for financial and 
insurance brands, internet services, 
motor fuel and mineral water.

- Difference is more important for 
airlines, fast foods, coffee and soft 
drink brands

- Popularity is important for media 
brands

- Emotional connection for 
telecommunications

- Rational benefits key for petfood
brands

Specialist brands also show some variation 
across categories from their overall 
highest driver of ‘difference’.  For 
example:

- Leadership is particularly 
important for medical brands, 
services, insurance, information 
technology and mineral water 
brands.
- Popularity is key for media, 
telecommunications and internet 
services
- Rational benefits for 
automobiles

Breaking the mould….

It is important to remember that these 
results summarise broad trends and the 
state of the market currently; hence they 
reflect brands’ current marketing 
strategies.

It is possible for brands to break the 
mould of their ‘type’ or even category; 
after all, one aspect to come through 
clearly from this analysis is the benefit of 
being different – different strategies work 
for different brands.

One thing we do know is that the more 
involved relationship a brand has with 
consumers (the more bonding drivers it 
can harness) the greater the momentum it 
is likely to have.
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