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SECTION 2. Management in firms and organizations
Hugo Skaalsvik (Norway), Bjgrn Olsen (Norway)

Service branding: the development of a typology of service brands
at the corporate level
Abstract

This paper shows and discusses a typology of service bedritie corporate level. The typology emerges from a
combination of two constructs: ‘customease’ and ‘competitive environment¥he service brandsre conceptualized

as modes ofmaintenance, surveillance and dynamic changes, which are shown in a 2x2 matric. The service brand
typology is discussed, and the paper explainsdyramic change is preferred in turbulent, competitive, complex and
dynamic environments with a shifting dadynamic customer base. A set of implications is offered, i.e. theoretically
that a high degree of customer and competitor focusaignment with the service brand conceptualized as dynamic
change. The paper contributes to thtapkknowledge of service branding by discussion of a typology of service
brands at the company brand level in service enterprises.

Keywords:. service branding, corporate service brands, customer base, compeeniiaments, a typology of service
brands, successful corporate service brands.
JEL Classification: O31.

Introduction advance as production and consumption usually take
place at the same time (Grbnroos, 2007). This
: ) : . NEomplexity is one reason that more knowledge is
service sector, service industries and Serviggqired on this important field of service management
enterprises, especially in Western industrializeiqiry. In relation to this, McDonald et al. (2001,
countries (Klaus & Maklan, 2007; Skaalsvik & 335 argue that a brand is ‘even more important for
Olsen, 2014b). One consequence is that competitigBryices than for goods’, which enhances the need for
between the service enterprises has been enhangefjistic and comprehensive view of the branding
owing to the relatively low barriers to entry inprocess (de Chernatony & Cottam, 2006). Thus,
services (Andreassen, 2008; Lovelock & Wrighteffective branding of firms brand portfolio has become
1999; Hoffman & Bateson, 1997). Furthermore, W@n area of priority in future service research (Blankson
are observing a customer trend of enhancedKalafatis, 1999; de Chernatony & Dal'Olmo Riley,
individualism (Johannessen & Olsen, 2010), ongetscherin & Heinrich, 2014; 1999; Ostrom et al.,
consequence being customers’ requests for tail@o10; Tsiotsou & Ratten, 2006).

made services (King, 1991). Thus, a changin ) ‘

economic ‘landscape’ requires appropriate pIannin%CCOfd'”g to Keller (2003, p. 532): ‘brands can play
and actions by management in order to differentiafe Number of different roles in the brand portfolio
a firm's service offerings from those of competitordased on considerations related to the consumers,
(Aaker, 1996), and obtain customers’ connectednd€§ competition and the company’. Thus, a firm in
and loyalty to the individual firm (Aaker, 2002;/tS service branding efforts needs to take into
Keller, 1993, 2003). One important tool in obtainingonsideration a set of issues in relation to the
this is a firm's possession of a competitive an§oMmpany itself, its competitors and its customers

strong service brand (Aaker, 1996), termed by Gafechlager et al., 2011). In this way, the corporate
(1994) as a ‘power brand’. Nevertheless, therand becomes a relatlo_nshlp builder (Rlley &_de
management of a firm’s service brand portfolio is §hematony, 2000) built ‘upon an integrative
challenging and complex task (Ind, 2015; Ke”erpersp,ectlve (Brodie, 2009). Furthermore, as the
1993), and the management of service brands 9rld’s marketplaces have gradually become more
considered even more complex than thgompetitve and complex (D'Aveni, 1994,
management of physical products (McDonald et afohannessen & Olsen, 2010; Skaalsvik & Olsen,
2001). This complexity is due to the characteristiced14a, b), successful company brands as strategic,
of services (de Chernatony & Segal-Homn, 20035[1tang|ble resources have become effective

whereby it is hard to assess the quality of services §@MPetitive tools for enterprises (Arslan & Altuna,
2012; Aaker, 2002; Keller, 1998; Park et al., 2013;

© Hugo Skaalsvik, Bjgm Olsen, 2015, Urde, 1999). Nevertheless, brand management is
Hugo Skaalsvik, Associate Professor, Ph.D., Harstad Universiynore difficult than ever’ (Keller, 2003, p. 38),
College, Norway. which is a challenge to practise as well as the

Bjarn Olsen, Professor, Univés of Nordland/Bodg Graduate School . .
of Business, Norway. service research community.
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In the course of time, a vast amount of research brand is viewed as subject to changes and not as a
product branding in fast-moving goods industries argtatic entity(de Chernatony & Segal-Horn, 2003; de
companies has been published in academic journalernatony et al., 2006; Harris & de Chernatony,
which to some extent contrasts the lack of resear2B01; Urde, 2003). The chges considered in this
activity on services branding (Davis, 2007; Moorthipaper are external to the firm, i.e. the focus is on a
2002). Nevertheless, today we see an exponent&rvice firm’'s customers and competitors. The
growth of services, which Droege et al. (2009) havaustomers and competitors are chosen because,
termed as ‘societies of services’. One practicalccording to brand knowledge and theory (Keller,
implication of the service trend is, according td993, 2003), they have a decisive influence on a firm's
Kandampully (2007, p. 5) that ‘the majority of thebrand orientation and strategy (Aaker, 1996; Keller,
world’s workforce is employed in services’. Forl993). Hence, the paper poses one research question:

academia, the growt_h of services has h&!ﬂﬂ/hat typology of service brands can operate at the
consequences as well, i.e. a new stream of brandin

: carporate level in service enterprises?
research has emerged, that of service brands, whic P P

today appears as a research direction in its own rightis important to address this question because, by
Nevertheless, the aim of branding physical am@nswering it in a convincing way, more knowledge,
services products seems to be the same; the core #gght and understanding will be obtained in relation
being to build and leverage the brand equity in ordé& an under-researched area of service management
to develop a strong relationship between the braifjuiry. In order to answer this question, the paper is
and the stakeholders, particularly the customers (deganized in the following way. After this
Chernatony, 2001; Kay, 2006). introduction, the next section clarifies key concepts

According to Keller (2003, p. 60), customer-base mployed in the study. Then a model is developed

brand equity is ‘the differential effect of brand hich shows a typology of service brands applicable

knowledae on consumer response to the marketiﬁmd useful at the corporate level. The next section
of the b?and’ The citation irl?w lies that customerg%taiIS the discussion part, followed by a section
' P ~Which entails the theoretical and practical

brand knowledge and experience affect the buyi o ,
intention and behavior of the individual customgr%pllcatlons’ which may be drawn from the study. A

. onclusion part terminates the paper.
(Kayaman & Arasli, 2007). Thus, customer-basegl P pap
brand equity appears as an important marketifig The concepts
construct from a consumer behavior, financial and

strategic perspective (Berry, 2000; Davis, 2007). In order to suggest a manageable typology of
' ' ' service brands at the corporate level, we will clarify

The service brand equity concept derives from thgur concepts: service brand, customer base,
brand equity concept. However, while the brangompetitive environments and service brand

equity is coupled to tangible products, the serviagpology. These concepts will be discussed in turn.

brand equity construct concerns services which ) ]
constitute a different field of literature. As ani-l: Service brand. According to Keller (2003,

example, a seat on a plane not sold when the pla‘?19536)’ a brand at the corporate level belongs to the
departs cannot be stocked and sold at a later d4tghest level in the brand hierarchy. In the brand
Thus, an empty seat represents lost revenue for{ grature the brand is given different interpretations
airline. We therefore perceive service brand equi aker, 19|96)' flf_overl]oc:f I‘Ig‘ Wght(](ll]?gg, p: ‘lfﬁ)’ as

as ‘the favorable and unfavorable perceptions a example, o er the following de |n|t|_on._ name,
attitudes that are formed and influence a servidg @S&; design, symbol, or some combinations of these
buyer to buy a service product. Thus, the servidat identifies a company’s services and differentiates

brand equity concept is an important construct diér'ﬁworm COZF?)[(J;'[I'[OBS. It\le\;ﬁrthﬁless,ha;cc?r(rjilrl? 0 f
relation to a service firm's strategic bran onroos ( ). due 10 the key characteristics o

: : : ) services (de Chernatony & Segal-Horn, 2001,
orientation (Brodie et al., 2006; Urde, 1994). Lovelock & Wright, 199; Hoffman & Bateson,
Keller (2003), an authorized writer in the brand997), especially the integrating and participating role
discipline, has focused on several issues in the braofd customers, Gronroos offers a definition which
hierarchy, and this paper addresses the highest lev@icompasses both physical products and services
the corporate level. The paper shows and discussdsegause he claims that ‘if anybody builds a brand, it is
typology of service brands at the company levethe customer’ (Gronroos, 2007, p. 331). Hence, an
This is important because how management in tladternative definition is developed saying that: ‘A
individualized company assesses the brandidgand is created in continuously developing brand
orientation of the company reveals to what extent thelationships, where the customer forms a
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differentiating image of a physical product, a service007). The main reason is that brands are not static,
or a solution including goods, services, informatioinstead they are subject to changes due to
and other elements based on all kinds of bramdmpetitive environments, enhanced individualism
contacts the customer is exposed to’. Neverthelessaind shifting customer preferences, which imply
order to enhance focus, we suggest that a service braadtomer demands for individualized and tailor-
at the firm level is a ‘combination of tangible andnade services (Simmons, 2007; Johannessen &
intangible elements that uniquely identifies a servia®lsen, 2010; Skaalsvik & Olsen, 2014b, 2014c). As
produced by one service provider and thereky consequence, management efforts to develop
distinguishes it from the competitors’ services'service brands in the brand hierarchy will take place
lllustratively, by drawing on another example from thehrough a co-creation process that involves several
airline industry, the physical plane with a logo otakeholders, most importantly the customers
Scandinavian Airlines (SAS) on the tail is a tangiblgKimpakorn & Toquer, 2009).

element, which clearly differentiates the carrier from . . .
other airlines, but hardly provides any competitivd € ultimate goal of the co-creation process is to
advantage for the company in itself. On the other harfiPt@in customers’ commitment and loyalty to the
the service attendants’ performance of their servi@s@nd, but many brands in the brand hierarchy do
roles clearly differentiates the carrier from othefOt Pecome sustainable market successes (Boyle,
airlines, which may foster competitive advantage ff007; Kohli, 1997; Tilley, 1999). Practice shows
SAS. Thus, motivated and committed servickhat the customers to a large extent ‘vote with their
employees are important in brand building processt&€t, they may simply leave. In fact, they may
and development (Wallace et al., 2013). In relation §hiPit disloyal behavior by finding other suppliers
this, front line employees will influence the reputatio§'h0 they think can better meet their needs, wants
of a corporate service brand and indicate customefdid preferences. Thus, in order to be attractive and
expected future experiences with the brand (O’Cass¥2y competitive, a service provider must deliver
Gracy, 2004). According tthis argument, a strong Unique benefits and superior value as percglved _by
corporate service brand in the minds of customers miijg customers and, in doing so, the co-creation with

appear as a risk reducer (Sok & O’Cass, 2011). the customers appears necessary _in service brand
planning, development and innovation. As argued

1.2. Customer base. According to service brand Kay (2006, p. 4), ‘effective brand management
knowledge and theory (Schlager et al., 2011), a brag pends upon innovation’.

is created in the triangle between the company, its
customers and employees, which indicates tHer the purpose of this paper, we suggest that a
relational aspects of a brand (Riley & de Chernatonfffm’s customer base can be classified along a
2000). In literature, the role of the employees igontinuum ranging from é&stable to a dynamic
service brand development is emphasized (see Fregstomer base. Atable customer base implies that
1999; Jacobs, 2003; Kimpakorn & Toquer, 201Ghe customers are connected and tied to a firm by
King & Grace, 2005; Michell, 2002; Mohart et al.their pattern of loyal buying behavior. One
2009; Punjaisri et al., 2009; Punjaisri & Wilsonjllustrating example is customers who are early
2007). Nevertheless, we focus on the role of a firmfllowers of new products on offer from Apple. In
customers as they are co-creators of the brandsntrast, adynamic customer base implies that the
development (Kay, 2006). Thus, as argued by Kelleustomers are not loyal to a specific firm; they will
(2003, p. 59); ‘the power of a brand lies in whagasily move to another supplier if they perceive their
resides in the minds of customers’. offerings to be better. One example is the economy

In a world previously dominated by manufacturin%aglssenger in any airline. In their buying decision,

industries and companies, a goods-centric view
brand development has dominated. However, in t
‘new’ service economy (Gronroos, 2007), which i
part of the knowledge economy (David & Forayl.3. Competitive environments. In the course of a
2003; Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995; Tsoukas &ew decades, the present competitive situation
Shepherd, 2004), a customer view is the dominabétween industries and firms is characterized by
perspective (Kotler, 1984; Griffin & Hauser, 1993)uncertainty, ambiguity and turbulence; particularly in
Thus, in the new regime, a service-centrindustrialized countries (Johannessen & Olsen, 2010;
perspective of service brand development willohannessen & Skaalsvik, 2014). There is a set of
dominate. In such an economic atmosphere, tleving forces to the rapid growth of competition at
customers become co-partners in enterprisedifferent levels. As an example, the deregulation of
service brand planning and development (Boyl¢he airline industry in the late 1980s had a profound

55

cording to experts in the field of air transport
haw, 1999), they mainly consider two factors: the
goute schedule (destination) and the price.



Problems and Perspectives in Management, Volume 13, Issue 4, 2015

impact on the competition between the airlines. TH1. Competitive environments. stable versus
difficulties faced by many carriers, which they werglynamic. According to Sundbo (1997), competitive
unable to cope with effectively, resulted irenvironments imply challenges and opportunities
bankruptcies (Shaw, 1999). Nevertheless, a few, sUigti service enterprises. As explained, our suggestion
as Southwest Airlines in the US and Lufthansa it§ that competitive environments from a company
Europe, were successful in their adaptation to neRrspective can be classified along a continuum,
competitive environments. These carriers are stifhich ranges fromstable to dynamic. A stable

able to sustain successful business performance CQ&nPetitive environment implies that a firm
they have effectively adapted their busines@Perates in an economic area which by management

operations todynamic Competitive environments. I.S not percelved as attractive to new entrants. The

Conversely, Scandinavian Airlines (SAS), at thgrgnnodgl?;icnm OZﬁi(é)enssargﬁt hatl;]/:reto akr): I?ewa
beginning of the deregulation of the airline indust P9 P N . .

. . . : mpetitors. As mentioned, an illustrating example
performed their business operations as if they stf

. - . . SAS in the period before the deregulation of the
operated irstable competitive environments owing to aifline industry. On the other handiynamic

the _p_osse_ssion of a more or less monopolistic mar'ﬁ‘%}mpetitive environments imply that the firm
position in  Scandinavia. Fortunately, SAS hagperates in an attractive area of business in which
gradually moved away from the mental modelgompetition is fierce and intense, and the
systems and business solutions of the ‘old’ industriglractiveness of the field encourages new
economy. Nevertheless, despite managemenggmpetitors to enter the firm's business area. One
efforts to adapt to fierce competition and a trend @fustrating example is the airline company
disloyal air travellers, the company has suffereNorwegian which, in the course of a few years, has
heavy economic losses for many years. entered the highly competitive international airline

For the purpose of this paper, we suggest that tH’QUStry'

competitive environments can be classified along a2.2. Customer base: stable versus dynamic.
continuum, which ranges frorgable to dynamic According to Kay (2006) and Kwortnik (2006),
environments. Astable environment implies that the customers play a key role in a firm’s brand strategy.
competition is at a low level. In contraslynamic As explained, we opine that a firm’s customer base
environments imply fierce competition, whichfrom a firm’s point of view can be conceptualized as
appears to be the current situation in theither stable or dynamic. A stable customer base
international airline industry, as illustrated above. implies that there is little fluctuation in a firm’s
customer base; the customers stand with the

g ompany by executing loyalty in their buying
typology needs clarification. Typology as a construﬁ havior. An example of this is the Norwegian retail

is extensively used in the management and marketi hin REMA 1000, which has a constant market

:Cl)terzagjri aasn ddzsjggzg' gstigo?c))(g{/n p())lfe ' o?gtjr:r?i(zja(t?gr? are of about 25%, and the chain’s customers seem

which entails four different types of organization?ttra}ctled to _and tlo3{[al to_ thtf] cont1p_?ny olzvitn%tot:]he
while Brodie (2009) has described a typology of the 1! S 'OW price strategy in the retall market. an the

marketing discipline. In the context of this paper, ther hand, adynamic customer base implies that

typology encompasses different modes of servi e customers, according to management

brands at the corporate brand level. The typolo s«_sssments,_ may ?Xhibit _disloyal trait_s in_their
concept equals that of “taxonomy” which is used i uying behavior. An illustrating example is the no-

e.g. the brand literature. rills airline Ryanair, as the core reason for
travellers to choose the company is its strategy of

2. A typology of service brand orientation very low prices. Nevertheless, the company’s

at the corporate level: four cases travellers will easily move to another airline if

A typology of service brands at the corporate Ievg\lternatlvcg prices on offer are lower, and the route
schedule is the same.

is depicted in Figure 1. As explained, the typology
of service brand orientation emerges from A combination of the construct’'s competitive
combination of two constructs: competitive environmentsdable versusdynamic) and customer

environments and customer base. The two base ¢table versusdynamic) leads to a 2x2 matrix

constructs will be reviewed in turn. which is shown in Figure 1.

1.4. What is meant by typology? The concept of
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3. Model
r Y
Dynamic Case I Case IV
Conceptualized as: Conceptualized as:
Surveillance Dynamic change

Competitive
environments

Case I Case I

Conceptualized as: Conceptualized as:
Maintenance Surveillance
Stable
Stable .
Dynamic

Customer base
Fig. 1. A typology of service brandsat the corporatelevel: four cases

Figure 1 matrix shows four quadrants which portray in the course of a few years owing to current

a typology of service brands at the corporate level, trends of individuality.

conceptualized asaintenance (case l);surveillance ¢ Case Il is also associated with thgellow

(cases Il and Ill), andynamic change (case V). traffic light. However, case lll differs from case

) ] IIl. From the firm's perspective, there is an

¢ Case I. A service brand conceptugllzed aS  acceptance that the customer base features
maintenance represents a status quo In serviceé  dynamic characteristics, but the competitive
brand orientation at the corporate level. We environments are perceived as stable which,
associate case | with thred traffic light. Red most probably, will change in the course of
indicates danger and the service firm must take time. An illustrating example is the retail
initiatives to change its branding orientation industry in Norway, in which we observe a
because, most probably, the firm cannot stay in tendency of fewer chains in the business sector,
a stable market position over time. Furthermore, which many perceive as a threat to competition
the firm will, most probably, be exposed to and service quality. However, due to the
enhanced individualism on the part of attractiveness of the retail market, international
customers, which represents a dynamic retail chains will most probably enter the
customer base. lllustratively, the downfall of the ~business sector in the years to come.
IT company Nokia is a good example of a firm® Case IV. A service brand conceptualized as

which did not adapt to new customer trends and dynamic change, case IV represents innovative
enhanced  competition and  innovated bPrand orientation at the company level. The firm

accordingly, but stayed in the old ‘industria? ~ @cknowledges that the customer base features
model of business conduct. dynamic characteristics and that the competitive
o Case Il. A service brand conceptualized as environments feature dynamic characteristics as

surveillance is related to two cases, which we well. We associate case IV with thgreen

iate with thedlow traffic I ht’ vell traffic light. Green indicates that the service
associate wi geliow traftic ight. Yellow firm is constantly on the alert to change its
indicates that the service firm must be on the

. _ _ present service brand strategy, which is a
alert to change its present brand orientation. o orable stand. An example of this is the

Case Il emerges from a stable customer base, Norwegian airline company Norwegian, which
which, we have argued, will be exposed 10 has expanded its business operation worldwide
changes due to enhanced individualism and py adapting to customers’ preferences to obtain
requests for tailor-made services; but from the cheap air tickets, and at the same time adapting
firm's perspective, the firm’'s competitive  to fierce dynamic environments in the industry.
environments are viewed as dynamic, which is
favorable stand. An illustrating example is th
health-care sector in Norway. Despite quitd@he first quadrant (I) depicts a situation in which a
favorable public health-care offerings, there haim’s management considers the customer base and
been a rise in private health-care organizationts competing environments to B@ble. This stand is

ei Discussion
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unfavorable due to a trend of enhanced individualisfinally, the fourth quadrant (IV), which we
and shifting customer preferences (Johannessenc&nceptualize agynamic change of service at the
Olsen, 2010; Skaalsvik & Olsen, 2014b, 2014c), armbmpany level, we consider as favorable for the
enhanced competition, termed by D’Aveni (1994) asdividual company. The core reason is
‘hyper-competition’. Case | is termed as ananagement’s assessment botth customers and
maintenance mode of service brand orientation at @ompetitors as dynamic entities. There is a
corporate level. This type is associated with a statpsevailing belief in individualism, shifting customer
quo in service brand orientation, which does not takgeferences and demand for tailor-made services,
into account the need to adapt to changes in relatiand that competition in future most likely will
to customers and competitors. increase and not decline. In case IV, the business
6{godel in not that of a status quo, but instead is a

The second quadrant (II), we conceptualize \ :
g (1 P gnodel which represents dynamic features.

surveillance at the corporate level. We consider thi
type of orientation as unfavorable and not fully ir5, Implications

alignment with current trends in relation to_ . _
customers. On the positive side is the firmyd Nis conceptual paper has developed and discussed

perception and assessment of the competitife YPOlOgy of service brand orientation at the
environment as dynamic, complex and turbulenfOrPorate level. The suggested modes of service
Nevertheless. the firm does not view its customeffand orientation at the corporate level have
accordingly, as the customer base is considered stafplications, both theoretical and practical, which
by management. Thus, there is a lack of an up-to-d¥f8l be reviewed in turn.

assessment of the customers in line with a market and. Theoretical implications. The theoretical
customer focus in the firm's branding efforts angmplications considered here are linked to the
actions. As emphasized by Gronroos (2007, p. 33%krvice brand conceptualized ayriamic change’,

‘if anybody builds a brand, it is the customers’. which we have argued is a favorable mode at the

The third quadrant (lll) is conceptualized as I, §ompany level. Firstly, a dynamic change is in
surveillance mode of service brands at the COmpan?cgordance WIFh a process view of service branding,
level, which we also consider as unfavorable and ngfich serves internal as well as external purposes
in accordance with current trends in relation téd€ Chernatony et al., 2006). This is an acceptance
competitors. On the positive side, management adoffsthe view that the brand is not a stable entity, but
a market and customer focus by perceiving tH& Subject to changes. In order to initiate and
dynamics of customers by adapting to customépplement organizational changesleadership
demands for tailor-made services (King, 199I1P0Ssesses the authority and decision power to move
Johannessen & Olsen, 2010; Johannessen & Skaals@k, organization in a new direction (Daft, 1999;
2014). However, on the negative side, the firm doé#oran et al., 2011) by its strategic brand choices
not take into account the current trend of enhancégeller, 2003; Vallaster & de Chernatony, 2005).
competition and complexity in business environment§he control mode of management/leadership cannot
The competitive environments are considered &ghieve this (Johannessen & Olsen, 2010). Instead,
stable, which most probably will not last, even iWhat is needed is an involvement model of change-
monopolistic situations. A monopolistic situationoriented leadership (Lovelock & Wright, 1999) in
which is often considered as economically beneficiathich the leaders are the real change masters
for the monopolistic firm will, however, most likely (Kanter, 1983). The theoretical point made here is
encourage new entrants to the business due the link betweenleadership and brand strategy,
opportunities for economigturns on investments.  which is depicted in Figure 2.

b

o A favorable
nange *  service brand
position
Leadership A

orientation
Stability

S >

Stability Change

Brand strategy
Fig. 2. A favorable service brand position at the company level
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Secondly, due to the fact that leadership does not wdmtand knowledge, the service employees’ commitment
in a ‘vacuum’, and as the employees are the real braanatd loyalty to a service brand appear to be a
‘ambassadors’ and brand ‘champions’ of a corporapeerequisite for service brand success at the company
brand (Jacobs, 2003; Mohart et al., 2009), a theoretitavel (Free, 1999; King & Grace, 2005). lllustratively,
point is the need for change-oriented leadership tine theoretical implication of the coupling between
combination with highly motivated, committed andeadership orientation and committed employees is
empowered service employees. According to servicepicted in Figure 3.

r Y

Change A favorable
& > service brand
position
Leadership A
orientation
|
Stability
»
Stability Change

Service employees commitment

Fig. 3. A favorable service brand position at the company level

Thirdly, in relation to the brand's external customer-oriented focus coupled with a focus on the
orientation (Brodie, 2009), a theoretical implicationfirm’s competitors, as argued in this paper. This
at the corporate firm level is the conduct of aheoretical point is illustrated in Figure 4.

r

Hivt A favorable
en »  service brand
position
A competitor R
centric focus
|
Low
———— >
Low High

A customer centric view

Fig. 4. A favorable service brand position at the company level

The theoretical points made in this section hawsho require tailor-made services, and if better
addressed how a favorable service brand positiservices are provided by other suppliers, the
may be obtained at the corporate level. It can lmeistomers leave; they ‘vote with their feet’. Thus,
concluded that successful service brands at theeir loyalty is hard to keep and instead of staying
company level rest upon a competitor- andonnected over time, they will most probably be
customer-centric focus in business conduct. unconnected due to shifting needs, wants and
preferences. The practical implication of this line of

5.2. Practical implications. Metaphorically, < th p hich tes | drant |
quadrant | is associated with thed traffic light. In artgumegt 'S t'a: afirmw ':Cth operates ml qua|1 r‘f’hn
this mode, the firm operates within a business Iogiﬁo?srtmero%iglm ep;?c?n;oa a esc?rrarlllpaor;y eecvc()en(\)Nr;\ic
of status quo, because the firm's competitivglOwnuﬁn y P

environments are perceived atable, as is the '
customer baseHowever, from service knowledge, Metaphorically, we associate quadrants Il and Il
theory and practice we know that a monopolistionith the yellow traffic light, which signals a
type situation most probably will change as newreparation to move forward. In quadrant II, the
service providers will enter the business area mompetitive environments are perceiveddgsamic,
which the monopolistic firm operates. Similarly, wewhich is a favorable stand for a firm's management,
know that it is hard to connect and tie the customelsit at the same time the customer base is perceived

to a company, because customers are individuas stable, which most probably will change due to
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trends of individualism, shifting customerConclusions

preferences and brand values. A practical, . .
implication is that a service enterprise has ta(‘)Jh'S paper has developed and discussed a typology

of service brands at the company level by the use of

enhance its focus on the customers by monitoriq . " .
' chift . TWO service conceptsompetitive environments and
customers’ shifting trends and preferences, whic

may be done by the collection of customeﬁlgﬁgﬁrmgﬁ \]f\r/gr:a;eﬁsr :angesfrg tggéfgmrﬁ:tltlgz
information and close contact with the customers i PErsp y

order to connect the customers to the firm. cr]assmed along a po_ntlnuum, which ranges from
stable to dynamic. Similarly, we have argued that

We also associate quadrant Ill with tlyellow the customer base from a firm’'s point of view may
traffic light, which, as argued, encourages a firm talso be classified along a continuum, which ranges
move forward. In quadrant Ill, the customer base fgom stable to dynamic. From a combination of the
perceived by management dgnamic, which is a two constructs, we have developed a typology of
favorable position. However, the managementService brands at the company level. They are
view of the customer base astable is an conceptualized as orientations afiaintenance,
unfavorable position, as argued above. A practicglrveillance and dynamic change. The maintenance
consequence is that management needs to closghéntation is associated with thed traffic light,
monitor and assess the possible entrance of n@wile thesurveillance orientation is associated with
competitors in the firm’s business area. the yellow traffic light. The service brand

Metaphorically, quadrant IV is associated with th€onceptualized aslynamic change is associated
green traffic light, which signals a need to continuevith the green traffic light. The paper includes a

to ‘drive forward’, and a practical implication is todiscussion of how the three different typologies of
speed up branding processes and developmesgrvice brands may work at the corporate level. We
Thus, quadrant IV depicts a favorable positioning dfave argued that trgreen traffic light is associated

a corporate brand, because the firm acknowledge$h a service brand conceptualized as dynamic
that the competitive environment in which the firrchange at the corporate level, which is built upon
operates isdynamic and will develop in an even competitive environments and a dynamic customer
more competitive direction, and at the same time liase. We have argued that in this mode, the service
adapts to shifting customer preferences and braedterprise is constantly on the alert to change its
values. A practical consequence at the firm level [gesent service brand strategy. In order to enhance
to give even more priority to monitoring systems, imnderstanding and strengthen our arguments,
particular in relation to customers and competitors.illustrating examples are included in the text.
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