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In this paper we try to disentangle the design of successful brand extensions
and test this with two case studies. Earlier research revealed that typicality
and novelty are related to the aesthetic preference of products. Despite the
fact these two predictors are also each other’s suppressors, the equilibrium of
both will determine aesthetically preferred products. When dealing with
brand extensions we assume this effect is even bigger. We discern two
approaches to explain this process. On the one hand the new product
category with respect to the known brand can be seen as the novel
experience of the design. On the other hand, the consumer can be familiar
with the archetypical forms of a product category (typicality) and consider
the branded product design as the novel experience. The outcomes show that
typicality and novelty are jointly effective in explaining the aesthetic
preferences of consumers for some product categories and that the
appreciation of novelty for less typical designs is reinforced by the context
they are presented in.
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Introduction
The Maya principle as stated by Loewy (1951) has a major impact on the
appreciation and acceptation of the design of new products. When a
product sparks novelty, people are more attracted to it. On the other hand
consumers also need to be familiar with the product category to accept the
new product as a credible one. So the product design has to have a certain
amount of novelty and typicality to become interesting for the consumer.
Hekkert et al (2003) proved that both features together have a positive
effect on aesthetic preferences. For brand extensions this process is even
more relevant. The recognizability of the core product is really important,
but there also have to be a familiarity with the design characteristics of the
brand (Mulder-Nijkamp & Eggink, 2013a). So the brand ensures the
typicality and the new product for the brand takes care of the novel aspect.
On the other hand this process can also take place the other way around.
The consumer can be less familiar with the brand, and more with the core
product category. The novelty in this case is than the novel experience of
the brand. The reciprocity between these two mechanisms takes place in a
split second and also plays an important role in the acceptation of an
extension. Based on the above considerations we hypothesized that a
successful brand extension incorporates both mechanisms. Therefore the
hypothesis of the joint influence of typicality and novelty related to
aesthetic preference as discussed by Hekkert will be tested for brand
extensions. In a first case study this hypothesis was partially confirmed. In a
second case study the effect of the environment is taken into account to
test the two different mechanisms of perceiving the brand extensions.
This paper is part of our research into the design of brand extensions,
which is aimed at supporting designers in the process of designing successful
products.

Brand recognition
Designing for brand recognition is almost fully embedded in our society
as a strategic asset. When the functional characteristics of products are the
same as well as the price, the aesthetic expression of the product is used to
differentiate from its competitors (Cooper & Press, 2003; Kotler, 2000).
Consumer choice of products is based on products with added value which
satisfy both emotional and functional needs (Creusen & schoormans, 2005).
Branding is one of the most commonly used methods to increase the
aesthetic expression and to create recognisability among consumers
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(Kapferer, 2008). According to Zajonc and Bornstein the positive affect also
increases with repeated unreinforced exposure and thus familiarity of a
stimulus (Bornstein, 1989; Zajonc, 1968). When consumers are more
familiar with a certain brand and its visual expression, it is more likely that
those consumers remain faithful to the brand. Therefore it is really
important to distinguish yourself as a brand from your competitors with a
consistent and recognizable portfolio. Through this design consistency, a
brand can develop a solid base to create new recognizable products
(Karjalainen, 2007; Karjalainen, Heinio, & Rahe, 2010)
Even more important is the incorporation of the core values of a brand
(Karjalainen & Snelders, 2010). In order to be recognized by the consumer
brands use brand names or logos and specific product design characteristics.
When these explicit design characteristics are frequently used in the product
portfolio they can therefore be easily recognised. On the other hand the
design of a product also acts as a carrier of various symbolic meanings.
These meanings are a result of experiencing all the explicit design
characteristics together in the complete product. The separate design
characteristics will build up to a total image, which will evoke certain
associations. These associations are often referring to the brand values of a
company and the proper translation of these values into explicit designs is
crucial for a company to develop a strong brand (Karjalainen & Snelders,
2010).

Brand extensions
For brand extensions this process is even more complex. The design
language of a brand cannot literally be translated for a brand extension,
because the products that are to extend the brand are mostly from a
complete different category, with specific, commonly used design features.
So the extension has to be a good representation of the brand and at the
same time has to retain recognition to the product category. For example a
bike from Ferrari has to be accepted as a product that is close to the core
concept of a bicycle, but also has to share a certain amount of its design
language with the Ferrari cars. The focus of our research is to support
designers in this complex process to design successful brand extensions.
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Framework
To assist the designer in taking the right decisions when translating a
corporate identity into a form language, a Brand Translation Framework was
developed (Mulder-Nijkamp & Eggink, 2011; Mulder-Nijkamp & Eggink,
2013a, 2013b). This framework (figure 1) helps the designer to focus on the
most important values of the brand, and the way they can be translated into
the design and styling of new products in such a way that consumers will
recognize the brand and its associated values more easily.

Figure 1. Brand translation Framework

The framework starts with analysing in which way the specific design
characteristics of the brand refer to which core values of the brand. The
translation of the more tangible features towards the more abstract values
can then be done by referring to first and second order associations
(Krippendorf, 2005). When analysing the brand by ordering associations,
designers will become more aware of the most important values of the
brand.
We introduced the framework in an elective master course ‘Graphic
language of Products’ of our curriculum Industrial Design Engineering. This
course is a 10 week project of 5 ECTS, aimed at defining brand identity and
translating those identity into new products, where the students work in
couples. The goal of using the framework was to see if young designers can
work with the model and to see if the students succeeded in designing more
recognizable products. In figure 2 an overview of the framework is shown,
filled in by a student couple, analysing the brand Lamborghini. The students
made an analysis of the brand according to the three levels of the
framework, starting with defining the physical features of the brand on top
(level 1). Subsequent the students derived first and second order
associations (level 2) from the visuals of the brand and at last they combined
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the wordings of the second order associations into groups that together
form a certain keyword which refers to the core values of the brand (level
3). It should be noticed that the students are challenged to make their own
observation from the product portfolio of the brand and define the three
core values that suits the brand the best in their vision. In fact this could be
different compared to the values of the brand.

< Physical
characteristics

< First order
associations

< Second
order
associations

< Core values

Figure 2. (vice versa) Brand Translation framework for the brand Lamborghini [made
by Kyan Kuiper and Haske Rasser]

For two years now, the students are using this version of the framework.
From the results it seems that for brand extensions it is quite important that
consumers are able to recognize the core product of the extension, besides
using characteristic features of the brand. For example, in figure 3 two
bicycle designs for the brand Ferrari are shown. It is obvious that the
concepts both make use of characteristic features of the brand. However,
the designs are completely different. The design of the group at the right
(figure 3b) has focused more on using the specific characteristics of the
shape of the Ferrari F458 into the design of the bike. They copied the lines
of the car quite literal. The design of the group at the left side (figure 3a)
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focuses more on the associations with the brand (power, Italian tradition,
and a purebred racing pedigree). To retain the Ferrari-feeling they
translated the remarkable air intake into the bike concept, as well as the
rims of the car. So the students who designed the left bike are using all
levels of the brand translation framework instead of the right design which
only uses the physical characteristics of the brand. Earlier research showed
that a successful brand extension is using all levels of the Brand Translation
Framework (Mulder-Nijkamp & Eggink, 2012; Mulder-Nijkamp & Eggink,
2013a).

Figure 3. (a) Design of a Ferrari bike focusing on the values of the brand [Gerrit
Witteveen and Richard van Schouwenburg] (b) design of a Ferrari bike
focusing only on the characteristics of the F458 [designed by Mark
Koenderink & Frank Egberts].

The pitfall of the design of the group at the right side is that they got lost
in copying the features of the car into the bike. They forgot to take a step
back and get an overview of the complete product and therefore failed to
integrate the core values of Ferrari. The other important aspect of their
design is that the bike is not very recognizable as a stereotypical bike.

Typicality and Novelty
Consumers prefer an optimum between innovation and categorization
(N. Crilly, J. Moultrie, & P. J. Clarkson, 2004) as explained in the MAYA
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principle which was coined by Raymond Loewy (1951). As argued before,
especially for brand extensions it is important to pay attention to the
recognition process of the consumer.
As stated by Hekkert et al (2003) the aesthetic preference will be
determined by the joint influence of typicality and novelty.
“Typicality and novelty are not to be conceived as opposite poles of
one and the same continuum, although a high (negative) correlation
will often be found” (Hekkert et al., 2003, p. 112)
When the design of a product seems to be more novel, consumers are
more unsecure about the performances, therefore designers have to create
a certain amount of recognition in the product to counteract this effect. But
when the design has a strong resemblance with the same category of the
core product, the reaction of the consumer can be more disappointed. At
the same time the visual similarity of products determines the
categorization of the concept. If the design differs a lot from the stereotypeproduct, the consumer will not recognise the function of the product
anymore and can’t categorize it.
It seems at first hand that those two principles are linear related to each
other. If a product is more typical, it is less novel and vice versa. This seems
to be a logical explanation, but on the contrary there are also products that
exist of a combination of those two mechanisms.
For example, the lamp in Figure 4 is a new interpretation of a classic
baroque lamp. So the form of the lamp refers to associations with the
baroque style characteristics which are familiar to consumers and the use of
transparent shiny polycarbonate evokes the novel experience of the lamp
even as the construction of the foot, which exists of three plains creating a
three dimensional form.
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Figure 4. The Bourgie table lamp from Kartell expressing ‘typicality’ and ‘novelty’ at
once

We assume that for brand extensions these mechanisms are also really
important. In fact there can be two approaches to look at this process. On
the one hand the new product category with respect to the brand can be
seen as the novel experience of the product. The extension is not common
for the usual product portfolio of the brand and therefore refers to the term
‘novelty’. The counteracting effect is the implementation of well-known
brand characteristics in the extension, which will take care of the ‘typicality’
effect. The brand familiarity emphasizes the recognition of the brand and its
reliability and therefore compensate the effect of the novel experience.
On the other hand the consumer can be more familiar with the
archetypical forms of a product category compared to the brand. In other
words the product is categorized and recognized like a certain archetypical
form (typicality). Meanwhile the consumer considers the extension of the
brand as novel experience with respect to the product category.
Take for example the brand extension of a Lamborghini bike. When
placing the Lamborghini bike in an bike shop, the novel aspect will be the
fact that there is also a bike with a Lamborghini design in the assortment.
When we place the same bicycle in an Lamborghini showroom, the novel
aspect will be that Lamborghini also designs for another product category.
We used the theory of Hekkert et al (2003) to disentangle the design of
successful brand extensions. Based on the above considerations our
hypothesis implies that the joint influence of typicality and novelty is also
positively related to aesthetic preference for designing brand extensions. To
test this hypothesis a case study with two different sets of brand extension
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designs was executed. In the first instance we’d like to prove that the theory
of Hekkert et al. is also applicable on brand extensions. Subsequently we
would like to refine the results and take a closer look at the two approaches
as described above.

Case Study 1
In study 1 we tested the joint influence of typicality and novelty for
brand extensions. The relation between novelty an typicality on the one
hand and aesthetic preference on the other hand was investigated in a test
with bicycle and helmet designs (concepts of the students of the master
course). Conform the joint influence of typicality and novelty we expect that
the more aesthetically preferred designs are above the typical negative
correlation line (distributed along the red line in Figure 5) and the less
aesthetically preferred products are on the line or beneath the line (blue
area). Especially the optimum of both mechanism, more to the centre of the
graph where the distance between the blue and the red line will be larger,
will lead to more aesthetically preferred products.

Figure 5 Schematic overview of the hypothesis
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Figure 6. Stimuli of study 1 (a) 3 bicycles for Ferrari (A,B,C) and 3 bicycles for
Lamborghini (D,E,F)) (b) 3 helmets for Lamborghini (A,B,C) and 3 helmets
for Mini (D,E,F)

Method
The two different product categories were rated by 21 respondents.
They all had to evaluate 6 bicycle designs and 6 helmets designs (figure 6).
The respondents were asked to arrange the designs on typicality, novelty
and aesthetic preference by placing them on a line with on the one hand the
term “not typical” or “does not look like a archetypical bike” and on the
other hand, “typical” or “looks like a archetypical bike”. The selected designs
cover a wide range of typicality and novelty. On a big screen, life-size
pictures of the six designs were shown (Figure 7).

Figure 7. Set up of test situation

Results
As was to be expected the ratings for typicality and novelty showed a
high negative correlation for both the bicycles and the helmets. The Pearson
correlations were respectively -.96 (p<.01) and -.90 (p<0.05).
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Both the correlation between the mean typicality and mean preference
score (.30) and the mean novelty and mean preference score (-.023) does
not reached statistical significance (p>0.5) which is comparable to the study
of Hekkert.
As stated by Hekkert et al, looking at the high negative correlations
between typicality and novelty, either of these variables may have
functioned as a suppressor variable with respect to the relation between the
other one and aesthetic preference. When we performed a correlation
analysis where the effect of novelty was partialled out, this is true. The
suppressor effect is even larger than found by Hekkert et al. The correlation
of typicality with the preference of the products is 0,94 (with significance is
<0.05) when we controlled for the influence of novelty. The mean originality
scores correlates with the mean preference controlling for typicality with r=
0.935 and a significance of p<0.05. The same tests applied to the helmets
showed another picture. There is no significance between the mean
typicality and main preference when partialing out for novelty and vice
versa. The partial typicality/mean preference correlation was .836 and for
novelty/mean preference it was .872. Both p≥0.05.
At last a regression analysis was made to determine how much variance
in the ratings of the dependend variabel “aesthetic preference” can be
explained by typicality and novelty. It seems that for the bicycles the
influence of the predictors of typicality and novelty showed a significance
compared to aesthetical preference (p<0.05). For the helmets there is no
significance for this relation (p>0.05). The analysis revealed that typicality as
wel as novelty explained 89% of the variance in beauty ratings of the bicycle.
The graph in figure 8 shows the ratings of the bicycle designs with on the
horizontal axis “typicality” and on the vertical axis “novelty”. According to
this graph our hypothesis is that the bikes above the line are arranged as
more aesthetically pleasing than the bikes on the line. When we compare
those results with the aesthetic preference rates (figure 9), it is obviously
clear that the designs B, D and A are judged as the most beautiful designs.
Bike C scored the lowest, followed by bike F. The standard deviations of the
ratings of bike E are very high. Some of the people judged the bike as too
extreme, others really liked the novel aspect.
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Figure 8. Typicality (looks like an archetypical bike) versus novelty (looks like a novel
design of a bike) plot for the 6 bicycle designs.

Figure 9. Mean values for aesthetic preference of the bicycle designs

In figure 10 the results of the helmets are plotted with on the horizontal axis
“typicality” and on the vertical axis “novelty”. The graph shows that all
results are plotted above the blue line. According to our hypothesis the
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helmets C, B and F should rate higher according to aesthetic preference
because of the combined influence of the two mechanisms typicality and
novelty.

Figure 10. Typicality (looks like an archetypical helmet) versus novelty (looks like a
novel design of a helmet) plot for the 6 helmet designs.

When we compare the results with the aesthetic preference rates, it
shows that helmet B is rated as the far most beautiful helmet conform our
hypothesis. The results show also that helmet C is not rated very high,
against our expectations. A closer look at the standard deviation explained
that there is lot of disagreement about this helmet. Helmet E scored also
really low (with the highest standard deviation of all helmets). Helmet A is
rated with the lowest ‘aesthetic score’, with a very small standard deviation.
It is also remarkable to see that the helmets are mainly positioned at the
right side of the graph, while the bicycles where spread over the complete
graph. There are almost no helmets which are rated as more novel. In the
discussion we will discuss these outcomes.
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Figure 11. Mean values for aesthetic preference of the helmet designs

Discussion case study 1
The results show that the hypothesis that was visualized in figure 5 is
correct for the product category of the bicycles, however not for the
helmets. It seems that the hypothesis can be true, but is dependent on the
type of products. As we compare the results of the helmets according to the
bicycles, it seems that the helmets are rated as more typical and less novel.
This could be explained by the difference in the dominance of the
archetypical shape of bicycles versus helmets. After the test the
respondents were asked for which product category it was more easy to
judge the designs. 17 of the 21 respondents indicated the bicycles as more
easy to judge, because the designs varied more and it was easier to
determine the extremes. Comparing with the stimuli of Hekkert et al. (Teakettles, Cars and Telephones) it shows that those three product categories
are less stereotypical compared to the helmet. this assumption can be
explained because a helmet is a product that has to fit around the head and
therefore is automatically tended to be less novel. When we take a closer
look at the results of the beauty ratings of the helmets this case seems more
complex. The differences of the originality of helmet E (figure 12a) varied a
lot between the respondents, it has the highest standard deviation. Some of
the respondents rated the helmet as old fashioned and discussed the
resemblance with retro motor cycle helmets (called ‘pothelm’ in Dutch) as
shown in figure 12b. The same ‘problem’ even sometimes occurred when
respondents were rating the bicycles. Bicycle C was judge as a bike that
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looks like an old fashioned specimen from the nineteenth century in
contrast to others who judged the bike like really innovative (figure 13).

Figure 12. (a) the design of helmet for the brand Mini (b) a retro cycle motor helm
called ‘pothelm’ in Dutch

Figure 13. (a) the design of a bike for the brand Ferrari (b) Michaux "boneshaker" ca.
1870

In other words; some of the designs evoke an effect that does not
correspondent with the designers’ intent.
There are also other factors that could influence the outcomes but are
not discussed in this paper in detail for example the relatively small amount
of respondents, the use of stimuli created by students and the observer
characteristics such as the expertise level. Nevertheless, the statistical
results of the ratings of the bicycle case study are significant.
Conclusion case study 1
The results show that the hypothesis of figure 5 is correct for the
bicycles, however not for the helmets. The more appreciated bikes are
placed above the lines. There is an optimum line as visualized in figure 5
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where we can predict the outcomes of the more aesthetically preferred
designs. Therefore we could say that the aesthetic preference based on the
joint influence of typicality and novelty is true for this product category in
case of brand extensions. For helmets the hypothesis is not significant,
which seems to be due to the more archetypical product category. In order
to say more about this effect we need to test more product categories.
Elaborating on the research of Hekkert et al. we can say that to create a
successful brand extension, it is important to create a product that has to
look like the product of its category (typicality) and on the other hand has to
maximize the novelty aspect.
The results also showed that the judgment of novelty in the case of
brand-extensions is not without difficulty. To unravel the mechanism behind
the appreciation of novelty in brand extensions, we performed a second
case study where the influence of the context was taken into account.

Case study 2
There are two mechanisms that can occur when watching a brand
extension like a bike from Lamborghini in a specific context.
On the one hand the new product category with respect to the brand
can be seen as the novel experience of the product. The familiarity with the
brand characteristics of the brand (typicality) has to compensate the effect
of the novel experience. On the other hand the consumer can be familiar
with the archetypical forms of a product category (typicality) and considers
the extension of the brand as a novel experience with respect to the product
category. Take for example the brand extension of a Lamborghini bike.
When placing the Lamborghini bike in an bike shop, the novel aspect will be
the fact that there is also a bike with a Lamborghini design in the
assortment. When we place the same bicycle in a Lamborghini showroom,
the novel aspect will be the fact that Lamborghini also designs for another
product category. When the outcomes of the novelty ratings of the two
designs are the same, there is no difference in judging the objects even by
placing them in a specific context. We assumed that the more typical bike of
Lamborghini in the more typical context (bike shop) will be rated as less
novel. All the other bikes will be rated as (more) novel. When the
Lamborghini bike in the bike shop is rated as more novel compared to the
same bike in the Lamborghini showroom, than we could say that the
influence of context will reinforce the effect of the recognition of brand
characteristics with a specific context perceiving novelty in a product.
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To be more specific, we assume that the bike in context 4 (figure 14b)
will be rated more novel than the bike in context 1 (figure 14a), because the
novelty in context 1 is provided by the environment, in contrast to the really
typical bike shop in context 4. The second assumption is that the bike in
context 3 will be rated as more novel than the bike in context 2, because the
physical brand characteristics (forms/lines, colours etc.) of the product show
more contrast in the design related to the context. According to the
integration of the product with the context we assume that bike 4 is more
integrated with the context than bike 1 and Bike 2 is more integrated than
bike 3.
Method
We asked 59 first year students of our curriculum Industrial Design
Engineering to judge two different bike designs in a specific context. They
were asked to rate the novelty on a likert scale from 1-7. We made 4
different surveys were the respondents were asked to rate only two
different bike designs (1&3, 2&4, 1&2 or 3&4).

Figure 14. Stimuli of case study 2 (a) two designs of Lamborghini in a Lamborghini
showroom (b) two designs of Lamborghini in a bike shop

In the survey, the respondents were told to rate a brand extension (a
product for a specific brand), the exact product and the context were not
explained to the respondents. We also asked a second control question
were the respondents has to rate (from 1-7) to what extend they thought
the bike fitted into the context.
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Results
The outcomes show that the respondents do not differ a lot between the
context pictures 1 & 4. The bike in context 1 is rated just slightly higher
(M1=2.0) compared to the bike in context 4 (M4=1.96), but the standard
deviation of context 4 is lower (SD1=1.13; SD4=0.73) (figure 15). In contrast,
the bike in context 3 is scored as more novel (M3=5.3; SD3=1.06) compared
to the bike in context 2 (M2=4.6; SD2=1.32). So we could say that when the
product is not really integrated with the context, this has a bigger effect on
novelty than placing a more novel product in a context where the product
and the context are more integrated (context 2).

Figure 15. plot of mean results for novelty

The outcomes of the second question about integration of the product
with the context (consensus) reveals that the bike in context 2 (M2=4.6;
SD2=1.55) is more merged with its environment compared to bike in context
3 (M3=2.6; SD3=1.54). The bike in context 4 (M4=5.8; SD4=1.33) is more
integrated with the context compared to bike 1 (M1=3.0; SD1=1.64).
Discussion case study 2
The outcomes of the integration of the bikes with the context showed
that the bike in context 2 is more merged with its environment compared to
the bike in context 3. So the effect that people experience the Lamborghini
brand as provider for the novelty aspect with the bike in the bike shop as
provider for the typicality aspect seems stronger than vice versa (the bike in
the Lamborghini showroom as provider for novelty, with the Lamborghini
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brand as provider for typicality). The outcomes for novelty reveal the same
effect: the “Lamborghini-bike” in context 3 is rated relatively more novel
than the “bike-Lamborghini” in context 2.
Table 1

Outcomes of mean ratings for novelty and integration with context
(consensus) arranged for the different surveys

However the results of context 1 and 4 did not match our hypothesis, as
the bike in context 1 was not rated as more novel than the bike in context 4.
The effect of the typical bike seems to overshadow the novelty aspect, we
assume that this is because the bike design is too common.
There are also some other restrictions to this case study. The outcomes
of the mean scores of novelty and consensus can also depend on the
sequence of showing the pictures. In table 1 the different surveys are shown
related with the mean scores of novelty. The outcomes show that the
novelty of bike 3 (M3=5.6; SD3=0.94) is almost 1 point lower in survey 4
(M3=4.6; SD3=1.03) compared to survey 1. So the respondents in survey 1
first rated the more typical bike as less novel with context 1, and after that
bike 3 was rated as even more novel, in comparison with the respondents of
survey 4, who started with bike 3. This means that we also have to test for
the inverse of all the combinations.
The other restriction is that this second case study is only tested among
first year industrial design students, so the results do not cover a wide range
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of people. Although the respondents could be designated as more
experienced with respect to adequately perceiving the designs of products.

General Conclusion
Starting point for the research in this paper were our previous findings,
that to create an optimal brand extension, designs need to use all levels of
the brand translation framework (Mulder-Nijkamp & Eggink, 2013a, 2013b).
In this paper we hypothesized that besides this, a successful brand extension
depends on the joint influence of typicality and novelty as also stated by
Hekkert et al. The first case study confirmed that to create a successful
brand extension, it is important to create a product that has to look like the
archetype product of its own category (typicality), and on the other hand
has to maximize the novelty aspect. Although it should be mentioned that
the number of individuals surveyed was small, the results of the casestudy
indicate that the successfulness of brandextensions is also determined by
the two mechanisms.
The second case study was partially successful in determining which of
the proposed mechanisms defined the appreciation of novelty among the
respondents. The “Lamborghini-bike” is rated relatively more novel than the
“bike-Lamborghini”, however the reciprocity of both mechanisms was not
confirmed. The outcomes did show that the appreciation of novelty for less
typical designs is reinforced by the context they are presented in. It seems
that the appreciation of novelty of the respondents is strengthened by an
environment that does not match the product.

Acknowledgements: The authors would like to acknowledge
all participants of the course Graphic Language of Products,
all the people who joined case study 1 and 2 and especially Dr.
Thomas van Rompay and Prof. Dr. Jörg Henseler for their help
and assistance with the analysis of the results.

References
Allen, C. T., Fournier, S., & Miller, F. (2008). Brands and their meaning
makers. Handbook of consumer psychology, 781-822.
Andrusia, D., & Haskins, R. (1999). Branding yourself: How to create an
identity for a brilliant career (Vol. 1): Ballantine Pub. Group (New York).
498

Unravelling the Secret of Successful Brand Extensions:
a case study to explore consumer response

Benkler, Y. (2006). The wealth of networks: How social production
transforms markets and freedom. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.
Berthon, P., Holbrook, M. B., Hulbert, J. M., & Pitt, L. (2012). Viewing brands
in multiple dimensions. MIT Sloan Management Review, 48(2), 37-43.
Boland, R., & Collopy, F. (2004). Managing as designing. Stanford, CA:
Stanford Business Books.
Bornstein, R. F. (1989). Exposure and effect: Overview and meta-analysis of
research, 1968-1987. Psychological Bulletin, 106, 265-289.
Brakus, J. J., Schmitt, B. H., & Zarantonello, L. (2009). Brand experience:
What is it? How is it measured? Does it affect loyalty? Journal of
Marketing, 73(3), 52-68.
Buchanan, R. (1992). Wicked problems in design thinking. Design Issues,
8(2), 5-21.
Cooper, R., & Press, M. (2003). The Design Experience. London: Gower Press.
Creusen, M. E. H., & schoormans, J. P. L. (2005). the different roles of
product appearance in consumer choice. product innovation
management(22), 63-81.
Crilly, N., Moultrie, J., & Clarkson, P. J. (2004). Seeing things: Consumer
response to the visual domain in product design. Design Studies, 25(6),
547-577.
Crilly, N., Moultrie, J., & Clarkson, P. J. (2004). Seeing things: consumer
response to the viual domain in product design. Design Studies, 25, 547577.
Crilly, N., Moultrie, J., & Clarkson, P. J. (2009). Shaping things: Intended
consumer response and the other determinants of product form. Design
Studies, 30(3), 224-254.
Cross, N. (2006). Designerly ways of knowing. London: Springer.
Damasio, A. R. (2005). Descartes' error: Emotion, reason, and the human
brain. London, UK: Penguin.
Dewey, J. (1934/2005). Art as experience (Original work published 1934 ed.).
New York, NY: Penguin Group.
Diamond, N., Sherry Jr, J. F., Muñiz Jr, A. M., McGrath, M. A., Kozinets, R. V.,
& Borghini, S. (2009). American girl and the brand gestalt: closing the
loop on sociocultural branding research. Journal of Marketing, 73(3), 118134.
Dissanayake, E. (1992). Homo aestheticus: where art comes from and why.
New York
Toronto: Free Press ;
499

MULDER-NIJKAMP & EGGINK

Maxwell Macmillan Canada ;
Maxwell Macmillan International.
Florida, R. L. (2004). The rise of the creative class: And how it's transforming
work, leisure, community and everyday life. New York, NY: Basic Books.
Gadamer, H.-G. (1960/2004). Truth and Method (2 Revised edition ed.):
Bloomsbury Academic.
Gibbs, R. W. (2006). Embodiment and cognitive science. Cambridge, UK ;
New York , NY: Cambridge University Press.
Hansen, F. T. (2012). One step further: The Dance between Poetic Dwelling
and Socratic Wonder in Phenomenological Research. Indo-Pacific Journal
of Phenomenology, 12(July), 1-20.
Hatch, M. J. (2012). The pragmatics of branding: An application of Dewey's
theory of aesthetic expression. European Journal of Marketing, 46(7/8),
885-899.
Hatch, M. J., & Schultz, M. (2010). Toward a theory of brand co-creation
with implications for brand governance. Journal of Brand Management,
17(8), 590-604.
Hekkert, P., Snelders, H. M. J. J., & van Wieringen, P. C. W. (2003). 'Most
advanced, yet acceptable’: Typicality and novelty as joint predictors of
aesthetic preference in industrial design. British journal of Psychology,
94(1), 111-124.
Henare, A. J. M., Holbraad, M., & Wastell, S. (2007). Thinking through things:
Theorising artefacts ethnographically. London ; New York:
Routledge/Taylor & Francis Group.
Hestad, M. (2013). Branding and product design: an integrated perspective.
Surrey, England: Gower Publishing Limited.
Holland, C. (2010). Unpacking Myself. Fantastic Journal. Retrieved 13 April,
2014, from http://fantasticjournal.blogspot.co.at/2010/03/unpackingmyself.html
Howe, J. (2008). Crowdsourcing: Why the power of the crowd is driving the
future of business. New York, NY: Crown Business.
Ind, N., Iglesias, O., & Schultz, M. (2013). Building Brands Together:
Emergence and outcomes of co-creation. California Management Review,
55(3).
Johansson-Sköldberg, U., Woodilla, J., & Çetinkaya, M. (2013). Design
Thinking: Past, Present and Possible Futures. Creativity and Innovation
Management, 22(2), 121-146. doi: 10.1111/caim.12023
Johnson, M. (2007). The meaning of the body: Aesthetics of human
understanding. Chicago, IL: The University of Chicago Press.
500

Unravelling the Secret of Successful Brand Extensions:
a case study to explore consumer response

Julier, G. (2006). From visual culture to design culture. Design Issues, 22(1),
64-76.
Kapferer, J. N. (2008). The new strategic brand management. Creating and
Sustaining Brand Equity Long Term. London: Kogan Page Limited.
Kaplan, R. S. (1998). Innovation Action Research. New Management Theory
and Practice. JOurnal of Management Accounting Research, 10.
Karjalainen, T. M. (2007). It Looks Like a Toyota: Educational Approaches to
Designing for Visual Brand Recognition. International Journal of Design,
1(1), 67-80.
Karjalainen, T. M., Heinio, S., & Rahe, U. (2010). Visual recognition wrapped:
student explorations of product packages as brand messengers. Paper
presented at the International conference on Engineering and Product
design education, Trondheim.
Karjalainen, T. M., & Snelders, D. (2010). Designing Visual Recognition for
the Brand. Journal of Product Innovation Management, 27(1), 6-22.
Kärreman, D., & Rylander, A. (2008). Managing meaning through branding—
The case of a consulting firm. Organization Studies, 29(1), 103-125.
Klingmann, A. (2007). Brandscapes: architecture in the experience economy.
Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press.
Kotler, P. (2000). Marketing Management: Analysis, planning,
implementation and control: Englewood cliffs: Prentice Hall.
Kreuzbauer, R., & Malter, A. J. (2005). Embodied Cognition and New Product
Design: Changing Product Form to Influence Brand Categorization*.
Journal of Product Innovation Management, 22(2), 165-176.
Krippendorf. (2005). The semantic turn: A new foundation for design. Boca
Raton (Fl): CRC Press.
Krippendorff, K. (1989). On the essential contexts of artifact or on the
proposition that "design is making sense (of things)". Design Issues, 5(2),
9-39.
Leadbeater, C. (2008). We-think. London, UK: Profile Books
Loewy, R. (1951). Never Leave Well Enough Alone. Baltimore and London:
The Johns Hopkins University Press.
Montaña, J., Guzmán, F., & Moll, I. (2007). Branding and design
management: a brand design management model. Journal of Marketing
Management, 23(9-10), 829-840.
Mulder-Nijkamp, M., & Eggink, W. (2011). UNDERSTANDING THE 2.5TH
DIMENSION: MODELLING THE GRAPHIC LANGUAGE OF PRODUCTS. Paper

501

MULDER-NIJKAMP & EGGINK

presented at the International Conference on Engineering and Product
Design Education, London.
Mulder-Nijkamp, M., & Eggink, W. (2012). Is it a bag or a bottle. The
appreciation of different levels of translation in student's design work.
Paper presented at the International conference on engineering and
product design education, Antwerpen.
Mulder-Nijkamp, M., & Eggink, W. (2013a). Brand value by Design; the use of
three levels of recognition in design. Paper presented at the 5th
international congress of International Association of Societies of Design
Research (IASDR), Tokyo.
Mulder-Nijkamp, M., & Eggink, W. (2013b). A new dimension in branding:
the effect of the 2,5th dimension. Paper presented at the 8th Global
Brand Conference, Porto, Portugal.
Opperud, A. (2004). Semiotic product analysis. In D. McDonagh, P. Hekkert,
J. Van Erp & D. Gyi (Eds.), Design and emotion : the experience of
everyday things (pp. 150-155). London ; New York: Taylor & Francis.
Orlikowski, W. J. (2004). Managing and Designing. In R. Boland & F. Collopy
(Eds.), Managing as designing (pp. 90-95). Stanford, CA: Stanford
Business Books.
Ozawa, H. (2014). Full-body suits give identity, freedom to Japan's 'zentai'
festish fans. Japan Times. Retrieved from
http://www.japantimes.co.jp/news/2014/04/17/national/full-body-suitsgive-identity-freedom-to-japans-zentai-festish-fans/#.U0-AzU2KBMt
Page, C., & Herr, P. M. (2002). An investigation of the processes by which
product design and brand strength interact to determine initial affect and
quality judgments. Journal of Consumer Psychology, 12(2), 133-147.
Person, O., Schoormans, J., Snelders, D., & Karjalainen, T.-M. (2008). Should
new products look similar or different? The influence of the market
environment on strategic product styling. Design Studies, 29(1), 30-48.
Peters, T. (1997). The brand called you. Fast Company, 10(10).
Pine, B. J., & Gilmore, J. H. (1999). The experience economy: Work is theatre
& every business a stage. Boston, MA: Harvard Business School Press.
Ramaswamy, V. (2009). Co-creation of value—towards an expanded
paradigm of value creation. Marketing Review St. Gallen, 26(6), 11-17.
Ravasi, D., & Lojacono, G. (2005). Managing design and designers for
strategic renewal. Long range planning, 38(1), 51-77.
Ravasi, D., & Stigliani, I. (2012). Product design: A review and research
agenda for management studies. International Journal of Management
Reviews, 14(4), 464-488.
502

Unravelling the Secret of Successful Brand Extensions:
a case study to explore consumer response

Ricoeur, P. (1984). Time and Narrative. Vol 1. . Chicago: : The University of
Chicago Press.
Roffer, R. F. (2002). Make a name for yourself: Eight steps every woman
needs to create a personal brand strategy for success: Random House LLC.
Rotenberk, L. (2013). Bib overalls: From farmwear to fashion icon. Modern
Farmer. Retrieved March 29, 2014, from
http://modernfarmer.com/2013/10/bib-overalls/
Rylander, A. (2009). Design thinking as knowledge work: Epistemological
foundations and practical implications. Design Management Journal, 4(1),
7-19.
Rylander, A. (2010). Unpacking the magic of design: design-driven
innovation as aesthetic experience. Paper presented at the 26th EGOS
Colloquium Lisbon, Portugal.
Schmitt, B. (2009). The concept of brand experience. Journal of Brand
Management, 16(7), 417-419.
Schön, D. A. (1983). The reflective practitioner: How professionals think in
action. New York: Basic Books.
Schroeder, J. E. (2005). The artist and the brand. European Journal of
Marketing, 39(11/12), 1291-1305.
Shepherd, I. D. H. (2005). From cattle and coke to Charlie: Meeting the
challenge of self marketing and personal branding. Journal of Marketing
Management, 21(5-6), 589-606.
Shirky, C. (2008). Here comes everybody: The power of organizing without
organizations. New York, NY: Penguin Press.
Smith, J. (Producer). (2012, April 9, 2014). Steve Jobs Always Dressed Exactly
the Same. Here's Who Else Does. Retrieved from
http://www.forbes.com/sites/jacquelynsmith/2012/10/05/steve-jobsalways-dressed-exactly-the-same-heres-who-else-does/
Stompff, G. (2003). The forgotten bond: Brand identity and product design.
Design Management Journal (Former Series), 14(1), 26-32.
Tapscott, D., & Williams, A. D. (2008). Wikinomics: How mass collaboration
changes everything (Expanded ed.). New York: Portfolio.
Thomson, M., MacInnis, D. J., & Whan Park, C. (2005). The ties that bind:
Measuring the strength of consumers’ emotional attachments to brands.
Journal of Consumer Psychology, 15(1), 77-91.
Townsend, D. (1997). An introduction to aesthetics. Malden, MA: Blackwell
Publishers.

503

MULDER-NIJKAMP & EGGINK

Vaughan, L. (2006). Embodying design: The lived relationship between
artefact, user and the lived experience of design. Paper presented at the
PDC '06 Proceedings of the ninth participatory design conference, Trento,
Italy.
Verganti, R. (2009). Design-Driven Innovation – Changing the Rules of
Competition by Radically Innovating what Things Mean. Boston, MA:
Harvard Business Press.
Woodward, S. (2005). Looking good: Feeling right- aesthetics of the self. In S.
Küchler & D. Miller (Eds.), Clothing as material culture. Oxford: Berg
Publishers.
Zajonc, R. B. (1968). Attitudinal effects of mere exposure. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 9(Monograph Supplement), 1-27.

504

