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INTRODUCTION

IT HAS BEEN TWENTY-THREE YEARS since the publication of Als first book, Positioning: The Battle for Your Mind.

Coincidentally, twenty-three years elapsed between the day Charles Darwin completed his journey on the HMS Beagle and the day his magnum opus was published.

Time distills ideas and concepts so they become refined and purified. In spite of the hundreds of thousands of words we have already written on branding, we believe the essence of the subject has still eluded us. We believe theres an important principle at work that has never been isolated, defined, or explained.

We believe this principle is so fundamental that the only analogy that would do it justice is contained in Darwins definitive book on biology, The Origin of Species.

That principle is divergence, the least understood, most powerful force in the world.

What has happened in nature is also happening in the world of products and services. Eventually every category will diverge and become two or more categories, creating endless opportunities to build brands.

The interplay of evolution and divergence provides a model for understanding both the Universe and the universe of brands.

Evolution has received all the publicity, but evolution alone cannot account for the millions of diverse and unusual species that populate the Earth. If it werent for divergence, evolution by itself would have created a world populated by millions of single-cell prokaryotes the size of dinosaurs.

So, too, it is in the world of brands. Brands evolve to become stronger and more dominant. But its divergence that generates the conditions that allow the introduction of new categories and new brands.

Comparing branding with biology might seem far-fetched, but we could think of no other analogy that so clearly and simply explains the branding process.

As Thomas Huxley said upon reading The Origin of Species, How extremely stupid not to have thought of that.
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ONE OF GERMAN BIOLOGIST ERNST HAECKELS 19TH CENTURY EVOLUTIONARY TREES OFTEN REPRODUCED IN MODERN TEXTBOOKS.







Chapter 1
The Great Tree of Life

THE GREAT TREE OF LIFE is how Charles Darwin described his metaphor for the origin of species.

The affinities of all the beings of the same class have sometimes been represented by a great treeThe green and budding twigs may represent existing species; and those produced during each former year may represent the long succession of extinct species. At each period of growth all the growing twigs have tried to branch out on all sides, and to overtop and kill the surrounding twigs and branches, in the same manner as species and groups of species have tried to overmaster other species in the great battle for life.

How do new branches arise? By divergence of existing branches. How do new species arise? By divergence of existing species.

When he was just twenty-eight years old, Charles Darwin jotted down his view of nature in his notebook: If we choose to let conjecture run wild, then animals, our fellow brethren in pain, disease, suffering and famineour slaves in the most laborious works, our companions in our amusementsthey may partake of our origin in one common ancestorwe may be all melted together.

Melted together, looking backward but spread apart and diverging, looking forward.

The Great Tree of Products and Services

In the great tree of products and services, how do new categories arise? By divergence of existing categories.


	First there was a branch called computer. Today that computer branch has diverged and now we have mainframe computers, midrange computers, network computers, personal computers, laptop computers, and handheld computers. The computer didnt converge with another technology. It diverged.

	First there was a branch called television. Today that television branch has diverged and now we have analog and digital television. Regular and high-definition television. Standard (4/3) and wide-screen (16/9) formats. Television didnt converge with another medium. It diverged.

	First there was a branch called radio. Today that radio branch has diverged and now we have portable radios, car radios, wearable radios, and clock radios. Radio didnt converge with another medium. It diverged.

	First there was a branch called telephone. Today that telephone branch has diverged and now we have regular telephones, cordless telephones, headset phones, cellphones, and satellite phones. The telephone didnt converge with another technology. It diverged.



Did you ever see a tree in which two branches converged to form a single branch? Perhaps, but this is highly unlikely in nature. Its also highly unlikely in products and services.

Some Categories Live. Some Categories Die.

Darwin explains: Of the many twigs which flourished when the tree was a mere bush, only two or three, now grown into great branches, yet survive and bear all the other branches; so with the species which lived during long-past geological periods, very few now have living and modified descendants. From the first growth of the tree, many a limb and branch has decayed and dropped off; and these lost branches of various sizes may represent those whole orders, families, and genera which have now no living representatives, and which are known to us only from having been found in a fossil state.

A branch called typewriter, for example, diverged and formed multiple branches called manual typewriter, portable typewriter, and electric typewriter. Today the typewriter branch has decayed and is about to drop off, overshadowed by a nearby branch called personal computer.

The typewriter is a dinosaur. Today you find most typewriters, slide rules, and adding machines only in a fossil state. That is, in somebodys basement or attic and possibly listed on eBay. (Ebay recently had 1,314 typewriters for sale.)

The sailing ship, the steam engine, and the horse and buggy have all followed similar paths.

The Great Tree of Brands

If you want to build a successful brand, you have to understand divergence. You have to look for opportunities to create new categories by divergence of existing categories. And then you have to become the first brand in this emerging new category.

In the great tree of brands, a successful brand is one that dominates an emerging branch and then becomes increasingly successful as the branch itself expands to block the sunlight from nearby branches.

Traditional marketing is not focused on creating new categories. Traditional marketing is focused on creating new customers. Traditional marketing involves finding out what consumers want and then giving them what they want, better and cheaper than the competition.

The high priest of a traditional-marketing company is the director of marketing research. To find out what consumers want, companies spend lavishly on research. In a recent year, American companies spent $6.2 billion on marketing research.

(If youve read some of our previous books, you know that we are big believers in public relations, yet PR is only a $4.2-billion business, a third less than marketing research.)

Are We Opposed to Marketing Research?

Yes and no. Were opposed to market research when it attempts to predict the future. This happens when you ask consumers what they will do rather than what they have done.

Were not opposed to market research that explores the past. Why consumers chose the brands they did, for example.

Consumers dont know what they will do until they are actually given the opportunity to make a decision. Another way of looking at the situation is that categories dont diverge until there is an available brand for consumers to purchase.

Today, four out of the five best-selling beer brands are light beers. Before the 1975 national launch of Lite beer, what good would it have done Miller Brewing to ask consumers if they would buy a watered-down beer? As a matter of fact, the 1967 launch of Gablingers should have answered that question with a resounding no.

Named after the Swiss chemist who developed the beer (Hersch Gablinger), the new light-beer product was launched with a massive advertising program. It was all for naught. Gablingers died a quick death.

The Role of the Name

Why was Lite successful and Gablingers not? One reason is the name. Give me a Gablingers? Sounds like youre asking for a Polish sausage. If you are going to invent a new type of beer, make sure you have a nice German name like Adolph Coors or August Busch.

Names dont matter, many managers believe; its the product that matters. With the right product at the right price, goes the thinking, we can win the battle of the marketplace.

Names do matter. Depending on the category, the name alone can represent the primary reason for the brands success.

A company might spend hundreds of millions of dollars to develop a new product and then give that new product a brand name that almost guarantees failure. Innovation alone is never enough.

Along with innovation, a company needs marketing to assure the brands eventual success and survival. The heart of a good marketing program is a great name.

If marketing research is a useless tool for predicting consumer behavior, how can a company figure out what might happen to a new brand in the marketplace?

The Role of Test Marketing

What about another component of traditional marketing, test marketing? Should a new product be tested in a regional or local market before a national introduction?

Test marketing has some benefits, but we believe the negatives far outweigh the benefits. Some of the negatives include:


WASTED TIME. You cant afford to waste the time that test marketing takes, especially since the essence of branding is getting into the mind first.

TIPPING OFF THE COMPETITION. Test marketing will alert competitors and perhaps stimulate one or more of them to introduce similar products.

UNPROJECTABLE RESULTS. Test marketing for Enamelon toothpaste projected $50 million in annual sales nationally. Actual sales: $10 million.



One of the problems with test marketing is overstimulation of demand. To get enough tangible results to measure, you usually have to run a local marketing program that you cant afford to run nationwide.

Most test marketing is not done to make a go/no-go decision. Most test marketing is done to measure the effectiveness of the brands advertising. And since you shouldnt do much, if any, advertising in launching a brand, the value of test marketing is greatly reduced. (See chapter 16, Launching the Brand.)

Launching a new product the traditional way includes market research, test marketing, and a big advertising budget. We are opposed to all three of these activities.

If you want to improve your odds, you need to forget all you have learned about traditional marketing. You need a new theory of how to build a brand.

You need to learn the Darwinian principle of divergence.
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BROADCAST TELEVISION BRANCHED OUT INTO CABLE TV AND SATELLITE TV, CREATING MANY NEW BRANDING OPPORTUNITIES.









Chapter 2
Predicting the Future

CHARLES DARWIN WAS A VISIONARY. He could see effects that took place over millions of years even though these effects couldnt be directly observed in the real world.

In The Origin of Species, Darwin describes how natural selection gradually increases the number of species that populate the earth:

This gradual increase in number of the species of a group is strictly conformable with the theory, for the species of the same genus, and the genera of the same family, can increase only slowly and progressively; the process of modification and the production of a number of allied forms necessarily being a slow and gradual process,one species first giving rise to two or three varieties, these being slowly converted into species, which in their turn produce by equally slow steps other varieties and species, and so on, like the branching of a great tree from a single stem, till the group becomes large.

Its easier for us. We can see the evolution of brands because the process is taking place right in front of our face. Everywhere you look, you see the same thing: categories are evolving and diverging.

In nature, changes in the environment create the conditions that cause species to diverge. In business, changes in technology and in the cultural environment create the conditions that cause categories to diverge.

The Television Tree

First there was broadcast television, which allowed the creation of three network TV brands: CBS, NBC, and ABC. Then cable television emerged and a proliferation of cable TV brands followed: HBO, ESPN, CNN, and many others. Then satellite television arrived on the scene, creating opportunities for DirecTV and the Dish Network.

Put yourself in the shoes of an executive of a company wanting to get into television just as cable TV was emerging. On the one hand, broadcast television, with three networks, was generating hundreds of millions of dollars in revenues. On the other hand, cable television had near-zero revenues and an uncertain future.

Where Does Opportunity Lie?

Are you better off trying to take a piece of an established market like network TV or are you better off trying to establish a new brand in an uncertain new category like cable TV?

Hindsight is twenty-twenty. Today the answer to the question is cable TV, but that wasnt so obvious back in 1968 when the FCC first authorized pay-cable transmission.



	It wasnt ABC, CBS, or NBC that started CNN, the first cable-television news network. It was billboard tycoon Ted Turner, who also put the first local TV station on a satellite creating superstation WTBS.

	It wasnt ABC, CBS, or NBC that started ESPN, the first cable-television sports network. It was Scott Rasmussen and his father, Bill Rasmussen, who launched ESPN with a $9,000 cash advance on a credit card.

	It wasnt ABC, CBS, or NBC that started HBO, the first premium cable television network. It was Charles Dolan, the man running Sterling Manhattan, a cable system controlled by Time Inc. (Dolan moved on to found Cablevision Systems, now the nations fifth-largest cable operator.)
Now part of Time Warner, HBO has become a massive moneymaker. In a recent year, for example, HBO was reported to have made more money than ABC, CBS, NBC, and Fox put together.






And so it goes. Big companies tend to see things the way they are. Entrepreneurs tend to see things the way they could be.

Improving Your Foresight

Forget hindsight. This book was written to improve your foresight. To show you that you dont need to be a visionary to predict the future.

All categories will diverge. They always have and they always will. Its this divergence that creates opportunities for new brands. What direction this divergence will take is another matter. The only thing you can count on is that divergence will happen, in one direction or another.

Of course, there are brands and there are brands. Most brands are worthless, some brands have value, and a few brands are among the most valuable assets a company can own. Our objective is to help you build one of those valuable brands. A brand like Starbucks or Red Bull or Lexus.

A brand is valuable for one reason and for one reason only. It dominates a category. Coca-Cola, the worlds most valuable brand, is valuable because it dominates the cola category worldwide.

Microsoft, the worlds second-most-valuable brand, is valuable because it dominates the personal-computer-software category worldwide.

Its hard to find a brand more dominant in its category than Microsoft. Someday soon, we predict, Microsoft will be the worlds most valuable brand.

Most New Brands Dont Stand a Chance

Each year consumer-product makers in the United States introduce more than thirty thousand new products and services. Thats thirty thousand opportunities to introduce another Southwest Airlines, another Swiffer, another Google, another Gatorade.

Thats just the consumer side of the street. On the industrial side, U.S. companies introduce at least that many new products and services with corresponding opportunities to introduce another Adobe, another FedEx, another Gulfstream, another Oracle.

The vast majority of these new products and services (and the brands that are hung on them) dont stand a chance to become big brands because they were introduced to serve a market rather than to create a market.

How do you increase your chance of success in the new-product game? Its simple. You just predict the future.

Thats what launching a new brand is all about. You make a bet on your ability to predict what is likely to happen to your new product or service in the future.

Something Is Wrong with Our Predictions

A recent Nielsen BASES and Ernst & Young study put the failure rate of new U.S. consumer products at 95 percent and new European consumer products at 90 percent.

Nor are our successes much to brag about either. An analysis done a few years ago found that fewer than two hundred of the hundreds of thousands of new products introduced in a ten-year period had sales of more than $15 million a year, and only a handful produced sales of more than $100 million.

We need to do better than that. We need to have a better way to predict the future.

Sadly, there is no way to predict the future. The only chance you have of increasing your odds is by studying the past. And what do you find when you compare the brands of yesterday with the brands of today?

An Explosion of Choice

Fifty years ago, a grocery store might have stocked some four thousand items. Today, the average supermarket stocks more than forty thousand items. Whats happened in grocery stores has also happened in drugstores, clothing stores, appliance stores, hardware stores, liquor stores, department stores. More items, more categories, more brands, more choice.

Consumers might complain about confusion, but fundamentally they like choice. Try opening a supermarket with some twenty thousand items across the street from a supermarket with forty thousand items and youll see what we mean. In rivers, the big fish eat the small fish. In retailing, the big stores eat the small stores.

Wherever you look, you see the same phenomenon at work. A category might start with a single product, often a single brand. And over time, it explodes into many different categories and many different brands.

Take television, for example. Not only has the sending side of television exploded into different categories, the receiving side has, too. In television sets, you now have a choice of CRT (cathode-ray tube), LCD (liquid crystal display), rear-projection LCD, rear-projection LCOS (liquid crystal on silicon), DLP (digital light processing) and plasma TV. And in the near future youre likely to see OLED (organic light-emitting diode.)

With more to come.

A New Category Needs a New Name

Each new category creates an opportunity for a new brand. Sadly,

most companies stretch an existing brand to cover the new category.

This represents the biggest mistake in marketing.

Consider computers. Initially all computers were mainframe computers, a category dominated first by Remington Rand and then by IBM. Then the category diverged and we had minicomputers (Digital Equipment), home personal computers (Apple), workstations (Sun Microsystems), 3-D workstations (Silicon Graphics), laptops (Toshiba), business personal computers (Compaq), and personal computers sold direct (Dell).

What happened in mainframe computers is happening today in many other categories. Big companies jump in with their brands to try to take market share from the leader while entrepreneurs pioneer new categories and become multimillionaires.

In mainframe computers, General Electric, RCA, Motorola, and Xerox, big companies all, tried to muscle in on IBMs territory. All failed.

Meanwhile entrepreneurs Kenneth Olsen and Harlan Anderson started a minicomputer company named Digital Equipment and made a fortune. Ditto entrepreneurs Steve Jobs and Steve Wozniak with Apple Computer. And entrepreneurs Andreas Bechtolsheim, Scott McNealy, Vinod Khosla, and William Joy with Sun Microsystems. And entrepreneur James Clark with Silicon Graphics. And entrepreneurs Rod Canion, James Harris, and William Murto with Compaq Computer. And entrepreneur Michael Dell with Dell Computer.

In computers, the only exception to the general rule that entre-preneurs who launch new brands beat big companies that lineextend is the laptop category currently dominated by Toshiba.

Interestingly enough, Compaq Computer started as a portable-computer company (hence the name Compaq) before branching out into the desktop category, thereby losing both its focus and its opportunity to dominate an emerging category.

What if Compaq had stayed a portable (or laptop) computer company? Would Compaq today be a bigger and more successful company than Dell?

We think so. Last year, for example, laptop computers outsold desktop computers.
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THE PANTHERA, AN ANCIENT ANIMAL, DIVERGED OVER TIME TO CREATE THE LEOPARD, THE JAGUAR, THE TIGER, AND THE LION.









Chapter 3
Divide and Conquer

WHATS THE SIZE OF THE MARKET?

Thats the first question normally asked before starting a branding program. Its also the wrong question to ask.

Branding opportunities do not lie in the pursuit of existing markets. Branding opportunities lie in the creation of new markets.

A new brand is like a new species. A new species does not evolve from an existing species. If the lion is a brand, you cant create a new brand by improving the lion. No matter how much you improve the breed, a lion is still a lion.

New species are created by divergence of an existing species. Somewhere in the distant past, the ancestor of the lion (panthera) diverged and a new species was created called a leopard. In the same way, the panthera diverged a number of times creating the jaguar, the tiger, and the lion. Thats the way nature works.

Thats Also the Way Branding Works

If you want to create a powerful new brand, you should look for ways that your product or service can diverge from an existing category. In other words, the best way to build a brand is not by going after an existing category, but by creating a new category you can be first in.

Divide and conquer is the way you build a powerful new brand.

Whats the size of the market? The best answer to this question, from a branding point of view, is zero.

To build a new brand, you must overcome the logical notion of serving a market. Instead you must focus on creating a market.

Consider the worlds ten most valuable brands and their estimated values, as determined by Interbrand, the leading brand-valuation company.

No. 1: Coca-Cola ($70 billion)

This is an astounding number because it is almost three times the physical assets of the Coca-Cola Company, which are on the books at $24.5 billion.

How did the Coca-Cola brand achieve such a lofty value? It wasnt because the brand was launched to serve an existing market. The soft-drink market in those days consisted of root beer, sarsaparilla, ginger ale, orange drink, lemonade, and other concoctions. Coca-Cola became a big brand because it created a new market called cola.

Coca-Cola created a tiger in a market populated by lions, leopards, and jaguars. Powerful new brands are always created this wayby divergence of an existing category. Never by improving an existing category or combining two or more categories.

No. 2: Microsoft ($65 billion)

How did mighty Microsoft achieve branding preeminence in such a relatively short time? (The company is just 29 years old compared with 118 for Coca-Cola.)

Microsoft didnt get mighty by building a better personal-computer operating system. Most experts give the nod to Macintosh for its superior look and feel. Microsoft won the operating system war by being first. As sixteen-bit personal-computer operating systems diverged from eight-bit systems like the Apple OS and Digital Researchs CP/M, Microsoft was the first to establish itself as the leading sixteen-bit brand, thanks to IBM.

In August 1981, IBM introduced the PC along with its Microsoft operating system. Apples Macintosh brand (and operating system) was not introduced until January 1984.

You cant give a powerful competitor like IBM a two-and-a-half-year head start and expect to win the race. By the time the Mac appeared, the IBM PC (and its clones) were well on its way to becoming the industry standard.

No. 3: IBM ($52 billion)

What built the IBM brand? In a word, the mainframe computer. IBM wasnt the first company to introduce a commercial computer. (Remington Rand was first with its Univac brand, which was introduced in 1951.)

But Remington Rand was a conglomerate and IBM concentrated all of its efforts on information machines for business.

Even so, Remington Rand might have prevailed with its Univac brand except for the rapid evolution of the mainframe product. The first IBM computer, the 701, was introduced in 1953. Less than a year later, IBM introduced the 702, which processed information twice as fast as a Univac machine.

Its interesting to note that what worked for IBM in mainframes didnt work for them in personal computers. IBM was the first company to introduce a sixteen-bit, serious personal computer (the IBM PC), but still lost the personal computer war to copycats like Compaq, Hewlett-Packard, and Dell.

Why? The IBM name on the brand was wrong. IBM meant mainframe computer, not personal computer. We discuss this paradox in chapter 16, Launching the Brand.

No. 4: General Electric ($42 billion)

GE can trace its history back to Thomas Edison, who invented the electric lightbulb in 1879. His company (Edison Light Company) eventually became the General Electric Company.

As revolutionary in its time as the Internet is today, the electric lightbulb fundamentally altered society, turning twelve-hour days into twenty-four-hour days.

No. 5: Intel ($31 billion)

Like all of the worlds most valuable brands, it was a single inspired development that built the Intel brand. In a word, the microchip. Intel was the first company to introduce a microprocessor, the Intel 4004.

Furthermore, Intel wisely shut down its computer-memory chip business to focus on its new line of microprocessors. An example of the power of pruning. (See chapter 13.)

No. 6: Nokia ($29 billion)

What built the Nokia brand? In a word, the cellphone.

Quite honestly, the worlds sixth most valuable brand should have been Motorola, the first company to introduce a cellphone. Yet Motorola lost out to Nokia for the same reason that IBM lost out to Compaq, Hewlett-Packard, and Dell in personal computers. Nokia meant cellphone and Motorola meant a wide range of products from communications equipment to global satellite systems.

Nokia did the opposite. The company dropped everything (paper, rubber products including tires and boots, electronics, machinery, and computers) to focus on cellphones. Once again, the power of pruning.

No. 7: Disney ($28 billion)

What built the Disney brand? In a word, Mickey Mouse.

Disney was the first brand identified with motion-picture animation, or fantasy. Snow White and the Seven Dwarfs, Donald Duck, Pluto, and other animated characters helped to create the Disney brand.

No. 8: McDonalds ($25 billion)

What built the Big Mac brand? Billions and billions of hamburgers.

The first McDonalds restaurant had exactly eleven items on the menu, even if you count all sizes and flavors as different items. If you werent going to order a hamburger (or its upscale cousin, a cheeseburger), there was no reason to go to a McDonalds. Everything else on the menu complemented the burgers.

Today, of course, a typical McDonalds restaurant has some fifty items on the menu (more than 100 if you count all sizes and flavors) and the brand is in trouble. Pruning, anyone?

No. 9: Marlboro ($22 billion)

Were not happy celebrating the glories of cigarette marketing, but theres no question that Marlboro has become one of the worlds most powerful brands. How did Marlboro do it? It was a long way from being the first cigarette brand.

Conventional wisdom suggests that advertising was the dominant element in Marlboros success. But advertising is only a tool. You can build a house with a hammer, but you need an architect to build a home you can be proud of.

Marlboro represents pure Darwinism at work. Until Marlboro, all cigarettes were unisex brands in the sense that they appealed to women as well as men. Marlboro diverged from the cigarette mainstream by using cowboy imagery to create a masculine brand.

Forget that almost as many women smoke Marlboros as men. Marketing is not about markets; marketing is about minds. And in the mind, Marlboro is a masculine cigarette, which is exactly why women smoke the brand, to express their masculine side.

No. 10: Mercedes-Benz ($21 billion)

Karl Benz invented the automobile in 1885 (a three-wheeler), followed by Gottlieb Daimler, who introduced a four-wheeler in 1886. Later the companies started by the two automotive pioneers merged to form Daimler-Benz AG.

Mercedes-Benz was the brand created by the Daimler-Benz company. Today, Mercedes is one of the most prestigious automobile brands in the world, although the company is doing its best to destroy that prestige. First by merging with a down-market company, Chrysler, and then by introducing a series of down-market Mercedes models.

The Irrelevance of Market Size

What was the size of the cola market the day Coca-Cola was launched?

What was the size of the sixteen-bit personal-computer operating-system market the day Microsoft MS/DOS was launched?

What was the size of the electric-lightbulb market the day Thomas Edison introduced his history-making invention?

What was the size of the microprocessor market the day the Intel 4004 was launched?

What was the size of the motion-picture animation market the day Walt Disneys Mickey Mouse appeared for the first time?

What was the size of the fast-food hamburger market the day the McDonald brothers opened their first unit?

What was the size of the masculine-cigarette market the day Marlboro was repositioned as a male-oriented brand?

What was the size of the automobile market the day Karl Benz introduced his first vehicle?

In all of these eight cases, the size of the market, for all practical purposes, was zero. Eight of the worlds ten most valuable brands were created by divergence from an existing category.

The Power of a Narrow Focus

The two remaining cases (IBM and Nokia) are the exceptions to the general rule that brands are built by divergence. But these two cases do demonstrate another branding principle. You can win by doing the right thing or you can win when your competitor does the wrong thing.

In the case of IBM and Nokia, their competitors did the wrong things.

Take Remington Rand, for example. The company made a wide variety of products including electric shavers, industrial television systems, punch-card machines, and computers. It couldnt keep up with the intense product development taking place in the computer field.

Four years after the first Univac was introduced, IBM seized the mainframe computer leadership, which the company has never lost.

Take Motorola, for example. The company made the classic line-extension mistake. Putting the Motorola name on an emerging new category called the cellphone.

But didnt IBM do the same thing as Motorola? Put the IBM name on mainframe computers even though the company made other products, most notably punch-card machines? True, but IBMs intense focus on computers turned the IBM brand into a mainframe computer brand.

That never happened at Motorola. The Motorola brand never stood alone as a cellphone brand. It was, and still is, a conglomerate brand that stands for semiconductors, global communications equipment, cable modems, television set-top boxes, home theater equipment, emergency radios, and military and space electronic equipment in addition to cellphones.

Motorola even made ill-fated forays into personal computers and mainframe computers. With the Motorola name, of course.

The Market versus the Mind

Critical to making correct branding decisions is the ability to differentiate between the market and the mind.

The primary objective of a branding program is never the market for the product or service. The primary objective of a branding program is always the mind of the prospect. The mind comes first; the market follows where the mind leads.

Many managers try to short-circuit this process. They think in terms of markets and ignore the need to first influence minds. This thinking can be the source of much confusion about market definitions and positions.

Take Marlboro cigarettes, for example. One could argue that the target market for the Marlboro brand was the entire cigarette category. And that the cowboy was only a clever way to appeal to this market.

This is the approach that drives the advertising industry. Marlboro got lucky with cowboys, so the search went on for other clever visuals that could sell cigarette brands. Animals (Camel), swimming pools (Parliament), race car drivers (Winston), and so forth.

The mind doesnt think markets. The mind thinks categories. In this respect, the visual is only a means to an end. In Marlboros case the end is a category the mind identifies as masculine cigarette.

Sure, ultimately you would like your brand to dominate the entire market, as the Marlboro brand eventually did. But the way to do this is to start small, not big.

The first question to ask is, does a category exist in the mind called masculine cigarette? The second question to ask is, can you create a brand that could start a divergence from the mainstream cigarette market? A divergence that would eventually create a masculine cigarette category?

The Process Does Not Depend on the Market

Dozens of masculine cigarette brands may have been on the market the day that Marlboro was relaunched as a masculine brand. What matters is not whats on the market. What matters is whats in the mind. Is there an open hole or position for a new category?

Dozens of expensive watch brands were on the market on July 2, 1908, the day Hans Wilsdorf registered the trademark Rolex. (The Swiss watch industry started in Geneva in the middle of the sixteenth century.) But there was no category in the average mind called expensive watch, and certainly no brands were in that category even if the average watch buyer was dimly aware that you could buy a $5,000 watch.

Like the launch of Marlboro, the launch of Rolex created the perception of a new category (expensive watch), identified the category with a new brand (Rolex), and eventually drove the market in that direction. Before Rolex the market for expensive watches was insignificant. Today, expensive watches represent a substantial share of the watch market.

Whats the size of the market?

Zero. Thats great! Thats the market we want to target.
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FORD SEDANS HAVE GRADUALLY CHANGED. ABRUPT CHANGE, OR DIVERGENCE, OCCURS WHEN NEW TYPES OF VEHICLES ARE INTRODUCED.









Chapter 4
Gradual Change vs. Divergence

DARWIN RECOGNIZED THAT EVOLUTION had two aspects. One is a gradual change from an ancestral to a current condition (called anagenesis). The other is divergence, or a spitting of the ancestral tree to create new branches (called cladogenesis).

In biology, anagenesis (gradual change) and cladogenesis (divergence) are largely independent processes. Anagenesis produces strawberries the size of plums. It just wont produce a plum. It takes divergence to do that.

In business, the two processes are largely independent, too. What can cause problems is confusing the two. You need to recognize what is normal, natural change and what conditions can lead to divergence, which is abrupt change.

A 2004 Ford Taurus doesnt look like a 1955 Ford Fairlane, but they are still both sedans.

There have been a lot of changes in Ford sedans over the years, but they didnt evolve into minivans or sport-utility vehicles.

If you see divergence as natural change, you will miss the opportunity to create a profitable new brand. If you see natural change as divergence, you might launch a new brand that turns out to be a disaster.

Principle No. 1: Gradual Change

The first fundamental principle of evolution is survival of the fittest. The competition between individuals improves the species over an extended period. Darwin believed that all living things are engaged in a fierce struggle for existence and that this tended to kill off those plants and animals that inherit unfavorable traits.

Over time, a species evolves and because of competition becomes stronger and more resistant





























	Ford Crown Victoria (luxury car)

	Ford Econoline (van)

	Ford Excursion (large sport-utility vehicle)

	Ford Explorer (sport-utility vehicle)

	Ford Focus (compact car)

	Ford F-series (pickup truck)

	Ford Mustang (sports car)

	Ford Ranger (compact pickup truck)

	Ford Taurus (standard car)

	Ford Windstar (minivan)
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